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Small eigenvalues of Toeplitz operators,

Lebesgue envelopes and Mabuchi geometry

Siarhei Finski

Abstract. We study small eigenvalues of Toeplitz operators on polarized complex projective

manifolds. For Toeplitz operators whose symbols are supported on proper subsets, we prove the

existence of eigenvalues that decay exponentially with respect to the semiclassical parameter. We

moreover, establish a connection between the logarithmic distribution of these eigenvalues and the

Mabuchi geodesic between the fixed polarization and the Lebesgue envelope associated with the

polarization and the non-zero set of the symbol. As an application of our approach, we also obtain

analogous results for Toeplitz matrices.
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1 Introduction

The primary aim of this paper is to examine the small eigenvalues of Toeplitz operators and their

connections with Mabuchi geometry and Lebesgue envelopes.

Throughout the whole article, we fix a complex projective manifold X , dimX = n, and an

ample line bundle L over it. We fix a smooth positive Hermitian metric hL on L, and denote by

Hilbk(h
L) the L2-metric on H0(X,L⊗k) induced by hL, see (1.8).

For a fixed f ∈ L∞(X) and k ∈ N∗, we denote by Tk(f) ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)) the Toeplitz op-

erator with symbol f . Recall that this means that Tk(f) := Bk◦Mk(f), whereBk : L
∞(X,L⊗k) →

H0(X,L⊗k) is the orthogonal (Bergman) projection to H0(X,L⊗k), and Mk(f) : H
0(X,L⊗k) →

L∞(X,L⊗k) is the multiplication map by f , acting as s 7→ f · s, s ∈ H0(X,L⊗k).
Toeplitz operators have recently found numerous applications in complex and algebraic geom-

etry; see [9], [47], [32], [35] and [36]. Their spectral theory of Toeplitz operators is a classical

subject, rooted in the seminal work of Boutet de Monvel-Guillemin [43], where the weak con-

vergence of their spectral measures is established. This theory has been recently revisited and

extended by the subsequent works on Bergman kernels, including those of Dai-Liu-Ma [19], as

well as Ma-Marinescu [46], [45].
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Significant progress has been made in understanding the smallest eigenvalues of Toeplitz op-

erators. The general case reduces to the study of Toeplitz operators with symbols satisfying an

additional condition ess infX f = 0, a condition we will assume throughout. We also exclude the

trivial case where f = 0 almost everywhere from our analysis by simply saying f 6= 0.

The asymptotics of the smallest eigenvalue λmin(Tk(f)), of Tk(f), as k → ∞, is dictated by

the zero set of f and the behavior of f in its vicinity, see [24], [25], [1], [30].

Drewitz-Liu-Marinescu in [31, Theorem 1.23] demonstrated that for an arbitrary f ∈ L∞(X),
f 6= 0, λmin(Tk(f)) decays no faster than exponentially in k, i.e. there is d > 0, verifying

λmin(Tk(f)) ≥ exp(−dk), (1.1)

for k ∈ N big enough. They further conjectured in [31, Question 5.13] that the exponential decay

of the first eigenvalue occurs if and only if the symbol of the Toeplitz operator is supported on a

proper subset. We confirm this conjecture in the present work for non-pathological symbols by

studying the logarithmic distribution of small eigenvalues.

Before describing our results, let us describe the possible pathologies of the symbols. We de-

noteK := ess supp f , Z := f−1(0)∩K and let NZ := K \Z; here NZ stands for non-zero. Note

that the set Z depends on the choice of the measurable representative of f ∈ L∞(X); however, the

sets Z corresponding to two different representatives differ only by a Lebesgue negligible set, and

in all subsequent constructions, we will rely solely on properties of Z that are unaffected by the

addition or removal of such Lebesgue negligible sets.

Immediately from the definitions, we see that the closure of NZ coincides with K. Moreover,

NZ is Lebesgue non-negligible. Note, however, that the Lebesgue measure of Z, which we denote

by λ(Z), can take an arbitrary value in [0, λ(K)[. For example of a function f with λ(Z) non-zero,

take the indicator function of a complement of a Smith-Volterra-Cantor set (which is a nowhere

dense closed subset of positive measure) or the indicator function of an interior of an Osgood curve

in P1 (a non-self-intersecting curve that has positive area). These are exactly the pathologies we

will circumvent in some of our subsequent results by imposing the condition λ(Z) = 0. Observe

that these pathologies might still appear even for smooth functions f , as the theorem of Whitney,

cf. [15], tells that an arbitrary closed subset can be a zero set of a smooth function.

To state our results, we fix a Lebesgue-measurable subset A ⊂ X , which is Lebesgue non-

negligible, and consider the Lebesgue envelope hLLeb,A of a given metric hL on L, defined as

hLLeb,A = inf
{

hL0 with psh potential : hL0 ≥ hL almost everywhere on A
}

, (1.2)

where psh above stands for plurisubharmonic, and almost everywhere condition above is with

respect to the Lebesgue measure on A (induced by the Lebesgue measure on X , i.e. of top dimen-

sion). Observe that adding or removing a Lebesgue negligible set from A does not affect hLLeb,A.

The envelope construction (1.2), originally introduced by Guedj-Lu-Zeriahi [38] for arbitrary

non-pluripolar measures, is studied in Sections 3, 4 in comparison with the psh envelopes of Siciak

[54] and Guedj-Zeriahi [39], see (3.2). For the moment, we only mention that similarly to psh

envelopes, the assumption that A is Lebesgue non-negligible assures that hLLeb,A has a bounded

potential. But unlike psh envelopes, for which the potential becomes psh only after the upper

semi-continous regularization, the potential of hLLeb,A is automatically psh, see Proposition 4.2.

Following the analogous notion in complex pluripotential theory, cf. [42], we define a pair

(A, hL) to be Lebesgue pluriregular if hLLeb,A is continuous, see Proposition 4.3 for examples.
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Theorem 1.1. Let f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, be such that (K, hL) is Lebesgue pluriregular and λ(Z) =
0. We let c(f) := maxx∈X log(hL(x)/hLLeb,K(x)). Then for any ǫ > 0, there is k0 ∈ N, such that

for any k ≥ k0, we have

exp(−(c(f) + ǫ)k) ≤ λmin(Tk(f)) ≤ exp(−(c(f)− ǫ)k). (1.3)

Remark 1.2. Under the given assumptions, the Lebesgue envelope coincides with the psh envelope,

see Proposition 3.6. However, the distinction between these two notions becomes significant in the

next result, where no assumption on Lebesgue pluriregularity is made.

Another essential ingredient for this paper is the concept of a Mabuchi geodesic, which pro-

vides a specific method for constructing paths between metrics on L with bounded plurisubhar-

monic potentials. For the necessary background, see Section 8. We denote by hLt , t ∈ [0, 1], the

Mabuchi geodesic between hL0 := hL and hL1 := hLLeb,NZ . While in general, hLt is not smooth in

t ∈ [0, 1], one can still define its time derivative at t := 0 due to convexity. We denote by

φ(hL, NZ) := (hLt )
−1 d

dt
hLt |t=0 (1.4)

the speed of the geodesic at t = 0. We shall prove in Section 8 that φ(hL, NZ) is a non-positive

bounded function, it is strictly negative away from K, and it vanishes on the Lebesgue dense

points of NZ (see (4.1) for the definition of Lebesgue dense points). In particular, the support

of φ(hL, NZ) and f intersect at most along the topological boundary of K. The main result

of this paper, detailed below, asserts that the logarithmic distribution of the small eigenvalues is

determined by this function φ(hL, NZ).

Theorem 1.3. For any f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, and continuous g : R → R, we have

lim
k→∞

1

dimH0(X,L⊗k)

∑

λ∈Spec(Tk(f))

g
( log(λ)

k

)

=

∫

X
g(φ(hL, NZ))c1(L, h

L)n
∫

X
c1(L, hL)n

. (1.5)

Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 collectively imply that the asymptotic shape of eigenvalues having ex-

ponential decay depends solely on the non-zero set NZ of the symbol and not on the nature of its

decay in the vicinity of the boundary of NZ. This goes in sharp contrast with the properties of

the smallest eigenvalue of a Toeplitz operator with a continuous symbol when f−1(0) consists of a

single point, see [31, §5.5, 5.6].

We now briefly discuss some qualitative consequences of the above results. The following

result gives an answer to [31, Question 5.13].

Corollary 1.4. For any f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, verifying λ(Z) = 0, we have K 6= X if and only if

there is c > 0, such that λmin(Tk(f)) ≤ exp(−ck) for k ∈ N big enough. Moreover, the proportion

of exponentially small eigenvalues equals to the relative volume of X \K, i.e.

lim
ǫ→+0

lim
k→∞

#{λ ∈ Spec(Tk(f)) : λ ≤ exp(−ǫk)}
#Spec(Tk(f))

=

∫

X\K c1(L, h
L)n

∫

X
c1(L, hL)n

. (1.6)

Remark 1.5. The statement (1.6) with Proposition 2.6 show that the fraction of eigenvalues that

are exponentially small matches the fraction of eigenvalues that tend to zero.
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The next result states that in a certain sense the distribution of small eigenvalues depends solely

on the geometry of the manifold away from the essential support of the symbol. For A ⊂ X , we

denote below by i(A) the subset of interior points A.

Corollary 1.6. Assume that for two complex manifolds X , X ′; f ∈ L∞(X), f ′ ∈ L∞(X ′) and

ample line bundles L, L′ with positive metrics hL, hL
′

the following holds. For K := ess supp f ,

K ′ := ess supp f ′, there are neighborhoods U , U ′ of X \ i(K) and X ′ \ i(K ′) respectively, so that

there is a biholomorphism p : U → U ′, which extends to the holomorhic map between L and L′,
preserving hL and hL

′

. Then the logarithmic distribution (in the sense of Theorem 1.3) of the small

eigenvalues of respective Toeplitz operators Tk(f) and Tk(f
′) are asymptotically identical. If,

moreover, both (K, hL) and (K ′, hL
′

) are Lebesgue pluriregular, then the exponents of the growth

of the smallest eigenvalues of Tk(f) and Tk(f
′) from Theorem 1.1 are identical.

Our last statement says that while by Theorem 1.1 the smallest eigenvalue decays exponentially

if K 6= X , upon changing the polarization, the exponent can be made arbitrary small.

Corollary 1.7. Let f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, be such that (K, hL) is Lebesgue pluriregular and λ(Z) =
0. Then for any ǫ > 0, there is a positive smooth metric hL0 on L, such that over K, we have

hL ≥ hL0 ≥ exp(−ǫ)hL, and the smallest eigenvalue λmin(T
0
k (f)), of the Toeplitz operator T 0

k (f),
associated with hL0 and f , satisfies exp(−ǫk) ≤ λmin(T

0
k (f)) for k big enough.

To conclude, we briefly outline our approach to the theorems mentioned above. Our approach

relies on analyzing the operators 1
k
log Tk(f); we show specifically that these operators coincide

asymptotically with the Toeplitz operator associated with the symbol φ(hL, NZ). Once this is

established, the above results would follow directly from the detailed analysis of φ(hL, NZ), and

some results on the spectrum of Toeplitz operators.

To relate log Tk(f) with Toeplitz operators, we interpret log Tk(f) as the transfer operator be-

tween the L2-norm Hilbk(h
L) associated with hL and the L2-norm associated with hL and the

weight f . We then extend a result of Berman-Boucksom-Witt Nyström [6] concerning the asymp-

totic study of the L2-norms associated with weights to the case when the measure induced by the

weight is not necessarily determining and the essential support is not necessarily pluriregular. The

relation between log Tk(f) and Toeplitz operators is then derived by extending the previous result

of the author [36] on the asymptotics of the transfer operators between L2-norms associated with

smooth volume forms.

