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GABOR FRAME BOUND OPTIMIZATIONS

MARKUS FAULHUBER AND IRINA SHAFKULOVSKA

Abstract. We study sharp frame bounds of Gabor systems over rectangular lattices for
different windows and integer oversampling rate. In some cases we obtain optimality results
for the square lattice, while in other cases the lattices optimizing the frame bounds and the
condition number are rectangular lattices which are different for the respective quantities.
Also, in some cases optimal lattices do not exist at all and a degenerated system is optimal.

1. Introduction

We aim to find extremal lattices for the spectral bounds of Gabor systems with specific
windows. The quantities which we aim to optimize are the lower and upper frame bound
as well as their ratio, which is the condition number of the associated frame operator. We
study the cases provided in [36], where Janssen computed sharp spectral bounds for Gabor
frames over rectangular lattices of the form aZ × bZ for several different window functions
and (ab)−1 ∈ N, and we will build upon this work. Our findings are for rectangular lattices
of integer density and for different windows. The main results can be summed up as follows:

• Hyperbolic secant : the square lattice optimizes the lower and upper frame bound
simultaneously and, hence, also the condition number.

• Cut-off exponentials: we find that a lattice optimizing the frame bounds does not
exist for cut-off exponentials supported on [0, 1/b]. For support [0, 2/b], optimal
lattices may or may not exist, depending on the lattice density and which quantity
we seek to optimize. If they exist, then they depend on the density and on the decay
parameter of the exponential.

• One-sided exponential : the optimizing lattices for the condition number and the
frame bounds are different from each other and depend on the (over)sampling rate.

• Two-sided exponentials: each quantity has a unique optimizer. They depend on
the (over)sampling rate and they all differ from each other.

Until now, Gaussians were the only family of window functions for which optimality results
have been known [4], [12], [16]. We see that many of the situations are quite different from
what we know about the Gaussian case. Therefore, our results emphasize that in general we
may not expect that an optimal lattice exists at all (for the frame bounds or the condition
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number) and that a lattice optimizing one quantity does not necessarily optimize the others.
Indeed, assume that the lower frame bound A and the upper frame bound B each have a
unique critical point with respect to one free lattice parameter (others are fixed), so there
exists a unique optimizing lattice. Critical points of the condition number B/A need to fulfill

(1.1)

(
B

A

)′
= 0 ⇐⇒ A′

A
=
B′

B
,

where the differentiation is with respect to the free parameter. If the critical points of A and
B do not coincide, then no critical point of B/A can coincide with either of the other two. As
can be seen from the example of the two-sided exponential, this is not necessarily a pathology
of the window not being in the modulation space M1(R), also known as Feichtinger’s algebra
S0(R). However, the situation for the hyperbolic secant in the rectangular case is comparable
to the Gaussian case (see also [39] for a connection).
The rigorous analytic study of optimal lattices for Gabor systems is relatively new and, to the
best of our knowledge, has only been carried out numerically prior to [16]. We are choosing
a pedestrian approach for the analysis of the frame bounds’ behavior, mainly using a critical
point approach combined with careful interval estimates. The computations turn out to be
rather technical and to avoid an overload of elementary (though delicate) calculations and
estimates, we do not always give all details. However, the manuscript is self-contained and
we also provide a supplement to this manuscript. We put numbered markers which tell where
to find the respective calculation in the supplement.
This work is structured as follows. We present our results in Section 2. In Section 3 we settle
the notation and provide some background information and motivation. Section 4 contains
explanation on auxiliary techniques used in the manuscript. The proofs of our results follow in
Section 5 for the hyperbolic secant, Section 6 for cut-off exponentials, Section 7 for one-sided
exponentials and, finally, in Section 8 we present the proofs for two-sided exponentials.

2. The results

We will now present an overview of the results and also provide some background information.
The complete proofs are given in the later sections of this work. All parameters are always
assumed to be positive, in particular (a, b) ∈ R+ × R+.

2.1. Hyperbolic secant. The frame property of the hyperbolic secant and lattices of the
form aZ× bZ has been studied by Janssen and Strohmer [39]. By relating its Zak transform
to the one of the Gaussian they were able to show that

G(sech, aZ× bZ) is a frame ⇐⇒ (ab)−1 > 1.

As the (properly scaled) hyperbolic secant is invariant under the Fourier transform, it follows
by the general theory of symplectic matrices and metaplectic operators [21, 22, 24] that the
two Gabor systems

(2.1) G(sech(πt), aZ × bZ) and G(sech(πt), bZ × aZ) are unitarily equivalent.

In particular, (2.1) says that the lattice parameters (a, b) and (b, a) yield the same frame
bounds for the hyperbolic secant window sech(πt) and that the associated frame operator is
invariant under rotations of the lattice by integer multiples of 90 degrees. Therefore, for any
fixed density n, the frame bounds as functions on {Λa,b | (ab)−1 = n} are symmetric about the
pair (1/

√
n, 1/

√
n), so the square lattice has to be a local extremum for both frame bounds.