This article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we establish the main results of the paper,

modulo the statement about the asymptotics of log Tk(f). In Section 3, we study the non-negligible

psh envelopes associated with an arbitrary non-pluripolar probability measure and compare them

with psh envelopes. In Section 4, we specialize this theory to the case of Lebesgue envelopes. In

Section 5, we study the Bernstein-Markov property for the Lebesgue measure. In Sections 6 and

7, we establish that the operator 1
k
log Tk(f) is asymptotically Toeplitz. In Section 8, we study the

Mabuchi geodesic connecting a metric with its Lebesgue envelope. In Section 9, we apply our

methods to study the growth of balls of holomorphic sections associated with L2-norms supported

on measurable subsets, extending a previous result of Berman-Boucksom [5]. In Section 10, we

prove the analogues of Theorems 1.1, 1.3 for generalized Toeplitz operators and Toeplitz matrices.

Notation. For f : X → R, we denote by f ∗ (resp. f∗) the upper (resp. lower) semi-continuous

regularization of f . Similar notations will be used for metrics on line bundles. For f, g ∈ L∞(X),
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by f = g we mean that the measurable representatives of f, g coincide almost everywhere. Simi-

larly, we say that f is continuous if we can find a continuous representative in the class of f .

By a positive Hermitian metric on a line bundle we mean a smooth Hermitian metric with

strictly positive curvature. Upon fixing a positive metric hL0 on L, one can identify the space

of positive metrics on L with the space of Kähler potentials of ω := 2πc1(L, h
L
0 ), consisting of

u ∈ C
∞(X,R), such that ωu := ω +

√
−1∂∂u is strictly positive, through the map

u 7→ hL := e−u · hL0 . (1.7)

The function u will be called the potential of the metric hL (with respect to hL0 ). When working

locally, we will, by a slight abuse of notation, also refer to a function u as a potential if, in a

holomorphic local frame, hL can be expressed as e−u.

For a Kähler form ω on X , we denote by PSH(X,ω) the space of ω-psh potentials, consisting

of functions ψ : X → [−∞,+∞[, which are locally the sum of a psh function and of a smooth

function so that the (1, 1)-current ω +
√
−1∂∂ψ is positive. We say that ψ is strictly ω-psh if the

(1, 1)-current ω +
√
−1∂∂ψ is strictly positive, i.e. there is ǫ > 0, such that ω +

√
−1∂∂ψ ≥ ǫω.

For a metric hL on L with bounded psh potential and a positive Borel measure µ on X ,

we denote by Hilbk(h
L, µ) the positive semi-definite form on H0(X,L⊗k) defined for arbitrary

s1, s2 ∈ H0(X,L⊗k) as follows

〈s1, s2〉Hilbk(hL,µ) =

∫

X

〈s1(x), s2(x)〉hL⊗k · dµ(x). (1.8)

Remark that when µ is a non-pluripolar Borel measure (i.e. a Borel measure not charging the

pluripolar subsets), the above form is positive definite. When the measure µ is induced by a

non-negative L∞(X)-section χ of ∧n,nT ∗X , we denote the associated form by Hilbk(h
L, χ).

For brevity, we use the notations Hilbk(h
L) for Hilbk(h

L, c1(L, h
L)n) and Hilbk(A, h

L) for

Hilbk(h
L, 1A · c1(L, hL)n), where A ⊂ X is a fixed measurable subset and 1A is the indicator func-

tion of it. For a closed Lebesgue non-negligible subset K ⊂ X , we denote by Ban∞
k (K, hL) the

L∞(K)-norm on H0(X,L⊗k) induced by hL. For brevity, we denote Ban∞
k (X, hL) by Ban∞

k (hL).
The p-Schatten norm, ‖ · ‖p, p ∈ [1,+∞[, is defined for an operator A ∈ End(V ), of a finitely-

dimensional Hermitian vector space (V,H) as ‖A‖p = ( 1
dimV

Tr[|A|p]) 1

p , where |A| := (AA∗)
1

2 . It

is evident that for any p ∈ [1,+∞[, we have ‖ · ‖p ≤ ‖ · ‖, where ‖ · ‖ is the operator norm. For

trivial reasons, we sometimes denote ‖ · ‖ by ‖ · ‖+∞.

When we speak of a Lebesgue measure on a measurable subset A ⊂ X , we mean the ambient

Lebesgue measure (i.e. of top dimension to the effect that the Lebesgue measure of a smooth

curve in P1 is zero). For a measure µ on X and a measurable function f : X → R, we denote

by ess supµ f the essential supremum of f with respect to µ. For brevity, for a measurable subset

A ⊂ X we also note ess supA f the essential supremum of f with respect to the Lebesgue measure

on A. Similar notations are used for the essential infimum.
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2 Logarithm of a Toeplitz operator is asymptotically Toeplitz

This section is devoted to establishing all the results announced in the Introduction. To achieve

this, we use a result concerning the asymptotics of the logarithm of a Toeplitz operator, the proof

of which we defer to Section 6. For this, we need [36, Definition 1.5], which we recall below.

Definition 2.1. We say that Tk ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)), k ∈ N, form an asymptotically Toeplitz

operator of Schatten class with symbol f ∈ L∞(X) if there is C > 0, so that for any k ∈ N, we

have ‖Tk‖ ≤ C, and for any ǫ > 0, p ∈ [1,+∞[, there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0,
∥

∥Tk − Tk(f)
∥

∥

p
≤ ǫ. (2.1)

If we can even take p = +∞ above and f is continuous, we say that Tk, k ∈ N, form an asymptot-

ically Toeplitz operator with symbol f , cf. [45].

We fix f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, so that ess infX f = 0, and use the notations K, Z and NZ as in

Introduction. Recall that the bounded function φ(hL, NZ) was introduced in (1.4).

The following result is one of the main contributions of the current article.

Theorem 2.2. The sequence 1
k
log(Tk(f)), k ∈ N∗, forms an asymptotically Toeplitz operator

of Schatten class with symbol φ(hL, NZ). If, moreover, (NZ, hL) is Lebesgue pluriregular, then
1
k
log(Tk(f)), k ∈ N∗, even forms an asymptotically Toeplitz operator with symbol φ(hL, NZ).

Remark 2.3. If we had ess infX f > 0, as shown in [36, Proposition 5.10], a markedly different

phenomenon would arise: the sequence log(Tk(f)), k ∈ N∗, (note the absence of the factor 1
k

in

front of log(Tk(f))) would form an asymptotically Toeplitz operator of Schatten class with symbol

log(f), see also [43], [13] and [46] for related results.

Theorem 2.2 will be proved in Section 6. Let us demonstrate how it leads to Theorems 1.1 and

1.3. For this, we will need the following result concerning Mabuchi geodesics.

We fix a positive smooth metric hL0 on L, and a metric hL1 on L with a bounded psh potential.

Let hLt , t ∈ [0, 1], be the Mabuchi geodesic between hL0 and hL1 . We denote

φ(hL0 , h
L
1 ) := −(hLt )

−1 d

dt
hLt |t=0. (2.2)

The following result is established in [36, Proposition 3.1], [33, Lemma 4.7] and Proposition 8.1.

Proposition 2.4. If hL1 is continuous, then φ(hL0 , h
L
1 ) is continuous, and maxX |φ(hL0 , hL1 )| =

maxX | log(hL0 /hL1 )|. If, moreover, hL0 ≥ hL1 , then φ(hL0 , h
L
1 ) ≥ 0.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By the Lebesgue pluriregularity of (K, hL) and Proposition 2.4, φ(hL, K) is

continuous. Remark also that since λ(Z) = 0 by our assumption, we have φ(hL, K) = φ(hL, NZ).
Clearly, Theorem 1.1 simply says that the biggest eigenvalue of − 1

k
log(Tk(f)) converges, as k →

∞, to c(f) in the notations of Theorem 1.1. It is a standard fact, cf. [2, Theorem 5.1], that the

biggest eigenvalue of a Toeplitz operator with a continuous symbol converges to the maximal

value of the symbol. From this and the second part of Theorem 2.2, we deduce that the biggest

eigenvalue of − 1
k
log(Tk(f)) converges to maxX φ(h

L, NZ). By this and the second statement of

Proposition 2.4, we deduce Theorem 1.1.

Let us now recall [36, Proposition 5.12], which generalizes the weak convergence from [43].
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Proposition 2.5. The spectral measures of a sequence of operators Tk ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)), k ∈ N,

forming an asymptotically Toeplitz operator of Schatten class with symbol f ∈ L∞(X), converge

weakly, as k → ∞, to f∗(
1∫

X
c1(L)n

c1(L, h
L)n).

Proof of Theorem 1.3. It is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.2 and Proposition 2.5.

To establish Corollary 1.4, we need to establish some further results.

Proposition 2.6. Assume that a sequence of self-adjoint operators Tk ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)), k ∈ N,

forms a Toeplitz operator of Schatten class with symbol f . Then the proportion of asymptotically

non-null eigenvalues of Tk equals to the relative volume of X \NZ, i.e.

lim
ǫ→+0

lim
k→∞

#{λ ∈ Spec(Tk) : λ ≤ ǫ}
#Spec(Tk)

=

∫

X\NZ
c1(L, h

L)n
∫

X
c1(L, hL)n

. (2.3)

Proof. Consider a sequence ǫl > 0, l ∈ N, which tends to 0, as l → ∞, and such that all

ǫl are in the continuity set of the cumulative distribution function associated with the measure

f∗(
1∫

X
c1(L)n

c1(L, h
L)n) on R (note that since the cumulative distribution function is monotone, its

set of discontinuity points is at most countable, which allows a choice of the sequence ǫl). By

the Portmanteau theorem and the choice of ǫl, the weak convergence of spectral measures from

Proposition 2.5 implies that for any l ∈ N, for the subsets Ul := {x ∈ X : f(x) > ǫl}, we have

lim
k→∞

#{λ ∈ Spec(Tk) : λ ≤ ǫl}
#Spec(Tk)

=

∫

X\Ul
c1(L, h

L)n
∫

X
c1(L, hL)n

. (2.4)

By taking a limit l → ∞ in (2.4), using the fact that ∪l∈NUl = {x ∈ X : f(x) > 0} and applying

Proposition 2.9, we deduce (1.6), which finishes the proof.

The following results from complex pluripotential theory are established in Sections 4 and 8.

Proposition 2.7. For any continuous metric hL with a psh potential, we have hLLeb,X = hL. In

particular, (X, hL) is Lebesgue pluriregular. Moreover, for any measurable subset A ⊂ X , such

that (A, hL) is Lebesgue pluriregular, we have hLLeb,A = hL over A.

Remark 2.8. See also [38, Proposition 2.11] for a related result.

Proposition 2.9. The symmetric difference between X \ K and {x ∈ X : φ(hL, K)(x) < 0} is

Lebesgue-negligible.

Proof of Corollary 1.4. Immediately from Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 2.7, we see that if

ess supp f = X , then the smallest eigenvalue of Tk(f) decays subexponentially.

To establish Corollary 1.4 in full, now it suffices to prove (1.6). Remark that (1.6) can be

reformulated as follows

lim
ǫ→+0

lim
k→∞

#{λ ∈ Spec(− 1
k
log(Tk(f))) : λ ≤ ǫ}

#Spec(− 1
k
log(Tk(f)))

=

∫

X\K c1(L, h
L)n

∫

X
c1(L, hL)n

. (2.5)

But it follows directly from Theorem 2.2 and Propositions 2.6, 2.9, as by our standing assumption

λ(Z) = 0, we obviously have φ(hL, NZ) = φ(hL, K).
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In Section 8, we shall also establish the following result.

Proposition 2.10. In the notations and assumptions from Corollary 1.6, we have φ(hL, NZ) =
p∗φ(hL

′

, NZ ′), where NZ ′ is the non-zero set of f ′.

Proof of Corollary 1.6. It follows immediately from Theorems 1.1, 1.3 and Proposition 2.10.

Proof of Corollary 1.7. By the Demailly regularization theorem and the fact that hLLeb,K has a psh

potential, cf. Proposition 4.2, there is a sequence of positive metrics hLi , i ∈ N∗, on L, increasing

pointwise towards hLLeb,K , see [27], [39]. Since hLLeb,K is continuous by the Lebesgue pluriregular-

ity assumption, the convergence is uniform by Dini’s theorem. Hence, we can find i ∈ N, so that

for hL0 := hLi , the following bound is satisfied

hLLeb,K ≥ hL0 ≥ exp(−ǫ)hLLeb,K . (2.6)

We claim that hL0 will satisfy the assumptions of Corollary 1.6.