Theorem 2.1 states that it is actually the unique global optimum for integer oversampling.
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Theorem 2.1. Let g(t) =
(
π
2

)1/2
sech(πt) be the normalized and Fourier-invariant hyperbolic

secant and consider the rectangular lattice Λa,b = aZ× bZ of density n, i.e. (ab)−1 = n, with
2 ≤ n ∈ N. By A(a, b) and B(a, b) we denote the sharp lower and upper frame bound of the
Gabor system G(g,Λa,b), respectively. Then, we have that

A
(

1√
n
, 1√

n

)
≥ A(a, b) and B

(
1√
n
, 1√

n

)
≤ B(a, b),

with equality if and only if a = b = 1√
n
, i.e., if the lattice is the square lattice of density n.

A simple corollary of Theorem 2.1 can be obtained by a symplectic deformation result, which
is in particular a dilation result (see Proposition 3.1)

Corollary 2.2. Let gγ(t) =
(

π
2γ

)1/2
sech

(
πt
γ

)
be the hyperbolic secant dilated by γ. Then,

the optimizing lattice is γ√
n
Z× 1

γ
√
n
Z, i.e., the by γ dilated version of the square lattice.

We remark that in the case of critical sampling, i.e., (ab)−1 = 1, we obtain

B(γ, 1γ ) ≤ B(aγ, bγ ) <∞.

with equality if and only if a = b = 1. This can be deduced from the explicit expressions
for B and combining results on Laplace-Beltrami operators on a flat torus [14] and results
on Gaussian Gabor systems [16]. Since we have a finite upper frame bound, the lower frame
bound must vanish identically in this case, as imposed by the Balian-Low theorem.

2.2. Cut-off exponentials. The frame set of this class of functions is not known and so we
focus only on the cases from [36]. In these situations we also know that we have a frame. We
consider the following families of functions

gm(t) = Cb,γe
−γtχ

[0,m/b](t), m ∈ {1, 2}, γ ≥ 0, Cb,γ chosen such that ‖gm‖2 = 1.

2.2.1. The case m = 1. This particular family of windows is actually adapted to the lattice
and we may perform an analysis depending on the decay parameter γ > 0.

Proposition 2.3. Let A(γ) and B(γ) be the frame bounds of the Gabor system G(g1, aZ×bZ)
with (ab)−1 = n ∈ N. Then, for any fixed lattice (hence also fixed n), the behavior of the frame
bounds with respect to the decay parameter γ > 0 is

A(γ) < n, A′(γ) < 0 and B(γ) > n, B′(γ) > 0.

The frame condition number is independent of n and always given by

B(γ)

A(γ)
= e2aγ .

From the calculations in the proof it will be obvious that the optimal window (for fixed a) is
actually obtained for γ → 0, which yields a tight frame with the box function. Moreover, the
roles of γ and a are exchangeable. We may fix γ > 0 and then optimize with respect to a and
the above results hold verbatim with γ replaced by a. Note that we then change the window
and the lattice at the same time. The optimal system is degenerated (a→ 0, b→ ∞) and the
window tends to a Dirac delta.
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2.2.2. The case m = 2. We start with results for fixed lattices and optimization with respect
to the decay parameter.

Proposition 2.4. Let A(γ) and B(γ) be the frame bounds of the Gabor system G(g2, aZ×bZ)
with (ab)−1 = n ∈ N. Then, for any fixed lattice (hence also fixed n), the behavior of the frame
bounds with respect to the decay parameter γ > 0 is as follows:

(i) The lower frame bound A(γ) has a unique maximum which depends on n and a = 1/(bn).
The unique maximum is attained for the unique positive solution of the equation

−1 +
1

γa
− coth(γa) = n coth

(γna
2

)
sech(γna).

(ii) For n ∈ {1, 2}, we have B(γ) > 2 and B′(γ) > 0.
(iii) For 3 ≤ n ∈ N, we have that B has a local maximum and a local minimum, which may be

global (depending on n and a). Denoting the point of the local maximum and minimum
by γ∗ and γ∗, respectively, we have

γ∗ <
arccosh

(
1+

√
5

2

)

na
< γ∗.

If B(γ∗) < 2, then the minimum is global. Moreover, we have B′(γ) > 0 for all γ > γ∗.

From the computations in the proofs we will see that the parameters γ and a are exchangeable.

Proposition 2.5. The frame condition number of the Gabor system G(g2, aZ × bZ) with
(ab)−1 = n ∈ N depends on n and is given by

B

A
= e2aγ coth

(γna
2

)2
.

The condition number is minimal if and only if

γa =
log

(
n+

√
n2 + 4

)
− log(2)

n
.

We see that optimality for the decay parameter γ depends on the lattice parameter a, and
vice versa, as well as on the (over)sampling rate n.

2.3. One-sided exponential. The one-sided exponential function is given by

g(t) =
√

2γ e−γtχ
R+

(t), γ > 0.

We note that it is known that the Gabor system G(g, aZ×bZ) is a frame whenever (ab)−1 ≥ 1
[36, Sec. 4] (see also [28]). Note that g is not continuous (thus g /∈M1(R)), so having a frame
at critical sampling rate is possible. Also, the one-sided exponential plays a central role when
it comes to finding examples, other than the Gaussian, of zero-free ambiguity functions [26].