To see this, we first note that since hL was initially fixed to be positive and (K, hL) is Lebesgue

pluriregular, by Proposition 2.7, over K we have hLLeb,K = hL, which implies the first condition

on hL0 from Corollary 1.7 by (2.6). Second, since the formation of psh envelopes clearly preserves

the order, and the Lebesgue envelope associated with hLLeb,K and K obviously equals hLLeb,K , for

the Lebesgue envelope hL0,Leb,K associated with hL0 and K, by (2.6), we have hLLeb,K ≥ hL0,Leb,K ≥
exp(−ǫ)hLLeb,K . We deduce that c0(f) := maxx∈X log(hL0 (x)/h

L
0,Leb,K(x)) satisfies c0(f) ≤ ǫ. An

application of Theorem 1.1 finishes the proof.

3 Determining measures and non-negligible psh envelopes

This section studies the non-negligible psh envelopes associated with a non-pluripolar Borel mea-

sure and compares them with classical psh envelopes. As an application, we interpret the deter-

mining property of a measure through the identity between these envelopes.

Although our primary motivation concerns the Lebesgue measures on measurable subsets ofX ,

which forms a very particular class of non-pluripolar Borel measures, we have chosen to develop

the theory in a more general setting. The proofs of the results do not simplify dramatically in the

Lebesgue case, but by presenting the general picture first, we hope to make the distinctive features

of the Lebesgue case more apparent. This more general setting will also play a crucial role in

Section 10, where we study generalized Toeplitz operators and Toeplitz matrices.

We denote by µ a non-pluripolar Borel probability measure on X with support K. For a

continuous metric hL on L, following [38], we define the non-negligible psh envelope hLµ as

hLµ = inf
{

hL0 with psh potential : hL0 ≥ hLµ-almost everywhere on K
}

. (3.1)

Remark that this definition depends only on the absolutely continuous class of the measure µ.

We fix a non-pluripolar subset E ⊂ X . Following Siciak [54], Guedj-Zeriahi [39], we define

the psh envelope hLE associated with E as

hLE = inf
{

hL0 with psh potential : hL0 ≥ hL over E
}

. (3.2)

The non-pluripolarity of E assures that the metric hLE has a bounded potential, cf. [39, Theorem

9.17]. A pair (E, hL) is called pluriregular if hLE is continuous, cf. [42, p. 186].
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Note that while the inequality hLE ≥ hL on E is immediate, it is not obvious a priori that hLµ
admits a potential that is bounded somewhere. The following result due to Guedj-Lu-Zeriahi [38,

Proposition 2.10], however, establishes this.

Proposition 3.1. The metric hLµ has a bounded psh potential and there is E ⊂ K, µ(E) = 0, such

that hLµ = hLK\E.

Remark 3.2. a) The set E is not uniquely determined. The reader can verify that if E satisfies the

assumptions of Proposition 3.1, then so does any enlarged set of the form E ∪ F where F ⊂ K
is an arbitrary subset with µ(F ) = 0. Note, however, that directly from Zorn’s lemma and [40,

Proposition 9.19.3], there is a minimal E ⊂ K, µ(E) = 0, such that hLµ = hLK\E∗.

b) As over K \E, we trivially have hLK\E ≥ hL, we infer by Proposition 3.1 that hLµ ≥ hL over

K \ E. In particular, the infimum from (3.1) has the minimal element. If hL has moreover a psh

potential, by the trivial bound hL ≥ hLµ , then we even have hLµ = hL over K \ E.

We fix a positive metric hL0 on L, denote ω := 2πc1(L, h
L
0 ), and let φ (resp. φE , φµ) be the

potential of hL (resp. hLE, hLµ), cf. (1.7). Directly from the definitions, we can rewrite

φµ = sup
{

φ0 ∈ PSH(X,ω) : φ0 ≤ φ µ-almost everywhere on K
}

,

φE = sup
{

φ0 ∈ PSH(X,ω) : φ0 ≤ φ on E
}

.
(3.3)

Immediately from this, we then have

φµ = sup
{

φK\F : µ(F ) = 0
}

. (3.4)

The reader will then check that the second part of Proposition 3.1 can be reformulated as follows:

for any ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω), we have

ess sup
µ

(ψ − φ) = sup
X

(ψ − φµ). (3.5)

Below we provide an independent proof of Proposition 3.1 for the convenience of the reader.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. First, we establish that φµ is uniformly bounded. Suppose, for contradic-

tion, that there exists a sequence of sets Ei, i ∈ N, with µ(Ei) = 0, such that supX φK\Ei
→ +∞.

Remark that for E := ∪i∈NEi, we have φK\Ei
≤ φK\E for any i ∈ N, and as a consequence,

supX φK\E = +∞. However, since µ(E) = 0, we have µ(K \ E) = 1, and so K \ E is non-

pluripolar by our assumption on µ. But then from [39, Theorem 9.17], supX φK\E < +∞, which

gives a contradiction. We conclude that φµ is uniformly bounded.

We will now show that φµ ∈ PSH(X,ω). For this, we first remark that for any non-pluripolar

F ⊂ X , we have φ∗
F = φF away from a pluripolar (or empty) subset by [40, Theorem 4.42]. We

denote by G ⊂ X this subset, and then we see that φ∗
F is one of the contenders for the supremum

in the definition of φF\G, which immediately implies that φ∗
F ≤ φF\G. Since µ is non-pluripolar,

we conclude by (3.4) and the above

φµ = sup
{

φ∗
K\E : µ(E) = 0

}

. (3.6)
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By the uniform boundness of φµ, (3.6), the fact that φ∗
K\E ∈ PSH(X,ω), cf. [40, Theorem

9.17], and [28, Proposition I.4.24], we deduce that φ∗
µ ∈ PSH(X,ω). Let us establish that φ∗

µ = φµ,

which would then imply that φµ ∈ PSH(X,ω).
Indeed, φ∗

µ = φµ away from a pluripolar (or empty) subset G ⊂ X by [40, Theorem 4.42]. But

since µ(G) = 0, we conclude that φ∗
µ ≤ φ µ-almost everywhere, which means that φ∗

µ is one of the

contenders in the supremum from the definition of φµ, which shows that φ∗
µ ≤ φµ. Clearly, the last

inequality implies φ∗
µ = φµ, as we trivially have φ∗

µ ≥ φµ.

Let us now establish the existence of E ⊂ X , µ(E) = 0, so that φµ = φK\E. By (3.4), it

suffices to find E ⊂ X , µ(E) = 0, so that φµ ≤ φK\E. By Choquet’s lemma, cf. [40, Lemma

4.31], and (3.6) there is a countable family Ei, i ∈ N, µ(Ei) = 0, so that φµ = (supi∈N{φ∗
K\Ei

})∗.
But then as before, for F := ∪i∈NEi, we have φK\Ei

≤ φK\F for any i ∈ N, and as a consequence,

φµ ≤ φ∗
K\F . Remark also that we trivially have µ(F ) = 0. But then, as φ∗

K\F = φK\F away

from a pluripolar (or empty) subset G ⊂ X by [40, Theorem 4.42], for E := F ∪ G, we obtain

φ∗
K\F ≤ φK\E, and µ(E) = 0. This implies that φµ ≤ φK\E, which finishes the proof.

Let us now recall the definition of a determining measure from [55].

Definition 3.3. A non-pluripolar Borel measure µ on a compact subset K ⊂ X is called determin-

ing for the pair (K, hL) if for each measurable subset E ⊂ K, µ(E) = 0, we have hLK∗ = hLK\E∗.

Remark 3.4. a) The definition of a determining measure clearly only depends on the absolutely

continuous class of the measure µ.

b) Some authors, cf. [5], instead require that hLK = hLK\E , which imposes a stronger condition,

as discussed in Proposition 3.6 below.

Proposition 3.5. The following statements are equivalent:

a) The measure µ on K is determining for (K, hL).

b) We have hLµ = hLK∗.

Proof. Let E ⊂ K, µ(E) = 0, be given by Proposition 3.1, i.e. hLµ = hLK\E . If µ is determining,

we have hLK\E∗ = hLK∗, which shows that a) ⇒ b), as by Proposition 3.1, we have hLµ = hLµ∗.

Now, let F ⊂ K be a measurable subset such that µ(F ) = 0. We then immediately obtain

hLµ ≤ hLK\F ≤ hLK , which implies that hLµ ≤ hLK\F∗ ≤ hLK∗ and immediately shows b) ⇒ a).

We stress out that there exist examples of compact subsets which are pluriregular for a fixed

positive metric, but for which the Lebesgue measure is not determining, see [54, Example 2.10

and Theorem 3.1]. By Proposition 3.5, this demonstrates that psh and Lebesgue envelopes do not

necessarily coincide, even for such “nice” sets. In particular, the distinction that we refereed to in

Remark 1.2 is indeed vital for Theorem 1.3.

For the next proposition, we say that (K, hL) is µ-pluriregular if hLµ is continuous.

Proposition 3.6. The following statements are equivalent:

a) The measure µ is determining for (K, hL) and (K, hL) is pluriregular.

b) For each measurable subset E ⊂ K, such that µ(E) = 0, we have hLK = hLK\E.
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c) For an arbitrary ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω), we have ess supµ(ψ − φ) = supK(ψ − φ).

d) We have hLK = hLµ .

e) The pair (K, hL) is µ-pluriregular.

Proof. The equivalence between b) and c) was established in [6, Proposition 1.12]. To see the

implication a) ⇒ b) remark that for a measurable subset E ⊂ K, such that µ(E) = 0, the

following easy chain of inequalities holds hLK\E∗ = hLK∗ = hLK ≥ hLK\E, cf. [54, Definition 0.2],

which immediately implies that hLK = hLK\E by the trivial inequality hLK\E∗ ≤ hLK\E. Let us show

that b) ⇒ a). It is immediate that µ is determining for (K, hL), as hLK = hLE implies hLK∗ = hLE∗.
The fact that b) implies that (K, hL) is pluriregular was established in [6, Proposition 1.12].

The validity of b) ⇒ d) follows immediately from Proposition 3.1. To discuss the converse,

remark that hLK has a lower semi-continuous potential, cf. [54, Proposition 2.12]. The last fact

follows immediately from the description

hLK(x)

hL(x)
= inf

{

|s(x)|−
1

k

hL⊗k : s ∈ H0(X,L⊗k), sup
x∈K

|s(x)|
hL⊗k ≤ 1

}

, (3.7)

which is valid for psh envelopes associated with compact subsets, see [26, Theorem 15.6]. By

replacing an infimum over a single section (3.7) with an infimum over a base-point free subset

of sections, we see that we can realize hLK(x)/h
L(x) as an infimum of a set of continuous func-

tions. As an infimum of a set of continuous functions is automatically upper semi-continuous,

we obtain that hLK has a lower semi-continuous potential. From Proposition 3.1, hLµ has an upper

semi-continuous potential. In particular, if hLµ = hLK , then hLK is continuous, hence (K, hL) is

pluriregular. The fact that µ is determining if hLµ = hLK follows from Propositions 3.1 and 3.5. We

thus estabished that d) ⇒ a).
Clearly, we also have d) ⇒ e), as hLK is continuous for pluriregular (K, hL). Let us finally

show that e) ⇒ d). We denote by E ⊂ K a subset from Proposition 3.1. Remark that K \ E is

topologically dense in K as the support of µ is included in the closure of K \ E by our standing

assumption µ(E) = 0. If hLµ is continuous, then sinceK\E is dense inK and hL ≤ hLµ overK\E,

we conclude that hL ≤ hLµ over K. But then by Proposition 3.1, hLµ is one of the contenders in the

infimum from (3.1), which shows that hLK ≤ hLµ . In conjunction with the trivial bound hLµ ≤ hLK ,

we obtain e) ⇒ d), which finishes the proof.