Theorem 2.6. Consider the Gabor system G(g, aZ × bZ) with (ab)−1 = n ∈ N. For fixed n,
the frame condition number is minimal only for the lattice (a0/n)Z × (1/a0)Z with

a0 =
arcsinh(n)

γ
.

The lower frame bound has a unique maximizing lattice (a+/n)Z× (1/a+)Z with

a+ <
arcsinh(n)

γ
.
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The upper frame bound has a unique minimizing lattice (a−/n)Z× (1/a−)Z with

a− >
arcsinh(n)

γ
.

2.4. Two-sided exponential. Lastly, consider the two-sided exponential, which is given by

g(t) =
√
γ e−γ|t|, γ > 0.

The Gabor system G(g, aZ × bZ) is a frame whenever (ab)−1 > 1 [37, Sec. 5]. Note that
the case of critical sampling is excluded this time. This is a consequence of the Balian-Low
theorem as g ∈M1(R). We also refer to [38] where windows with certain convexity properties
on R+ have been studied, and the two-sided exponential falls into this class.

Theorem 2.7. Consider the Gabor system G(g, aZ × bZ) with (ab)−1 = n ∈ N. For fixed
n, the frame condition number is minimal only for the lattice (a0/n)Z× (1/a0)Z where a0 is
contained in some open interval depending on n:

a0 ∈ 1
γ In ⊂ 1

γ

(ηn
2 , 2ηn

)
, ηn = 2arccosh(n).

The lower frame bound has a unique maximum, dependent on the oversampling rate 2 ≤ n ∈ N

(A = 0 for n = 1). The maximizing lattice (a+/n)Z× (1/a+)Z satisfies a+ ∈ 1/γ In.
The upper frame bound has a unique minimum, dependent on the oversampling rate n ∈ N.
The minimizing lattice (a−/n)Z× (1/a−)Z satisfies a− ∈ 1/γ In.

We show analytically that a− < a0 < a+, and for n ≥ 4 we have a− < 2 arccosh(n)/γ < a+.

3. Notation and preliminaries

We briefly clarify the setting. Our notation is more or less the same as in the textbook of
Gröchenig [24] and the reader familiar with Gabor systems and frames may simply skip this
section. For two functions f, g ∈ L2(R), the inner product and induced norm are given by

〈f, g〉 =
∫

R

f(t) g(t) dt and ‖f‖22 = 〈f, f〉.

Here g is the complex conjugation of g. The Fourier transform of a (suitable) function f is

Ff(ω) =
∫

R

f(t)e−2πiωt dt.

The operator F extends to a unitary operator on L2(R). After having settled the notation,
we come to defining the central objects of this work. We consider Gabor systems for the
Hilbert space L2(R) over rectangular lattices:

G(g,Λa,b) = {π(λ)g | λ ∈ Λa,b}, with Λa,b = aZ× bZ.

Here π(λ) is a unitary operator on L2(R), usually called a time-frequency shift by λ ∈ R
2;

π(λ)g(t) =MωTxg(t) = g(t− x)e2πiωt, λ = (x, ω).

The operators Tx and Mω are the familiar translation and modulation operator, respectively.
A Gabor system is a frame if and only if the frame inequality is fulfilled

(3.1) A ‖f‖2L2 ≤
∑

λ∈Λa,b

|〈f, π(λ)g〉|2 ≤ B ‖f‖2L2 , ∀f ∈ L2(R),
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for some positive constants 0 < A ≤ B < ∞, which we call frame bounds. Note that these
bounds depend crucially on g as well as Λa,b. The middle expression in (3.1) is derived by
sampling the short-time Fourier transform Vgf on the lattice Λa,b:

Vgf(x, ω) = 〈f, π(λ)g〉 =
∫

R

f(t)g(t− x)e−2πiωt dt.

Being a frame usually requires some redundancy of the system. The number (ab)−1 yields
the density of the lattice, which is the average number of lattice points per unit area. In
the context of Gabor systems, we also speak of the (over)sampling rate. Comparably to the
Nyquist rate for band-limited functions, we need (ab)−1 ≥ 1. The best achievable constants
in (3.1) are the spectral bounds of the associated Gabor frame operator which is given by

Sg,Λa,b
f =

∑

λ∈Λa,b

〈f, π(λ)g〉π(λ)g.

In case of a Gabor frame, any element in our Hilbert space has a stable expansion of the form

f =
∑

λ∈Λa,b

cλ π(λ)g,

with (cλ) ∈ ℓ2(Λa,b) (see also [33], [42]). Note that (ab)−1 ≥ 1 is a necessary condition which
may be far from sufficient for expansions of the above type.
We recall the notion of the frame set of a window function g [25] (see also [13]) for rectangular
lattices. The rectangular (or reduced) frame set of g ∈ L2(R) is given by

Fr(g) = {Λa,b = aZ× bZ | G(g,Λa,b) is a frame}.
Note that Λa,b ∈ Fr(g) does not necessarily imply Λb,a ∈ Fr(g) (counterexamples may easily
be constructed by, e.g., using the box function), but for all Λa,b ⊆ R

2 and all g ∈ L2(R) holds

Λa,b ∈ Fr(g) ⇐⇒ Λb,a ∈ Fr(Fg).
This a special case of the symplectic invariance of Gabor systems [21, 22, 24]. We formulate
another (simplified) version only for dilations, which is sufficient for our purposes.