We will now describe another relation between hLµ and hLK . Following [14, Definition 7.24],

we introduce a regular envelope, Q(hL′), of a bounded Hermitian metric hL′ on L as

Q(hL′) := inf
{

hL0 with continuous psh potential : hL0 ≥ hL′
}

. (3.8)

Remark that the metric Q(hL′) has automatically a lower semi-continuous potential by the same

argument as after (3.7).

Proposition 3.7. For any continuous metric hL, we have Q(hLµ) = hLK .

Proposition 3.7 is a consequence of Proposition 3.1, the topological density of K \ E in K for

any E ⊂ K verifying µ(E) = 0 (which is a direct consequence of the fact that the support of µ
equals K) and the following more general result.
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Proposition 3.8. For any continuous metric hL and subset E ⊂ X , we have Q(hLE) = hL
E

, where

E is the closure of E.

Proof. First of all, according to (3.7) and the discussion after, we have Q(hL
E
) = hL

E
. Since

the application of Q clearly preserves the order, we deduce immediately from the trivial bound

hLE ≤ hL
E

that Q(hLE) ≤ hL
E

. To finish the proof of Proposition 3.7, it is hence enough to establish

that if hL0 has a continuous psh potential and hL0 ≥ hLE , then hL0 ≥ hL
E

. By the definition of hL
E

,

it suffices to establish that over E, we have hL0 ≥ hL. But this follows directly from the fact that

hLE ≥ hL over E, the continuity of hL, hL0 and the density of E in E.

4 Lebesgue dense points and psh envelopes

This section aims to specialize the theory from Section 3 to the Lebesgue envelopes. It turns out

that a part of the previous reasoning can then be made more precise, and the setE from Proposition

3.1 admits an explicit description through the subset of Lebesgue dense points.

Recall that a point x ∈ X is called a Lebesgue dense point of a measurable subset A ⊂ X if

lim
r→0

λ(Bx(r) ∩A)
λ(Bx(r))

= 1, (4.1)

where Bx(r) is a geodesic ball around x of radius r > 0 with respect to some fixed Riemannian

metric. While the notion of a geodesic ball clearly depends on the choice of the Riemannian metric,

the notion of a Lebesgue dense point actually doesn’t. To see this, remark that geodesic balls

associated with different metrics have bounded eccentricity in the sense of [57, p. 108]. Moreover,

by [57, Corollary 3.1.7], for a sequence of open neighborhoods with bounded eccentricity Ur,

r > 0, shrinking to a Lebesgue dense point x, as r → 0, one can replace Bx(r) in (4.1) by Ur.

Lebesgue’s density theorem, cf. [57, Corollary 3.1.5], states that the set d(A) of Lebesgue

dense points of A has the full measure in A, i.e. λ(A \ d(A)) = 0. By applying this statement

twice: for A and its complement, we deduce that the symmetric difference between A and d(A) is

Lebesgue negligible.

Proposition 4.1. For any measurable subset A ⊂ X , an arbitrary Kähler form ω on X , ψ ∈
PSH(X,ω) and continuous φ : X → R, the following identity holds

ess sup
A

(ψ − φ) = sup
d(A)

(ψ − φ). (4.2)

Proof. By the Lebesgue’s density theorem, we clearly have

ess sup
A

(ψ − φ) ≤ sup
d(A)

(ψ − φ). (4.3)

To establish the opposite inequality, it is enough to establish that if ψ ≤ φ almost everywhere on

A, then ψ ≤ φ over d(A).
Our argument will be local, and we can assume that ψ and φ are both defined on a unit ball

Dn ⊂ Cn, ψ is plurisubharmonic and φ is continuous. Mean-value inequality then implies that for

any x ∈ Dn, 0 < r < 1− |x|, we have

ψ(x) ≤
∫

Bx(r)
ψ(y)dy

∫

Bx(r)
dy

. (4.4)
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We decompose
∫

Bx(r)
ψ(y)dy

∫

Bx(r)
dy

=

∫

Bx(r)∩A ψ(y)dy
∫

Bx(r)
dy

+

∫

Bx(r)\A ψ(y)dy
∫

Bx(r)
dy

. (4.5)

Since ψ is bounded from above over compacts (it is upper semi-continuous), for any x ∈ d(A), the

second term on the right-hand side of (4.5) tends to zero, as r → 0. By our assumption,

∫

Bx(r)∩A ψ(y)dy
∫

Bx(r)
dy

≤
∫

Bx(r)∩A φ(y)dy
∫

Bx(r)
dy

. (4.6)

Then for x ∈ d(A), by the continuity of φ, we see that the term on the right-hand side of (4.6)

tends to φ(x), as r → 0. A combination of the above estimates yields that ψ ≤ φ over d(A), which

finishes the proof.

Let us deduce the first crucial consequence of Proposition 4.1, establishing a connection be-

tween psh and Lebesgue envelopes.

Proposition 4.2. For any measurable subset A ⊂ X and continuous metric hL on L, we have

hLLeb,A = hLd(A), and the metric hLLeb,A has a bounded psh potential.

Proof. At the level of potentials, the first statement reduces to an identity

{

ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω) : ψ ≤ φ over d(A)
}

=
{

ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω) : ψ ≤ φ almost everywhere on A
}

, (4.7)

where φ is the potential of hL, calculated as in (1.7) for a fixed positive metric hL0 , verifying

ω := 2πc1(L, h
L
0 ). But (4.7) is a direct consequence of Proposition 4.1. The proof of the second

statement is an easy adaptation of Proposition 3.1; the only additional ingredient one has to use is

the Lebesgue’s density theorem, i.e. that d(A) has the same Lebesgue measure as A. We leave the

details to the interested reader.

Proof of Proposition 2.7. The first part follows from Proposition 4.2 and the trivial fact that hLX =
hL for any hL with a psh potential. The second part follows by Remark 3.2.

We finish this section with an example of a domain satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 4.3. AssumeU ⊂ X is an open subset with a C 1-boundary. Then (U, hL) is Lebesgue

pluriregular.

Proof. Let us show that it is sufficient to establish that hL
U
= hLU . Indeed, by Proposition 4.2 and the

obvious fact that U is Lebesgue dense at every point of U , we immediately get hLU ≤ hL
Leb,U

≤ hL
U

.

Hence the identity hL
U

= hLU implies that hL
U

= hL
Leb,U

, which according to Proposition 3.6 is

equivalent to the Lebesgue pluriregularity of (U, hL).
Let us hence establish that hL

U
= hLU . By the trivial bound hL

U
≥ hLU , the fact that hLU has a psh

potential, cf. [40, Proposition 9.19], and the definition of hL
U

, it only suffices to show that hLU ≥ hL

over U . The proof of this fact is an easy modification of [42, Corollary 5.3.13], and so we will
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be brief. By the analytic accessibility criterion, cf. [42, Proposition 5.3.12], the set U is non-thin

at every point a ∈ ∂U in the sense of [42, (4.8.1)] and [42, Corollary 4.8.3], i.e. there is an open

neighborhood V of a, such that for an arbitrary psh function ψ, defined in V , we have

lim sup
z→a

z∈U∩V \{a}
ψ(z) = ψ(a), (4.8)

opposed to the inequality where = is replaced by ≤, which would be a trivial consequence of the

upper semi-continuity of ψ. By applying this for the local potential of hLU , using the fact that hL is

continuous and that over U , we have hLU ≥ hL, we deduce that hLU(a) ≥ hL(a) at every a ∈ ∂U ,

which finishes the proof.

Alternatively, Proposition 4.3 follows from Proposition 3.6 and [7, Propositions 2.17 and 2.21],

establishing that the Lebesgue measure on U is determining and that U is locally pluriregular.

5 Bernstein-Markov type properties for the Lebesgue measures

The primary objective of this section is to examine different versions of the Bernstein-Markov

property for the Lebesgue measures on compact subsets.

Recall that a positive measure µ supported on a compact subsetK ⊂ X is said to be Bernstein-

Markov with respect to (K, hL), where hL is a continuous metric on L, if for each ǫ > 0, there is

C > 0 such that for any k ∈ N, we have

Ban∞
k (K, hL) ≤ C · exp(ǫk) · Hilbk(h

L, µ). (5.1)

It is easy to see that the result of Tian [60] on the asymptotics of Bergman kernel implies that

the Bernstein-Markov property is satisfied for the Lebesgue measure on X , when hL is a smooth

positive metric, cf. [5, §2.1]. Demailly regularization theorem, [27], [39], immediately implies that

it holds more generally for an arbitrary continuous metric with psh potential, cf. [5, §2.1].

We fix a reference metric hL∗ , let ω := 2πc1(L, h
L
∗ ), and denote by φ the potential of hL.

Following [55] and [6], we say that µ is Bernstein-Markov with respect to psh weights if for any

ǫ > 0, there is C > 0, such that for any ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω), p ≥ 1, we have

sup
K

(

exp(p(ψ − φ))
)

≤ C · exp(ǫp) ·
∫

X

exp(p(ψ − φ))dµ. (5.2)

It is immediate that µ is Bernstein-Markov for (K, hL) if it is Bernstein-Markov with respect to

psh weights, since by plugging in ψ := 1
k
log |s|

hL⊗k
∗

and p = 2k in (7.2), we would get (7.1).

Let us recall the following result from [6, Theorem 1.14] (see also [55, Theorems 5.1 and 5.2]).

Theorem 5.1. For a compact subset K ⊂ X , a continuous metric hL on L and a non-pluripolar

Borel probability measure µ, the following statements are equivalent:

a) The measure µ is determining for (K, hL) and (K, hL) is pluriregular.

b) The measure µ is Bernstein-Markov with respect to psh weights for (K, hL).

We will now explain one consequence of the above result, which will be particularly relevant

in what follows. We say that two graded norms N = ⊕∞
k=0Nk, N ′ = ⊕∞

k=0N
′
k over R(X,L)
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are equivalent (N ∼ N ′) if the multiplicative gap between the graded pieces, Nk and N ′
k, is

subexponential. This means that for any ǫ > 0, there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

exp(−ǫk) ·Nk ≤ N ′
k ≤ exp(ǫk) ·Nk. (5.3)

Remark that the Bernstein-Markov condition can then be restated as the equivalence between

Ban∞
k (K, hL) and Hilbk(h

L, µ).
We now fix f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, and use the same notation K, Z, NZ for the associated

measurable subsets as in Introduction. Let χ be an arbitrary smooth volume form on X .

Corollary 5.2. Assume that for a continuous metric hL on L, the pair (K, hL) is pluriregular and

the Lebesgue measure on NZ is determining for (K, hL). Then the norms ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, f · χ)
and ⊕∞

k=0Hilbk(h
L
K , χ) are equivalent.

Proof. By the Radon-Nikodym theorem, cf. [57, Theorem 6.4.3], the measures fdλX and dλNZ

are absolutely continuous with respect to each other. From this, Remark 3.4 and Theorem 5.1, we

establish that ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, f · χ) is equivalent to ⊕∞
k=0Ban∞

k (K, hL).
By [5, Proposition 1.8] and [14, Corollary 7.27], for any non-pluripolar E ⊂ X , we have

Ban∞
k (E, hL) = Ban∞

k (hLE) = Ban∞
k (Q(hLE)). (5.4)

Remark that since hLK is continuous and has a psh potential, the Bernstein-Markov property

on (X, hLK) is satisfied for the Lebesgue measure on X . From this and (5.4), we deduce that

⊕∞
k=0Ban∞

k (K, hL) is equivalent to ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
K , χ), which finishes the proof.