Proposition 3.1. Let g ∈ L2(R) be given. We denote by Dγ (γ > 0) the unitary dilation

Dγg(t) := γ−1/2g(γ−1t). Then for all Λa,b ⊆ R
2 holds

Λa,b ∈ Fr(g) ⇐⇒ Λγa,γ−1b ∈ Fr(Dγg).

Furthermore, the Gabor systems G(g,Λa,b) and G(Dγg,Λγa,b/γ ) possess the same frame bounds.

A necessary condition, mentioned already several times, on Λa,b to be contained in Fr of any
function in the Hilbert space L2(R) is given by the density theorem for Gabor systems (see
also [30]) and can be summed up in the following way:

Fr(g) ⊂ {Λa,b | (ab)−1 ≥ 1}.
Assuming that g ∈ S0(R) = {f ∈ L2(R) | Vff ∈ L1(R2)}, which is known as Feichtinger’s
algebra [17], [18] (see also [3], [31]), it is known that the frame set is open and contains a
neighborhood of 0 [25]. This means that for any non-zero window from S0(R) there exists a
sufficiently high oversampling rate (ab)−1, depending on the window, such that Gabor frames
exist. The case of density 1 is called critical density and only at this level Gabor orthonormal
bases exist. However, for windows in Feichtinger’s algebra the Balian-Low theorem ([1], [40],
see also [24, Chap. 8.3]) shows that there exist no Gabor frames at critical density. For the
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hyperbolic secant, Janssen and Strohmer [39] could show that the rectangular frame set is
the largest possible;

Fr(sech) = {Λa,b | (ab)−1 > 1}.
There are other functions for which we now know the rectangular frame set. Among these
are totally positive functions of finite type (greater than or equal to 2) which all possess a
full rectangular frame set [29]. Note that the two-sided exponential belongs to this class of
functions and the hyperbolic secant is a totally positive function of infinite type, and both are
also in S0(R). Despite the fact that they both belong to the nice function space S0(R), they
exhibit very different optimality properties. The one-sided exponential is a totally positive
function of (finite) type 1 and not in S0(R). Its frame set is the largest possible, also containing
all rectangular lattices at critical density. Another example is the indicator function of a finite
interval and its frame set has an extremely complicated structure [8, 9]. The first and still
only window for which a full characterization of Gabor frames has been known is the Gaussian
window [41], [47], [48]. For more general density results we refer to [32]. For more details on
frames and Gabor systems we refer to the textbooks of Christensen [6] and Gröchenig [24]
and for related results we also refer to the textbook of Folland [21].
After having determined the frame set of a function g, a natural follow-up question is on
the optimality of a lattice Λa,b ∈ Fr(g) of fixed density n. Several things can be meant by
that. We could look for a maximizer of the lower bound A(a, b), a minimizer of the upper
bound B(a, b) or a minimizer of the condition number κ(a, b) = B(a, b)/A(a, b). Neither the
existence nor the uniqueness of optimizing pairs (a, b) is an obvious matter. Even in the
uniqueness case, the optimal lattices will not necessarily be the same for all quantities.
There are several theoretical ways to investigate the behavior of the frame bounds. In the
case of integer or rational density, a popular method is the Zak transform [34]. Alternatively,
one can turn to duality theory, where the ground work is due to Daubechies, Landau and
Landau [11], Janssen [35], Ron and Shen [45] and Wexler and Raz [50]. For a more thorough
treatise of the topic we refer to [27].
In [36], Janssen computed the optimal frame bounds for 6 different windows. We built upon
those computations and determine the critical points with respect to the lattice parameters.
The case of the Gaussian and rectangular lattices has already been treated by Faulhuber and
Steinerberger in [16], where optimality of the square lattice (in all three senses) under rectan-
gular lattices of integer density has been shown. An optimality result for the upper bound and
the hexagonal lattice (even density) followed [12] (see also [43]) and lastly Bétermin, Faulhu-
ber and Steinerberger [4] proved the optimality of the lower bound for the hexagonal lattice
(even density), which also implies the optimality of the hexagonal lattice for the condition
number. In what follows, we will see that this does not seem to be a general pattern.