Since the above result doesn’t hold with no pluriregularity assumption and the determining

assumption on the Lebesgue measure, see Proposition 5.5 below, we need a weaker equivalence

relation on the set of graded norms. We first define the logarithmic relative spectrum of a norm N1

on a finitely dimensional vector space V , dimV =: r, with respect to another norm N2 on V , as a

non-increasing sequence λj := λj(N1, N2) ∈ R, j = 1, · · · , r, defined so that

λj := sup
W⊂V

dimW=j

inf
w∈W\{0}

log
‖w‖2
‖w‖1

. (5.5)

For p ∈ [1,+∞[, we then let

dp(N1, N2) :=
p

√

∑r

i=1 |λi|p
r

, d+∞(N,N ′) := max
{

|λ1|, |λr|
}

. (5.6)

The graded norms N = ⊕∞
k=0Nk and N ′ = ⊕∞

k=0N
′
k on R(X,L) are p-equivalent (N ∼p N

′) if

1

k
dp(Nk, N

′
k) → 0, as k → ∞. (5.7)

In [34, §2.3], we established that ∼p, p ∈ [1,+∞], is an equivalence relation and ∼ equals ∼+∞.

The following result, which we establish in Section 7, gives a weaker version of Corollary 5.2

without any assumption on the weight.



Toeplitz operators, Lebesgue envelopes and Mabuchi geometry 16

Theorem 5.3. For an arbitrary f ∈ L∞(X), f 6= 0, and a continuous metric hL on L, the

norms ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, f · χ) and ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
Leb,NZ , χ) are p-equivalent for any p ∈ [1,+∞[. If,

moreover, hLLeb,NZ is continuous, then the above equivalence even holds for p = +∞. Finally,

there is a positive smooth metric hL0 on L, so that Hilbk(h
L, f · χ) ≥ Hilbk(h

L
0 , χ) for any k ∈ N.

Let us now explain the relation between Theorem 5.3 and the so-called weak Bernstein-Markov

condition from [6, p. 8]. For this, on a finitely-dimensional Hermitian vector space (V,H), en-

dowed with a norm N0 on V , we denote by vol(N) the volume of the unit ball of N (calculated

with respect to the volume element associated with H). Note that while vol(N) clearly depends

on the choice of H , if we fix another norm N1 on V , the change of variables formula implies that

the difference log vol(N0)− log vol(N1) is independent of the choice of H .

A positive non-pluripolar measure µ supported on a compact subset K ⊂ X is said to be

weakly Bernstein-Markov with respect to (K, hL), cf. [5, §3.2], if

lim
k→∞

∣

∣ log vol(Hilbk(h
L, µ))− log vol(Ban∞

k (K, hL))
∣

∣

k dimH0(X,L⊗k)
= 0. (5.8)

It is straightforward that the Bernstein-Markov property implies the weak Bernstein-Markov prop-

erty, as their names suggest. To clarify the connection between the weak Bernstein-Markov prop-

erty and Theorem 5.3, we first establish the following result.

Proposition 5.4. For an arbitrary sequence of normsN = ⊕∞
k=0Nk andN ′ = ⊕∞

k=0N
′
k onR(X,L),

we have a) ⇒ b) in the following statements

a) We have N ∼1 N
′.

b) We have

lim
k→∞

∣

∣ log vol(Nk)− log vol(N ′
k)
∣

∣

k · dimH0(X,L⊗k)
= 0. (5.9)

If we have Nk ≥ N ′
k for any k ∈ N, then we also have b) ⇒ a). If there is c > 0, so that for any

k ∈ N∗, we have exp(−ck) ·N ′
k ≤ Nk ≤ exp(ck) ·N ′

k, then the condition a) above is equivalent to

c) We have N ∼p N
′ for any p ∈ [1,+∞[.

Proof. Before all, let us explain that it suffices to consider Hermitian norms in the above state-

ments. To see this, remark that John ellipsoid theorem, cf. [51, §3], says that for any normed

vector space (V,NV ), there is a Hermitian norm HV on V , verifying

HV ≤ NV ≤
√
dim V ·HV . (5.10)

While for Hermitian norms, dp is a distance (and in particular satisfies the triangle inequality), for

arbitrary normsN0, N1, N2 on V , a weak version of this property holds, as discussed in [37, (3.9)]:

dp(N0, N2) ≤ dp(N0, N1) + dp(N1, N2) + log dimV. (5.11)

If we now denote by H = ⊕∞
k=0Hk and H ′ = ⊕∞

k=0H
′
k the Hermitian norms on R(X,L)

associated by the John ellipsoid theorem with N = ⊕∞
k=0Nk and N ′ = ⊕∞

k=0N
′
k respectively, then

from (5.11), we immediately deduce
∣

∣

∣
dp(Nk, N

′
k)− dp(Hk, H

′
k)
∣

∣

∣
≤ 3 lognk, (5.12)
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where nk := dimH0(X,L⊗k). Similarly, we have

∣

∣ log vol(Nk)− log vol(Hk)
∣

∣ ≤ 2 lognk,
∣

∣ log vol(N ′
k)− log vol(H ′

k)
∣

∣ ≤ 2 lognk. (5.13)

As limk→∞
1
k
log nk = 0, we see that in both conditions a) and b), we can safely change Nk to

Hk and N ′
k to H ′

k. Moreover, it is easy to see that if there is c > 0, so that for any k ∈ N∗, we

have exp(−ck) · N ′
k ≤ Nk ≤ exp(ck) · N ′

k, then there is c > 0, so that for any k ∈ N∗, we have

exp(−ck) ·H ′
k ≤ Hk ≤ exp(ck) ·H ′

k; and if Nk ≥ N ′
k, then we could easily arrange Hk ≥ H ′

k by

multiplyingHk by nk, which again would not affect neither of the conditions a) and b). Hence, we

may assume without loss of generality that Nk and N ′
k are Hermitian.

It is then immediate that for the logarithmic relative spectrum, λki , i = 1, . . . , nk, of Nk with

respect to N ′
k, we have

log vol(N ′
k)− log vol(Nk) =

nk
∑

i=1

λki . (5.14)

By this and (5.6), we see immediately that a) ⇒ b). We also see that as if Nk ≥ N ′
k, then λi are

all positive, and we have

log vol(N ′
k)− log vol(Nk)

nk

= d1(Nk, N
′
k), (5.15)

which clearly shows that b) ⇒ a).
The condition exp(−ck) · N ′

k ≤ Nk ≤ exp(ck) · N ′
k assures that |λki | ≤ ck for any k ∈ N∗,

i = 1, . . . , nk. It is then immediate from (5.6) that a) ⇒ c). The inverse implication is trivial.

Compare the following result with Proposition 3.5.

Proposition 5.5. For a compact subset K ⊂ X and a continuous metric hL on L, the following

statements are equivalent:

a) We have hLLeb,K = hLK∗.

b) The Lebesgue measure on K is weakly Bernstein-Markov with respect to (K, hL).

If, moreover, K is pluriregular, then the following statements are equivalent:

c) We have hLLeb,K = hLK .

d) The Lebesgue measure on K is Bernstein-Markov with respect to (K, hL).

Remark 5.6. The analogue of this statement for arbitrary non-pluripolar Borel measures doesn’t

hold. Indeed, V. Totik in [12, Example 8.1] gave an example of a non-pluripolar Borel measure µ
satisfying Bernstein-Markov property, but which is not determining. According to Proposition 3.5,

hLµ 6= hLK∗, and so the analogues of the implications d) ⇒ c) and b) ⇒ a) do not hold.

Nevertheless, Proposition 3.6 along with Theorem 5.1 imply that for an arbitrary non-pluripolar

Borel measure, the implication c) ⇒ d) holds. Also, in Proposition 7.2, we establish that the

analogue of a) ⇒ b) holds for an arbitrary non-pluripolar Borel measure.
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Proof. By the discussion after (3.7), there is a sequence of continuous metrics with psh potentials

which decay towards hLK almost everywhere. In particular, hLK is regularizable from above in

the notations of [3], [14], [34]. Hence, by [34, Corollary 2.21], the norm ⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (hLK) is p-

equivalent to ⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (hLK∗) for any p ∈ [1,+∞[, and by [34, Proposition 2.18], the norm

⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (hLK∗) is p-equivalent to ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
K∗, χ) for any p ∈ [1,+∞[. From all this and

(5.4), we deduce

⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
K∗, χ) ∼p ⊕+∞

k=0Ban∞
k (K, hL), for any p ∈ [1,+∞[. (5.16)

By the result of Darvas-Lu-Rubinstein [22, Theorem 1.2] (refining previous results of Chen-

Sun [17] and Berndtsson [9, Theorem 3.3]), for any two Hermitian metrics hL0 , hL1 with bounded

psh potentials, we have

lim
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
0 , χ),Hilbk(h

L
1 , χ)

)

= dp(h
L
0 , h

L
1 ), (5.17)

where dp(h
L
0 , h

L
1 ) is the Darvas distance between hL0 and hL1 , [20], which is a generalization of

Mabuchi distance [48], corresponding to p = 2, see Section 8 for more details.

Directly from this, Theorem 5.3, (5.16) and (5.17), we see

lim
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Ban∞
k (K, hL),Hilbk(K, h

L)
)

= dp(h
L
K∗, h

L
Leb,K). (5.18)

Since dp separates points, we see that ⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (K, hL) ∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(K, h

L) for any p ∈
[1,+∞[ if and only if hLK∗ = hLLeb,K . Note, however, that we trivially have Ban∞

k (K, hL) ≥
Hilbk(K, h

L), and so by Theorem 5.3 and Proposition 5.4, we have ⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (K, hL) ∼p

⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(K, h

L) if and only if the Lebesgue measure on K is weakly Bernstein-Markov with

respect to (K, hL). We thus get the equivalence between a) and b).
We will now assume that K is pluriregular. Then hLK∗ = hLK , and so b ⇒ a), we conclude

immediately that d) ⇒ c), as d) ⇒ b). The inverse implication c) ⇒ d) follows from Proposition

3.6 and Theorem 5.1.

As one application, we give an answer to [6, Question 1.11] for the Lebegue measures.

Corollary 5.7. The Lebesgue measure on a Lebesgue non-negligible compact subset K ⊂ X is

weakly Bernstein-Markov on (K, hL) for a continuous metric hL if and only if it is Bernstein-

Markov with respect to psh weights on (K, hL).

Remark 5.8. As observed in [12, §8], the analogue of this statement for an arbitrary non-pluripolar

Borel measure doesn’t hold.

Proof. Follows from Theorem 5.1 and Propositions 3.6, 5.5.

6 From Toeplitz to Transfer operators and back

The main goal of this section is to establish that the logarithm of a Toeplitz operator is asymp-

totically Toeplitz, i.e. to prove Theorem 2.2. The major idea behind the proof is to first interpret

the logarithm of a Toeplitz operator as a transfer map between L2-norms associated with differ-

ent weights, and then to proceed by the comparison of the L2-norms associated with weights to
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L2-norms associated with smooth volume forms, the transfer operators between which has been

studied recently in [36].

Let us recall the definition of the transfer map first. Let V be a complex vector space andH0, H1

be two Hermitian norms on V . The transfer map, T ∈ End(V ), between H0, H1, is the Hermi-

tian operator (with respect to both H0, H1), defined so that the Hermitian products 〈·, ·〉H0
, 〈·, ·〉H1

induced by H0 and H1, are related as 〈·, ·〉H1
= 〈exp(−T )·, ·〉H0

.

A crucial point is that the asymptotic class of the transfer map doesn’t depend on the equiva-

lence class of the norm. More specifically, consider a sequence of Hermitian norms H i
k, i = 0, 1, 2

on H0(X,L⊗k), k ∈ N. We denote by T j
k ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)), j = 1, 2, the transfer maps

between H0
k and Hj

k , k ∈ N. The following proposition will be crucial in our approach.

Proposition 6.1. Assume that for some p ∈ [1,+∞], we have ⊕∞
k=0H

1
k ∼p ⊕∞

k=0H
2
k . Then for any

ǫ > 0, there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have ‖T 1
k − T 2

k ‖p ≤ ǫk.

Proof. Let us first establish the statement for p ∈ [1,+∞[. Recall that the exponential metric

increasing property, as stated in [10, Theorem 6.1.4 and (6.36)], asserts that for any p ∈ [1,+∞[,
∥

∥T 1
k − T 2

k

∥

∥

p
≤ dp(H

1
k , H

2
k), (6.1)

which immediately implies Proposition 6.1 for p ∈ [1,+∞[. To establish Proposition 6.1 for

p = +∞, it then suffices to take the limit p→ +∞ in (6.1).