4. Preparations

4.1. The hyperbolic functions. Hyperbolic functions will be omnipresent throughout the
manuscript. We will only consider them restricted to the domain [0,∞). The monotonicity
properties of hyperbolic functions can be read easily from their Taylor expansions or the
relation to the exponential function. Truncations of the Taylor series also provide good upper
and lower bounds. We mention these rather simple facts because the proofs which follow
require evaluating and bounding these functions multiple times at various points. To verify
the estimates, it would often suffice to evaluate the corresponding tenth Taylor polynomial.
Of course, the reader is also welcome to use their preferred software. For numerical checks,
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we used Mathematica [52], which evaluates these functions to arbitrary precision (we used a
precision to the 24th digit)1. Still, our arguments are elementary and can also be checked by
hand, but the bookkeeping is delicate at several points and makes the proofs non-trivial and
rather technical.
Besides the various elementary identities involving the derivatives or squares of the hyperbolic
functions2, which can all be found in [23], we will also use the following equation [2, eq. 86]

(4.1) x

∞∑

k=−∞
sech(kx)2 = 2 +

2

x

∞∑

k=0

csch

((
k +

1

2

)
1

x

)2

.

This and many other equations in [2] illuminate the deeper connection of the hyperbolic
functions to elliptic functions and elliptic integrals, which also appear to be closely linked to
Gabor frames with the Gaussian window (see [36], compare also [15]).

4.2. Interval estimate. We will often speak of interval estimates. By that we mean bound-
ing an expression consisting of monotonic functions (or otherwise well-known bounded func-
tions) on an interval [x0, y0] by the worst possible value. In some of our calculations we will use
the symbols ր and ց to denote that an expression is increasing or decreasing, respectively.
For example, tanh is strictly monotonically increasing and csch is strictly monotonically de-
creasing, both strictly positive. Then csch(t)− csch(2t) > 0 and

tanh(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր

(
csch(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ց

− csch(2t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր

)
< tanh(y0)

(
csch(x0)− csch(2y0)

)
, t ∈ (x0, y0).

which gives us as a rough upper bound as in Figure 1 (if the end point is 0 or ∞, we would take
the limit, presuming it exists). The arrows indicate the monotonicity properties we applied
for the estimate. Of course, the sign of each factor also goes into the overall estimate.

2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

tanh(t) (csch(t)-csch(2t)

estimate: (2,5)

estimate: (2,3)

estimate: (3,5)

Figure 1. Estimate of the above type for tanh(t)(csch(t)− csch(2t)) on the interval (2, 5). In
order to get more appropriate estimates we may use the sub-intervals (2, 3) and (3, 5).

1 The Mathematica notebook is provided for download as an ancillary file.
2 Some identities and explanations are provided in the supplement
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Proofs

5. The hyperbolic secant

In this section we will prove Theorem 2.1. By Proposition 3.1, we only need to prove it for
the case γ = 1 in order to obtain Corollary 2.2. We will show that the lower frame bound, the
upper frame bound and the condition number of the Gabor system G(

√
π/2 sech(πt), aZ×bZ)

are optimal if and only if a = b, assuming 2 ≤ (ab)−1 ∈ N. We begin with a transformation
of the problem. We use the formula provided by Janssen [36, eq. (7.8)] (with the additional
normalizing factor π

2 ) to express the frame bounds. To simplify the expressions, we set

fA(t) = t
∞∑

k=0

sech(αkt)
2 and fB(t) = t

∞∑

k=0

csch(αkt)
2, t ∈ (0,∞),

where αk = π(k+1/2). We use a change of variables which respects the fact that (ab)−1 = n:

(5.1) (a, b) 7→ ( ηn ,
1
η ).

The exact frame bounds can now be expressed by (compare [36, eq. (7.8)])

A( ηn ,
1
η ) =

nπ
2

∞∑

k=−∞

η
n sech(π(k + 1

2)
η
n)

2 + nπ
2

∞∑

k=−∞

1
η sech(π(k + 1

2)
1
η )

2 − n

= nπ fA(
η
n) + nπ fA(

1
η )− n,

B( ηn ,
1
η ) =

nπ
2

∞∑

k=−∞

η
n sech(πk η

n)
2 + nπ

2

∞∑

k=−∞

1
η sech(πk 1

η )
2 − n

= nπ fB(
n
η ) + nπ fB(η)− n

where we used the symmetry of sech and Identity (4.1).

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

n=2 n=5 n=8

(a) Lower bound for different densities.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
0

1

2

3

4

n=2 n=5 n=8

(b) Upper bound for different densities.

Figure 2. The re-normalized optimal bounds n−1A(η/n, 1/n) and n−1B(η/n, 1/n) for den-
sities n ∈ {2, 5, 8}. As n grows, the bounds become extremely flat around the optimum. For
both cases the optimizing parameter η (depending on n) yields a square lattice of density n.

The series defining fA and fB converge locally uniformly. By first taking formal derivatives
(taking term-wise derivatives within the series) we see that also these series converge locally
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uniformly for all formal derivatives. Hence, fA and fB are infinitely continuously differentiable
and we are allowed to simply differentiate term-wise (see [46, Chap. 7] for technical details).
The quantity η describes the lattice geometry and we have a square lattice if η = n1/2. We
note that optimizing the bounds gets more and more difficult as the density grows since the
curves get flatter and flatter as indicated in Figure 2.
Our strategy is the following: From the algebraic structure of the problem, it follows imme-
diately that η = n1/2 gives a critical point, which by (5.1) shows that the square lattice is
critical in the set of rectangular lattices. Then, we will prove certain monotonicity properties
of the involved terms and their derivatives to exclude further critical points.
Determining the critical points is achieved by finding all values η ∈ R+ such that

η
nπ

d
dηA

(
η
n ,

1
η

)
= η

n f
′
A(

η
n)− 1

η f
′
A(

1
η ) = hA(

η
n)− hA(

1
η ) = 0,

η
nπ

d
dηB

(
η
n ,

1
η

)
= −n

η f
′
B(

n
η ) + η f ′B(η) = −hB(nη ) + hB(η) = 0.