To make use of the above statement, we need to be able to calculate the transfer maps between

various L2-norms. We will fix a positive smooth metric hL0 on L, and a metric hL1 on L with

bounded psh potential. Fix also two smooth volume forms χi, i = 0, 1, on X . We denote by

Tk(h
L
0 , h

L
1 ) ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)) the transfer map between Hilbk(h

L
0 , χ0) and Hilbk(h

L
1 , χ1). Let

hLt , t ∈ [0, 1], be the Mabuchi geodesic between hL0 and hL1 . We define φ(hL0 , h
L
1 ) as in (2.2).

Theorem 6.2. The sequence 1
k
Tk(h

L
0 , h

L
1 ), k ∈ N∗, forms an asymptotically Toeplitz operator of

Schatten class with symbol φ(hL0 , h
L
1 ). If, moreover, hL1 is continuous, then 1

k
Tk(h

L
0 , h

L
1 ), k ∈ N

∗,
even forms an asymptotically Toeplitz operator with symbol φ(hL0 , h

L
1 ).

Remark 6.3. The second part of Theorem 6.2 was established by the author in [36, Theorem 3.2].

Proof. By Remark 6.3, it suffices to establish the first part of Theorem 6.2, on which we concen-

trate from now on. By the Demailly regularization theorem, there is a sequence of positive metrics

hL,i1 , i ∈ N, on L, increasing towards hL1 , see [27], [39].

By [20, Proposition 4.6], for the Darvas distance, dp, p ∈ [1,+∞[, we have

lim
i→0

dp(h
L
1 , h

L,i
1 ) = 0. (6.2)

From (6.1), (5.17) and (6.2), we conclude that for any ǫ > 0, there is i0 ∈ N, such that for any

i ≥ i0, there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

∥

∥

∥
Tk(h

L
0 , h

L,i
1 )− Tk(h

L
0 , h

L
1 )
∥

∥

∥

p
≤ ǫk. (6.3)

Now, from Darvas-Lu [21, Theorem 3.1] and (6.2), we deduce that

φ(hL0 , h
L,i
1 ) converges almost everywhere to φ(hL0 , h

L,i
1 ), as i→ ∞. (6.4)
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From this and [36, the proof of Proposition 3.5], we conclude that for any ǫ > 0, there is i0 ∈ N,

such that for any i ≥ i0, there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

∥

∥

∥
Tk(φ(h

L
0 , h

L,i
1 ))− Tk(φ(h

L
0 , h

L
1 ))

∥

∥

∥

p
≤ ǫ. (6.5)

Theorem 6.2 for p ∈ [1,+∞[, now follows directly from the validity of Theorem 6.2 for hL0 := hL0
and hL1 = hL,i1 , (6.3) and (6.5).

Proof of Theorem 2.2. The key observation for our proof is that − log(Tk(f)) can be interpreted

as a transfer map between Hilbk(h
L, χ) and Hilbk(h

L, f · χ). This immediately follows from the

identity 〈Tk(f)s1, s2〉Hilbk(hL,χ) = 〈s1, s2〉Hilbk(hL,f ·χ), where s1, s2 ∈ H0(X,L⊗k). By this and

Theorem 5.3, we deduce

Tk(f) ≥ exp(−Tk(hL, hL0 )), (6.6)

where hL0 is as in Theorem 5.3. By using the fact that log is order preserving, i.e. if 0 ≤ Ak ≤ Bk,

then log(Ak) ≤ log(Bk), cf. [44] or [56], we get − log(Tk(f)) ≤ Tk(h
L, hL0 ). By this, Theorem

6.2 and the trivial bound Tk(f) ≤ ess supX f · Id, there is C > 0, such that for any k ∈ N∗, we

have ‖ log(Tk(f))‖ ≤ Ck. Note that this estimate provides an independent proof of (1.1).

Similarly, by Theorems 5.3 and Proposition 6.1, we deduce that for any ǫ > 0, p ∈ [1,+∞[,
there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

∥

∥

∥
log(Tk(f)) + Tk(h

L, hLLeb,NZ)
∥

∥

∥

p
≤ ǫk. (6.7)

By Theorem 6.2 and (6.7), we then deduce that 1
k
log(Tk(f)), k ∈ N∗, forms an asymptotically

Toeplitz operator of Schatten class with symbol φ(hL, NZ). The last statement of Theorem 2.2

follows from Corollary 5.2, Theorem 6.2 and Propositions 3.6, 6.1 in a similar way.

7 Asymptotic class of the weighted L2-norms

The main goal of this section is to determine the asymptotic class of the L2-norm associated with

a weight, i.e. to establish Theorem 5.3. The proof is based on the following more general result.

Theorem 7.1. We fix a non-pluripolar Borel probability measure µ on X , and a continuous metric

hL0 on L, verifying hLµ ≥ hL0 , where hLµ is the non-negligible psh envelope defined in (3.1). Then for

any ǫ > 0, there is C > 0, such that for any k ∈ N, we have

Hilbk(h
L, µ) ≥ C · exp(−ǫk) · Ban∞

k (X, hL0 ). (7.1)

Proof. Our proof builds on the proof of Theorem 5.1 from [6], but diverges from it in one essential

aspect: to overcome the use of determining assumption on the measure from Theorem 5.1, we use

non-negligible envelopes instead of the psh envelopes.

To explain this in details, we work on the level of potentials instead of metrics. We fix a

reference metric hL∗ , denote ω := 2πc1(L, h
L
∗ ), and denote by φ, φ0 and φµ the potentials of hL,

hL0 and hLµ respectively, see (1.7). We shall establish the following result: for any ǫ > 0, there is

C > 0, such that for any ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω), p ≥ 1, we have

sup
X

(

exp(p(ψ − φ0))
)

≤ C · exp(ǫp) ·
∫

X

exp(p(ψ − φ))dµ, (7.2)
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which we suggest to compare (5.2). Once we establish (7.2), by plugging in ψ := 1
k
log |s|

hL⊗k
∗

and

p = 2k in (7.2), we would get (7.1). For p ∈ [1,+∞[, we introduce the functionals

Fp(ψ) :=
1

p
log

∫

X

exp(p(ψ − φ))dµ, F (ψ) := sup
X

(ψ − φµ), (7.3)

defined for ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω).
Now, by the usual facts from integration theory, as p → +∞, Fp converges pointwise on

PSH(X,ω) to log ‖ exp(ψ−φ)‖L∞(µ). Clearly, we have log ‖ exp(ψ−φ)‖L∞(µ) = ess suppµ(ψ−
φ). By (3.5), we then deduce that ess suppµ(ψ − φ) = F (ψ). In conclusion, we obtain that as

p→ +∞, Fp converges pointwise on PSH(X,ω) to F .

By [6, Lemma 1.14], the functionals Fp are continuous on PSH(X,ω). Moreover, Fp are

increasing in p ∈ [1,+∞[ by [6, proof of Theorem 1.13]. Also, F − Fp is clearly invariant by

translation (adding a constant to the parameter), thus it descends on a function on the quotient

space, which is isomorphic with the space of positive (1, 1)-currents lying in the cohomology class

of c1(L), which we denote by T (X,ω). The latter space is compact (in the weak topology of

currents), cf. [40, Proposition 8.5].

Unfortunately, the functional F is not necessarily upper semi-continuous (as Hartogs lemma,

cf. [40, Theorem 1.46], doesn’t apply for the non-necessarily continuous potential φµ). The as-

sumption of pluriregularity of (K, hL) in the proof of [6, Theorem 1.13] enters precisely at this cru-

cial moment. To bypass additional assumptions, we consider the functionalG(ψ) := supX(ψ−φ0),
ψ ∈ PSH(X,ω), for which we clearly have F ≥ G, and which is upper semi-continuous by the

Hartogs lemma (we use here crucially our assumption that φ0 is continuous). Then the func-

tionals Gp := max(G − Fp, 0) on T (X,ω) are upper semi-continuous, they are decreasing in

p ∈ [1,+∞[, and converging, as p → +∞, to zero. By the already mentioned compactness of

T (X,ω) and Dini’s theorem, we conclude that the convergence ofGp to 0, as p→ +∞, is uniform

on PSH(X,ω). The reader will check that the last fact is just a reformulation of (7.2), with only

one change: the inequality holds for p ≥ p0, where p0 depends on ǫ, and for C = 1.

Now, by the compactness of T (X,ω) and the fact that Gp are upper semi-continuous and

decreasing in p, there is C > 0, so that C ≥ G1 ≥ Gp for any p ≥ 1. This fact corresponds to

(7.2), with only one change: the inequality holds for p ≥ 1, but ǫ is replaced by C. A combination

of this and a previously established estimate yields (7.2) in full generality.

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Remark first that directly from Proposition 4.2 and Lebesgue’s density the-

orem, for C := ess supK f , we have

C · Hilbk(h
L
Leb,NZ , χ) ≥ Hilbk(h

L, f · χ). (7.4)

The existence of C > 0, so that the lower bound Hilbk(h
L, f · χ) ≥ C · exp(−ǫk) · Hilbk(h

L
0 , χ),

holds for a fixed continuous metric hL0 on L, verifying hLLeb,NZ ≥ hL0 , follows immediately from

Theorem 7.1. The statement concerning the ∼+∞-equivalence follows also immediately from

Theorem 7.1, as under the continuity of hLLeb,NZ , one can take hL0 := hLLeb,NZ . It is hence only left

to establish the statement for the ∼p-equivalence, p ∈ [1,+∞[.
Recall that Lidskii inequality implies that if the Hermitian metrics H0, H1, H2 on a finitely

dimensional vector space V are ordered as H0 ≤ H1 ≤ H2, then dp(H0, H1) ≤ dp(H0, H2),
cf. [22, Theorem 2.7]. From this, Theorem 7.1 and (7.4), we deduce that for any ǫ > 0, and
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continuous hL0 , verifying hLLeb,NZ ≥ hL0 , there is k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
Leb,NZ , χ),Hilbk(h

L, f · χ)
)

≤ ǫk + dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
Leb,NZ , χ),Hilbk(h

L
0 , χ)

)

. (7.5)

Now, by Demailly regularization theorem, there is a sequence of positive metrics hLi , i ∈ N∗, on

L, increasing towards hLLeb,NZ . If we apply (5.17) and (7.5) for hL0 := hLi , we would get

lim sup
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
Leb,NZ , χ),Hilbk(h

L, f · χ)
)

≤ ǫ+ dp(h
L
Leb,NZ , h

L
i ). (7.6)

From (6.2), by taking the limit i→ +∞ in (7.6), we deduce Theorem 5.3.

Remark that by Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 7.1, for an arbitrary non-pluripolar Borel measure

µ and a continuous Hermitian metric hL0 on L, so that hLµ ≥ hL0 , the following holds. For any ǫ > 0,

there is C > 0, such that for any k ∈ N, we have

Hilbk(h
L
µ , µ) ≥ Hilbk(h

L, µ) ≥ C · exp(−ǫk) · Hilbk(h
L
0 , µ). (7.7)

However, it is not generally true that ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ), for some p ∈

[1,+∞[. To illustrate this, we need the following result.

Proposition 7.2. Assume that hLµ = hLK∗, then the measure µ is weakly Bernstein-Markov with

respect to (K, hL). Moreover, if µ is such that ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) for some

p ∈ [1,+∞[, then hLµ = hLK∗ if and only if µ is weakly Bernstein-Markov with respect to (K, hL).

Immediately from Remark 5.6 and Proposition 7.2, we see that there are non-pluripolar Borel

measures µ, for which ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) 6∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) for any p ∈ [1,+∞[.