(5.2)

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

fA fB hA hB

Figure 3. Comparison of the behavior of fA and
fB as well as hA and hB.

Here we used the abbreviation

hA(t) = t f ′A(t) and hB(t) = t f ′B(t).

Obviously, the expressions in (5.2) vanish for η =

n1/2, which corresponds to the square lattice of
density n. We seek to show that there are no
other critical points to prove Theorem 2.1. So far,
the lower and upper bound’s dependence on f∗
and h∗, as well as the structure of f∗ and h∗ seem
to be nearly the same. Yet, the accumulation
of derivatives of sech and csch secretly amplifies
several differences (see also Figure 3).

5.1. The lower bound. In [2], we find the identity (abbreviated with our notation above)

(5.3) πfA(t) + πfA(t
−1) = 1,

which implies the point symmetry hA(t) = hA(t
−1). Rather remarkably, we could have

concluded (5.3) with only our knowledge about Gabor frames at critical density (a similar
remark is given in [36]): A(η, 1/η) = πfA(η) + πfa(η

−1) − 1 = 0 because of the Balian-Low
theorem [1], [40] (see also [24, Chap. 8.4]). We will now prove that the following equivalence.

Lemma 5.1. For all x, y ∈ (0,∞) holds

(5.4) hA(x) = hA(y) ⇐⇒ x = y ∨ x = y−1.

Proof. One implication is rather simple: the case x = y is trivial and the case x = y−1 follows
from the already established point symmetry of hA. We start the proof of the other implication
with the observation that due to the symmetry, it suffices to prove the strict monotonicity
on (1,∞) to exclude further solutions for (5.4). We split our computations in two parts. The
monotonicity is straightforward on the interval (1.03,∞). On the part (1, 1.04), we prove
that hA is strictly convex, i.e., h′A is strictly increasing. Taking into account that h′A(1) = 0,
due to the symmetry, h′A(t) > 0 for all t > 1.
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Monotonicity away from 1: Firstly, we compute the derivative3 of ha(t) = t f ′A(t).

h′A(t) =
∞∑

k=0

sech(αkt)
2
(
1− 2α2

kt
2 sech(αkt)

2 + 4α2
kt

2 tanh(αkt)
2 − 6αkt tanh(αkt)

)
.

We split the expression in the brackets in two. The goal is to determine points which satisfy

1− 2x2 sech(x)2 > 0 and 4x2 tanh(x)2 − 6x tanh(x) ≥ 0.

The second inequality is fulfilled as long as x tanh(x) ≥ 3
2 , which is a strictly monotonically

increasing function in x > 0. By evaluating, one can check that the solution of x tanh(x) = 3
2

lies in (1.6218, 1.6219). For the former inequality, we observe

lim
x→0

1− 2x2 sech(x)2 = lim
x→∞

1− 2x2 sech(x)2 = 1,

d
dx

[
1− 2x2 sech(x)2

]
= 4x sech(x)2(x tanh(x)− 1).

Since the fixed point of coth lies in (1.19, 1.2), this yields the only critical point of x 7→
1− 2x2 sech(x)2 for x > 0. This must yield the minimum. Therefore, it holds that

1− 2x2 sech(x)2 > 1− 2 · 1.22 · sech(1.19)2 > 0.1 > 0, ∀x > 0.

As αkt ≥ α0t, for all t ≥ 1.6219α−1
0 = 3.2438

π ∈ (1.03, 1.04), we see that h′A(t) > 0 for t > 1.03.

Strict convexity close to 1: Since h′A(1) = 0, trying to find positive lower bounds for h′A
close to 1 is playing a losing game, so we turn to the second derivative3 of hA.

h′′A(t) = 2
∞∑

k=0

αk sech(αkt)
2 ×

(
8α2

kt
2 sech(αkt)

2 tanh(αkt)− 5αkt sech(αkt)
2

− 4 tanh(αkt) + 10αkt tanh(αkt)
2 − 4α2

kt
2 tanh(αkt)

3
)
.

We do a similar separation as above.
Part 1: Recall that αk ≥ π

2 for k ≥ 0. For all t ∈ [1, 1.04], holds (due to x tanh(x) ր)

8α2
kt

2 sech(αkt)
2 tanh(αkt)− 5αkt sech(αkt)

2

≥ sech(αkt)
2(8 π

2 tanh(
π
2 )− 5) > 6 sech(αkt)

2 > 0.

Part 2: We compute

αk sech(αkt)
2
(
− 4 tanh(αkt) + 10αkt tanh(αkt)

2 − 4α2
kt

2 tanh(αkt)
3
)

= 2αk sech(αkt)
2 tanh(αkt) p

(
αkt tanh(αkt)

)
,

where p(x) = −2x2 + 5x − 2 = −2(x − 1
2)(x − 2). First of all, p(x) > −3x2 on (1,∞). By

examining the graph of p and taking into account t ∈ (1, 1.04), one can verify4

p(α0t) tanh(α0t) > 0,

p(αkt) tanh(αkt) < 0, k ∈ N.

We estimate

0 ≥ 2αk tanh(αkt) sech(αkt) p
(
αkt tanh(αkt)

)
> −12

(
αkt

)3
e−αkt > −16.14,

3, 4 The full computation is provided in the supplement. Computation 3 is used twice.
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where the last estimate is due to the fact that |tanh(x)| < 1, e−x ≤ sech(x) and the maximum
of x3e−x is attained at x = 3. To sum up, for all t ∈ (1, 1.04) we have5

1

2
h′′a(t) > 3 · 0.07 − 16.14 · 0.04

2.46 + 0.19 > 0.13 > 0.

All in all, we conclude that ha is strictly monotonically increasing on (1,∞) and due to the
symmetry it has to be strictly monotonically decreasing on (0, 1). Let now x, y ∈ (0,∞)
be two distinct points satisfying hA(x) = hA(y). Without loss of generality, we can assume
x < y. By the established monotonicity, x < 1 < y, implying also 1 < x−1. So, we can write

hA(
1
x) = hA(x) = hA(y).

The monotonicity on (1,∞) now implies x−1 = y. �

So, by (5.4) of the above lemma we have

hA(
η
n) = hA(

1
η ) ⇐⇒ η

n
=

1

η
∨ η

n
= η ⇐⇒ η =

√
n ∨ n = 1.

The case of critical density (n = 1) is trivial and A vanishes identically in this case. For all
other densities n ∈ N, η =

√
n is the only critical point. To conclude the statement on the

lower frame bound, recall that for (ab)−1 = n, we used the map (a, b) 7→ (η/n, 1/η). Hence,

the square lattice n−1/2
Z× n−1/2

Z yields the unique maximum of A for density 2 ≤ n ∈ N.

5.2. The upper bound. Contrary to hA, the function hB possesses no symmetries, but is
strictly monotonically increasing. We will split (0,∞) in multiple intervals. There is no denial
that there are far better estimates than the following ones. In fact, numerical inspection of
the function ψ suggest ψ > 1, while we only show its strict positivity. However, the estimates
here are very simple and easy to verify. Trying to improve them would likely make the
conditions under which the interval splitting is obtained significantly more complicated. At
least two cases are probably unavoidable, since the function under consideration ψ behaves
rather differently for very small and for very big arguments. Our main strategy is similar.

Lemma 5.2. For all x, y ∈ (0,∞) holds

hB(x) = hB(y) ⇐⇒ x = y.

Proof. We show that h′B(t) > 0 for all t ∈ (0,∞), which then gives the proof.

We begin with computing the first derivative6:

h′B(t) =
∞∑

k=0

csch(αkt)
2ψ(αkt),

where ψ(x) = 1− 2x2 + 6x2 coth(x)2 − 6x coth(x). If we prove that ψ is strictly positive on
(0,∞), then so is h′B .
Part 1: x > log(

√
21). Due to the monotonicity of exp, one can easily convince themselves

that 1.5 < log(
√
21) < 1.6. Since coth is strictly monotonically decreasing, and satisfies

coth(x) = 1 + 2/(exp(2x) − 1), we estimate as follows for x > log(
√
21):

ψ(x) > 1− 2x2 + 6x2 · 12 − 6x · 1 + 2

21 − 1
> 4 · (1.5 − 0.825)2 − 1.7225 = 0.1 > 0.

5, 6 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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Part 2: Close to zero, coth(x) is unbounded, so we have to take into account the interaction
with x. We rewrite ψ on (0, 1.6) as

ψ(x) = q1(x) + 6 q2(x coth(x)), q1(x) = 1− 2x2 and q2(x) = x(x− 1).

Clearly, q2 is strictly monotonically decreasing on (0,∞), whereas q1 is strictly monotoni-
cally increasing and strictly positive on (1,∞). To that, x coth(x) is strictly monotonically
increasing. The interval estimate of ψ on an interval (x0, y0) ⊆ (0, 1.6) will satisfy

ψ(x) > q1(y0) + 6 q2(x0 coth(x0)) > 0,

if we choose x0, y0 well. One can convince themselves of the inequality7 with interval estimates
on (0,

√
0.5), (0.7, 1.01), (1, 1.3) and (1.29, 1.6) (as described in Subsection 4.2). All in all, h′B

is strictly positive on (0,∞). �

We now consider what Lemma 5.2 means for the optimality of the upper bound B. We have
established

hB(
η
n) = hB(

1
η ) ⇐⇒ η

n
=

1

η
⇐⇒ η =

√
n.

Furthermore, for all η >
√
n we have

d
dη B( ηn ,

1
η ) > 0.