Proof of Proposition 7.2. Remark that Ban∞
k (K, hL) ≥ Hilbk(h

L, µ), and hence for any continu-

ous metric hL0 so that hLµ ≥ hL0 , as in (7.5), we have

dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
µ , χ),Hilbk(h

L, µ)
)

≤ ǫk + dp

(

Ban∞
k (K, hL),Hilbk(h

L
0 , χ)

)

. (7.8)

From (5.16) and (7.8), we then conclude in the same way as in (7.6) that

lim sup
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
µ , χ),Hilbk(h

L, µ)
)

≤ dp(h
L
µ , h

L
K∗). (7.9)

We see that if hLµ = hLK∗, then we have ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) ∼p ⊕+∞

k=0Hilbk(h
L, µ).

Let us now establish that µ is such that ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) for some

p ∈ [1,+∞[, then µ is weakly Bernstein-Markov with respect to (K, hL) if and only if

hLµ = hLK∗, which would thereby finish the proof of Proposition 7.2. From Proposition 5.4

and the trivial bound Ban∞
k (K, hL) ≥ Hilbk(h

L, µ), we see that µ is weakly Bernstein-Markov

with respect to (K, hL) if and only if ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼1 ⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (K, hL). If µ is such

that ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) for some p ∈ [1,+∞[, by (5.16), we see that

⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼1 ⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (K, hL) if and only if ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) ∼1 ⊕+∞

k=0Hilbk(h
L
K∗, χ).

The latter condition is equivalent to hLµ = hLK∗ by (5.17) and the fact that d1 separates points.

Due to the reasons explained after (7.7), we introduce the following definition.
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Definition 7.3. For a bounded metric hL on L with a psh potential, a non-pluripolar measure µ is

said to be approximable if for any (or some) sequence of positive smooth metrics hLi on L which

increase towards hL, as i→ ∞, and for any p ∈ [1,+∞[, the following holds

lim
i→∞

lim sup
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Hilbk(h
L, µ),Hilbk(h

L
i , µ)

)

= 0. (7.10)

We say that µ is approximable if it is approximable for any hL as above.

Remark 7.4. By Theorem 7.1 and Proposition 5.4, it is enough to verify (7.10) for p = 1. Also,

immediately from Dini’s theorem, any non-pluripolar measure µ is approximable for an arbitrary

continuous metric hL on L.

By (5.17) and (6.2), we see that the Lebesgue measure on X is approximable. By repeating the

proof of Theorem 5.3, the reader will verify the following result.

Proposition 7.5. If µ is approximable, then for any f ∈ L∞(K,µ), f ≥ 0, where K is the support

of µ, the measure f · µ is also approximable.

Proposition 7.6. For a continuous metic hL on L, the following statements are equivalent:

a) The measure µ is approximable for hLµ .

b) We have ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼p ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ), for a volume form χ on X .

Proof. The implication a) ⇒ b) follows from (7.7) by the same argument as after (7.6).

Let us now establish the implication b) ⇒ a). Let hLi be a sequence of metrics on L as in

Definition 7.3. Remark first that the sequence of non-negligible psh envelopes hLi,µ, associated

with µ and hLi , increases towards hLµ . To see this, it is immediate that hLi,µ increase in i ∈ N, and

we always have hLi,µ ≤ hLµ . Hence, by (3.4), it is enough to establish that limi→∞ hLi,µ ≥ hLK\E for

a certain E ⊂ K, verifying µ(E) = 0. By Proposition 3.1, we consider Ei ⊂ K, µ(Ei) = 0, so

that hLi,µ coincides with the psh envelope hLi,K\Ei
associated with hLi and K \Ei. We let E = ∪Ei.

We trivially have µ(E) = 0, and by Remark 3.2, we also deduce hLi,µ = hLi,K\E. However, it is

standard, cf. [38, Proposition 2.2.2], that hLi,K\E increase towards hLK\E, which finishes the proof.

It is then possible to chose a sequence of smooth positive metrics hL0,i on L such that for any

i ∈ N, we have hLi,µ ≥ hL0,i, and hL0,i increase towards hLµ . By using Theorem 7.1, b) and the Lidskii

inequality as in (7.5), we establish that for an arbitrary volume form χ on X , we have

lim sup
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Hilbk(h
L, µ),Hilbk(h

L
i , µ)

)

≤ lim sup
k→∞

1

k
dp

(

Hilbk(h
L
µ , χ),Hilbk(h

L
i,0, χ)

)

. (7.11)

We deduce a) from (5.17), (6.2), (7.11) and the fact that hLi,0 increases towards hLµ .

Recall that a regular envelope, Q(·), was defined in (3.8).

Proposition 7.7. A non-pluripolar Borel probability measure µ on X is approximable for any

bounded metric hL, verifying Q(hLµ)∗ = hLµ . In particular, if hL is µ-pluriregular, then µ is approx-

imable for hL.
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Proof. From (7.7), we immediately have

Ban∞
k (hLµ) ≥ Hilbk(h

L, µ) (7.12)

The condition Q(hLµ)∗ = hLµ means precisely that hLµ is regularizable from above in the notations

of [3], [14], [34]. Hence, by [34, Proposition 2.18], for an arbitrary volume form χ on X , the norm

⊕+∞
k=0Ban∞

k (hLµ) is p-equivalent to ⊕+∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ) for any p ∈ [1,+∞[. From this, (7.12) and

the Lidskii inequality, we deduce that the analogue of (7.11) holds. The proof then follows by the

same argument as after (7.11).

8 Mabuchi geometry and the contact set

The main goal of this section is to recall the basics of Mabuchi geometry and to establish Proposi-

tions 2.9 and 2.10. Throughout the section, we denote by D(a, b) the complex annulus with inner

radius a and outer radius b, and by π : X × D(e−1, 1) → X and z : X × D(e−1, 1) → D(e−1, 1)
the usual projections.

Mabuchi in [48] introduced a certain metric on the space of positive metrics on L, the geodesics

of which admit the description as solutions to a certain homogeneous Monge-Ampère equation.

To recall this, upon fixing a reference positive metric hL∗ on L, we identify the space of positive

metrics on L with the space of Kähler potentials of ω := 2πc1(L, h
L
∗ ) as in (1.7). On the space of

Kähler potentials ξ : X → R of ω, for p ∈ [1,+∞[, we introduce the following Finsler metrics

‖ξ‖up := p

√

1
∫

X
ωn

∫

X

|ξ(x)|p · ωn
u(x). (8.1)

The path length metric structure associated with (8.1) on the space of Kähler potentials was intro-

duced by Mabuchi [48] for p = 2, and by Darvas [20] for any p ∈ [1,+∞[.
To describe the geodesics in this space, we identify paths ut, t ∈ [0, 1], of Kähler potentials

with rotationally-invariant û : X × D(e−1, 1) → R, as follows

û(x, τ) = ut(x), where x ∈ X and t = − log |τ |. (8.2)

According to [53], [29] smooth geodesic segments in Mabuchi space can be described as the only

path of Kähler potentials ut, t ∈ [0, 1], connecting u0 to u1, so that û is the solution of the Dirichlet

problem associated with the homogeneous Monge-Ampère equation

(π∗ω +
√
−1∂∂û)n+1 = 0, (8.3)

with boundary conditions û(x, e
√
−1θ) = u0(x), û(x, e

−1+
√
−1θ) = u1(x), x ∈ X, θ ∈ [0, 2π]. By

the work of X. Chen [16] and later compliments by Błocki [11] and Chu-Tosatti-Weinkove [18],

we now know that C
1,1 solutions to (8.3) always exist.

Berndtsson in [8, §2.2] proved that for u0, u1 ∈ PSH(X,ω) ∩ L∞(X), weak solutions to (8.3)

exist, i.e. (8.3) has solutions when the wedge power is interpreted in Bedford-Taylor sense [4] and

the boundary conditions mean that supX |uǫ−u0| → 0 and supX |u1−ǫ−u1| → 0, as ǫ→ 0. From

[8, (2.1)], the solution û(u0, u1) can be described through the following envelope construction:

û(u0, u1) := sup
{

û ∈ PSH(X × D(e−1, 1), π∗ω) : û is S1-invariant



Toeplitz operators, Lebesgue envelopes and Mabuchi geometry 25

and lim
t→0

û(x, e−t) ≤ u0, lim
t→1

û(x, e−t) ≤ u1

}

. (8.4)

For the corresponding path ut, t ∈ [0, 1], we then have ut ∈ PSH(X,ω)∩L∞(X). Since ut(x)
is convex in t ∈ [0, 1] for any x ∈ X , cf. [28, Theorem I.5.13], and ut(x) is continuous at t = 0, 1
by [8, p. 7] (and automatically at t ∈]0, 1[ by convexity) the derivative at t = 0, which we denote

by u̇0, is well-defined, and from [8, §2.2], we know that u̇0 is bounded.

Proposition 8.1. Assume that for ui ∈ PSH(X,ω) ∩ L∞(X), i = 1, 2, we have u0 ≤ u1. Then

u̇0 ≥ 0. Also, if for a given x ∈ X , we have u0(x) = u1(x), then u̇0(x) = 0. Inversely, if u0 is

strictly ω-psh, and for a given x ∈ X , there is ǫ > 0 and an open neighborhood U of x, so that for

any y ∈ U , we have u0(y) ≤ u1(y)− ǫ, then we have u̇0(x) > 0.

Proof. Remark first that by our condition u0 ≤ u1, û(x, τ) := u0(x), τ ∈ D(e−1, 1), x ∈ X , is one

of the contenders in (8.4). Hence, we deduce that the Mabuchi geodesic ut, t ∈ [0, 1], between u0
and u1 satisfies ut ≥ u0 for any t ∈ [0, 1]. Directly from this, we get u̇0 ≥ 0.

Now, by the convexity of ut in t, we deduce that

ut ≤ (1− t)u0 + tu1, (8.5)

which implies that u̇0 ≤ u1 − u0. Directly from this, we get the second statement.

To establish the third statement, we proceed as follows. Let ρ : X → [0, 1] be an arbitrary non-

negative function with support inside of U , such that ρ(x) = 1 for the point x as in the statement

of Proposition 8.1. Let g : [0, 1] → R, be an arbitrary function such that τ 7→ g(− log |τ |),
τ ∈ D(e−1, 1), is strictly psh on D(e−1, 1) and verifies g(0) = 0 (e.g. g(t) = exp(−2t) − 1). We

now verify that there is ǫ0 > 0, such that for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ0, the function

û(x, τ) := u0(x)− ǫ2 · ρ(x) · log |τ |+ ǫ3g(− log |τ |) + ǫ3 · log |τ | · g(1), (8.6)

is one of the contenders in (8.4). We first verify that û ∈ PSH(X×D(e−1, 1), π∗ω). Since the first

and the two last terms in (8.6) are π∗ω-psh, it is enough to verify that û is psh in U × D(e−1, 1),
where the support of the second term is localized. By writing in a local chart and using the fact that

u0 is strictly psh, we see that the fact that û is psh for ǫ > 0 small enough amounts essentially to

the fact that for any C ∈ R, there is ǫ0 > 0, such that for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ0, the form
√
−1dz ∧ dz +

Cǫ2
√
−1dz∧dτ −Cǫ2

√
−1dz∧dτ + ǫ3

√
−1dτ ∧dτ is positive, which is a trivial verification. Let

us now verify that the boundary conditions from (8.4) are satisfied. We have limt→0 û(x, e
−t) ≤ u0

by the assumption g(0) = 0. Moreover, since the sum of the last two terms in (8.6) is zero for

|τ | = e−1, we have limt→1 û(x, e
−t) = u0+ ǫ2 · ρ(z). But since ρ has support in U , for ǫ > 0 small

enough u0 + ǫ2 · ρ(z) ≤ u1 by our standing assumption.

From the above, we get û(u0, u1) ≥ û. By choosing ǫ > 0 small enough and comparing the

derivatives at t = 0 of the respective paths of metrics, we deduce that u̇0(x) > 0 as required.

To apply this in the setting related with psh envelopes, we need the following result.

Proposition 8.2. For any point x ∈ X outside the closure of a non-pluripolar subset E and any

metric hL on L with strictly psh potential, there is neighborhood U of x and ǫ > 0, such that over

U , we have hL ≥ exp(ǫ) · hLE .
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Proof. Let ρ be an arbitrary non-negative function with support inside of U , such that ρ(x) = 1 for

the point x as in the statement. Since hL has a strictly psh potential, there is ǫ > 0, small enough

so that hL · exp(−ǫρ) has a psh potential. Directly from the definition of hLE , we then deduce

hL(x) ≥ exp(ǫ) · hLE(x).

Proof of Proposition 2.9. Directly from Propositions 8.1, 8.2 and Remark 3.2, we deduce that

φ(hL, NZ) is non-positive, φ(hL, NZ) = 0 over the set d(NZ) of density points of NZ and

φ(hL, NZ) < 0 overX\K. By this, the Lebesgue’s density theorem and the assumption λ(Z) = 0,

we deduce Proposition 2.9.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. From Propositions 8.2 and (8.5), we conclude that the Mabuchi geodesic

hLt , (resp. hL
′

t ), t ∈ [0, 1], between hL0 := hL and hL1 := hLLeb,NZ (resp. and hL
′

0 := hL
′

and

hL
′

1 := hL
′

Leb,K ′) verify hLt = hL away from U , (resp. hL
′

t = hL away from U ′). By (8.4), we see

then directly that p∗hL
′

t = hLt , which implies immediately Proposition 2.10.

9 Growth of balls of holomorphic sections and Lebesgue envelopes

The main goal of this section is to apply Theorem 5.3 to study the growth of balls of holomorphic

sections associated with L2-norms supported on measurable subsets.

For this, we recall that the Monge-Ampère energy functional E , defined on the space of Kähler

potentials u : X → R, associated with a Kähler form ω on X , is the unique functional (up to a

constant) that for any Kähler potentials u, v satisfies the following equation:

d

dt
E ((1− t)u+ tv)|t=0 =

∫

X
(v − u) · ωn

u
∫

X
ωn

. (9.1)

While E is only well-defined up to a constant, the differences E (u) − E (v) are well-defined and

can be explicitly evaluated as follows

E (u)− E (v) =
1

(n+ 1)
∫

X
ωn

n
∑

j=0

∫

X

(u− v)wj
u ∧ wn−j

v . (9.2)

By [40, Proposition 10.14], E is monotonic, i.e. for any u ≤ v, we have E (u) ≤ E (v). From this

and Demailly regulartization theorem [27], it is reasonable to extend the domain of the definition

of E to PSH(X,ω) as

E (u) := inf
{

E (v) : v is a ω-Kähler potential, verifying u ≤ v
}

. (9.3)

Remark, that E can take the value −∞ on non-smooth elements of PSH(X,ω), but by monotonic-

ity, it takes finite values on PSH(X,ω) ∩ L∞(X), see also [20] for a more precise result. Below,

we extend the definition of E to metrics on L with bounded psh potentials by applying the energy

functional to the potential of the metric.

Theorem 9.1. For any continuous metric hL on L with a psh potential, and an arbitrary measur-

able subset A ⊂ X , which is Lebesgue non-negligible, the following identity holds

lim
k→∞

log vol(Hilbk(A, h
L))− log vol(Hilbk(h

L))

k · dimH0(X,L⊗k)
= E (hLLeb,A)− E (hL). (9.4)
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Remark 9.2. When the subset A is a closed subset K ⊂ X , such that (K, hL) is pluriregular and

the Lebesgue measure on K is determining for (K, hL), the result was previously established by

Berman-Boucksom [5], with hLK in place of hLLeb,A on the right-hand side of (9.4). Our results are

compatible by Proposition 3.6.

Proof. Remark that we trivially have Hilbk(A, h
L) ≤ Hilbk(h

L). From this and (5.15), we deduce

log vol(Hilbk(A, h
L))− log vol(Hilbk(h

L))

dimH0(X,L⊗k)
= d1

(

Hilbk(A, h
L),Hilbk(h

L)
)

. (9.5)

By Theorem 7.1 and the fact that d1 satisfies the triangle inequality, cf. [22, Theorem 1.1], we have

lim sup
k→∞

1

k
d1

(

Hilbk(A, h
L),Hilbk(h

L)
)

= lim sup
k→∞

1

k
d1

(

Hilbk(h
L
Leb,A, χ),Hilbk(h

L)
)

, (9.6)

where χ is an arbitrary smooth volume form. Also, by (5.17), we have

lim sup
k→∞

1

k
d1

(

Hilbk(h
L
Leb,A, χ),Hilbk(h

L)
)

= d1(h
L
Leb,A, h

L). (9.7)

Darvas proved in [20, Corollary 4.14] that for any bounded metrics hL0 , hL1 with psh potentials,

verifying hL0 ≤ hL1 , we have

d1(h
L
0 , h

L
1 ) = E (hL0 )− E (hL1 ). (9.8)

We finish the proof by (9.5)-(9.8) and the trivial bound hLLeb,A ≤ hL.

10 Generalized Toeplitz operators and Toeplitz matrices

The main goal of this section is to generalize the main results of this article to the setting of

generalized Toeplitz operators associated with an arbitrary non-pluripolar Borel measure. We then

make a connection between this generalized setting and the classical theory of Toeplitz matrices.

We consider a non-pluripolar probability Borel measure µ on X with support K. Let f ∈
L∞(K,µ) be a fixed function, withK ′ denoting its essential support. For brevity, we let µ′ := f ·µ.

Remark that µ′ is non-pluripolar.

For k ∈ N∗, we denote by Tk(f, µ) ∈ End(H0(X,L⊗k)) the Generalized Toeplitz operator

with symbol f , i.e. Tk(f, µ) := Bk(µ) ◦Mk(f), where Bk(µ) : L
∞(K,L⊗k) → H0(X,L⊗k) is the

orthogonal projection to H0(X,L⊗k) with respect to Hilbk(h
L, µ), and Mk(f) : H0(X,L⊗k) →

L∞(K,L⊗k) is the restriction on K, composed with a multiplication map by f .

Theorem 10.1. For any f ∈ L∞(K,µ), f 6= 0, there is c > 0 such that for any λmin(Tk(f, µ)) ≥
exp(−ck) for k ∈ N big enough.

We will now assume that (K, hL) (resp. (K ′, hL)) is µ-pluriregular (resp. µ′-pluriregular) and

µ(K ′ ∩ f−1(0)) = 0. We let c(f) := maxx∈X log(hLµ(x)/h
L
µ′(x)). Then for any ǫ > 0, there is

k0 ∈ N, such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

exp(−(c(f) + ǫ)k) ≤ λmin(Tk(f, µ)) ≤ exp(−(c(f)− ǫ)k). (10.1)

Moreover, if we denote by δ[·] the Dirac mass, then the sequence of probability measures

ηk := lim
k→∞

1

dimH0(X,L⊗k)

∑

λ∈Spec(Tk(f,µ))

δ
[

− log(λ)

k

]

(10.2)

converges weakly to the (unique) probability measure η on R, verifying
∫

R
xpdη(x) = dp(h

L
µ , h

L
µ′),

where dp is the Darvas distance from (8).
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Proof. The first statement is equivalent to the fact that there is c > 0, such that for any k ∈ N
∗,

Hilbk(h
L, µ′) ≥ exp(−ck) · Hilbk(h

L, µ), (10.3)

which follows immediately from Theorem 7.1, as it shows that we have Hilbk(h
L, µ′) ≥ exp(−ck)·

Ban∞
k (hL) for a certain c > 0 and k ∈ N∗.
We note that by Proposition 3.6 and Theorem 5.1, similarly to the proof of Corollary 5.2, for

an arbitrary volume form χ on X , we have

⊕∞
k=0 Hilbk(h

L, µ) ∼ ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ , χ),

⊕∞
k=0 Hilbk(h

L, µ′) ∼ ⊕∞
k=0Hilbk(h

L
µ′ , χ).

(10.4)

From this point, the proof of all the other statements proceed in an identical manner with the proofs

of Theorems 1.1, 1.3 and Corollary 1.4.

Remark 10.2. Immediately from the proof and Proposition 7.5, we see that for (10.2), instead of

pluriregularity of µ and µ′, it suffices to require that the measure µ is approximable.

We will now specialize the above theorem in the setting of Toeplitz matrices. More specifically,

let S1 be the unit circle and f ∈ L∞(S1), f 6= 0, be a fixed real function, which we can be written

as f(θ) = a0+
∑+∞

i=−∞ aj exp(
√
−1jθ), where θ ∈ [0, 2π[, gives a standard parametrization of S1.

Then ai = a−i and not all ai vanish.

Now, we embed S1 in X := P1 as one of the great circles (for concreteness given by θ 7→ [1 :
exp(iθ)] ∈ P1, θ ∈ [0, 2π[, where [1 : z] ∈ P1, z ∈ C, is a standard affine chart) and denote by

µ the Lebesgue measure on S
1, viewed as a measure on X . Remark that as S1 is totally real, the

measure µ is non-pluripolar, see [52], cf. [40, Exercise 4.39.5]. We then take L := O(1), and in a

standard basis of monomials of H0(X,L⊗k) (given by zi, i = 0, . . . , k, in the already mentioned

affine chart), the operator Tk(f, µ) writes as the following Toeplitz matrix

Tk[a] :=















a0 a−1 a−2 · · · a−k

a1 a0 a−1 · · · a−k+1

a2 a1 a0 · · · a−k+2
...

...
...

. . .
...

ak ak−1 ak−2 · · · a0















. (10.5)

Remark that the matrix is Hermitian by our assumption on f .

The study of Toeplitz matrix spectra was profoundly influenced by the seminal works of Szegő

[58], [59]. For an overview of this extensive field, see [23], [49]. The smallest eigenvalue has

also been a central topic in this theory, as explored in [61], [41], [50]. However, to the best of

the author’s knowledge, its exponential decay has not yet been thoroughly investigated. The two

results below shed some light on this question.

The following result is an immediate consequence of the above interpretation of Toeplitz ma-

trices, Theorem 10.1 and the fact that (S1, hL) is µ-pluriregular in P1, cf. [7, Theorem 2.22].

Corollary 10.3. The smallest eigenvalue λmin(Tk[a]) of Tk[a] decays at most exponentially, as

k → ∞, i.e. there is c > 0 such that λmin(Tk[a]) ≥ exp(−ck) for any k ∈ N big enough.
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We will now assume that K = ess supp f consists of a finite union of intervals and the

Lebesgue measure of the set K ∩ f−1(0) is zero. We denote by hL
S1

and hLK the psh envelopes

associated with the Fubini-Study metric on L and the sets S1 and K respectively, both viewed as

subsets in P1. The following result is an immediate consequence of Theorem 10.1 and the fact that

(K, hL) is µ′-pluriregular in P1, which follows from [7, Theorem 2.22].

Corollary 10.4. We let c(f) := maxx∈P1 log(hL
S1
(x)/hLK(x)). Then for any ǫ > 0, there is k0 ∈ N,

such that for any k ≥ k0, we have

exp(−(c(f) + ǫ)k) ≤ λmin(Tk[a]) ≤ exp(−(c(f)− ǫ)k). (10.6)

Moreover, the sequence of probability measures

ηk := lim
k→∞

1

k + 1

∑

λ∈Spec(Tk[a])

δ
[

− log(λ)

k

]

(10.7)

converges weakly to the (unique) probability measure η on R, verifying
∫

R
xpdη(x) = dp(h

L
S1
, hLK),

for any p ∈ [1,+∞[, where dp was defined in Section 8.
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254 of Progr. Math. Birkhäuser Verlag Basel, 2007.

[46] X. Ma and G. Marinescu. Berezin-Toeplitz quantization on Kähler manifolds. J. Reine

Angew. Math., 662:1–56, 2012.

[47] X. Ma and W. Zhang. Superconnection and family Bergman kernels. Math. Ann., 386(3-

4):2207–2253, 2023.

[48] T. Mabuchi. Some symplectic geometry on compact Kähler manifolds. I. Osaka J. Math.,

24:227–252, 1987.

[49] N. Nikolski. Matrices et opérateurs de Toeplitz, volume 116. Mathématiques en Devenir,
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