Due to the symmetry about
√
n, the square lattice n−1/2

Z×n−1/2
Z is the unique minimizing

lattice of B among rectangular lattices of density n ∈ N.
As A is maximized by the square lattice n−1/2

Z× n−1/2
Z and B is minimized by the square

lattice n−1/2
Z× n−1/2

Z, also the condition number κ = B/A has to be minimal in this case.
In contrast to the Gaussian case, we do not know sufficient density conditions for the hy-
perbolic secant and general lattices to yield Gabor frames. So, before speculating about an
optimality result for general lattices one should work out the lattice frame set of the hy-
perbolic secant. Nonetheless, we note that the conjecture of Strohmer and Beaver [49] was
based on the radial symmetry of the Gaussian in the time-frequency plane and connections
to sphere packings (see also [4]). By the characterization of radially symmetric ambiguity
functions, which can only come from Gaussians and Hermite functions [21], it is clear that
the hyperbolic secant does not possess a radial symmetry in the time-frequency plane.

6. Cut-off exponentials

6.1. Support 1/b. In this section we study frame bounds of cut-off exponentials with support
in [0, 1/b] (or any interval of length 1/b) for the lattice Λa,b = aZ×bZ with density (ab)−1 ≥ 1.
We denote the cut-off exponential with decay parameter γ > 0 by

gb,γ(t) = Cb,γ e
−γt χ

[0,1/b](t),

where Cb,γ is a normalizing factor, which is explicitly given by Cb,γ =
√

2γ/(1 − e−2γ/b).
The bounds have been computed by Janssen [36] without the factor Cb,γ , so we only need
a small adjustment compared to his result. We also refer to [10, Sec. 3.4.4] where similar
computations have been carried out. After proper re-normalization we end up with

(6.1) A = n
2γa

1− e−2γa
e−2γa and B = n

2γa

1− e−2γa
, γ > 0.

7 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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We may include the case of the box function (γ = 0) by a limiting procedure and by l’Hôspital’s
rule we obtain A = B = n. As we always fix (ab)−1, we usually have one free parameter to
optimize the frame bounds. This time we fix both lattice parameters, a and b, and consider
a family of windows parametrized by γ > 0.

6.1.1. The lower frame bound. We fix the oversampling rate n and consider the lower frame
bound A as a function of γ. Taking the derivative yields the expression

A′(γ) = −2an
e2aγ(2aγ − 1) + 1

(e2aγ − 1)2
< 0.

Verifying that the above expression is indeed negative is a simple exercise: to show that the
numerator is positive, just observe that, for x ∈ R\{0}, ex > (1+x), which is its linearization
at 0. Thus, numerator and denominator are positive and there is a minus sign in front.

6.1.2. The upper frame bound. With a very similar observation we also obtain that

B′(γ) = 2an
e2aγ

(
e2aγ − 1− 2aγ

)

(e2aγ − 1)2
> 0.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

2

4

6

8

10

(a) Frame bounds for Z× 1/nZ.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

2

4

6

8

10

(b) Frame bounds for 1/
√
nZ× 1/

√
nZ.

Figure 4. Frame bounds of the Gabor systems G(gγ , aZ× bZ) for (ab)−1 = n ∈ {1, 3, 6} and

a = 1, b = 1/n and a = b =
√

1/n. For γ = 0, we always have a tight frame with bounds
A = B = n. The upper frame bounds (black) are increasing with γ whereas the lower frame
bounds (gray, dashed) are decreasing.

From Figure 4 one may get the impression that the bounds deteriorate slower for the square
lattice than for rectangular lattices. This is, however, only the case as long as a > b, which
we deduce from (6.1).

6.1.3. The condition number. Finally, we easily observe that the condition number is

B

A
= e2aγ .

We give some concluding remarks for the parameters of the family of the window gb,γ . Fixing
any rectangular lattice of density n, we see that the box function (γ = 0) is actually optimal
within the family of localization windows gb,γ . Thus, the additional decay without additional
smoothness in the time variable yields to even worse behavior in the frequency variable.
Therefore, the frame condition is only made worse by increasing the decay parameter γ.



GABOR FRAME BOUND OPTIMIZATIONS 15

From (6.1) it is obvious that the decay parameter γ and the lattice parameter a are exchange-
able for our computations. Note, however, that we change the window and the lattice at the
same time. For any fixed γ the lower bound decreases and the upper bound increases as a
grows. For a→ 0 we obtain a tight frame. This may be interpreted in a distributional sense:
For b→ ∞ (⇔ a→ 0), the function gb,γ tends to (a multiple of) the Dirac delta. Hence, even
though we use an infinitely wide step size in the frequency domain, we know the function at
every instance in time. The frame operator is therefore (a multiple of) the identity operator.
In particular, an optimal lattice in terms of the frame bounds (or the frame condition number)
does not exist.

6.2. Support 2/b. Similarly to the previous case, we study frame bounds of cut-off exponen-
tials, but this time with support in [0, 2/b] for the lattice Λa,b = aZ×bZ of density (ab)−1 ≥ 1.
We use (more or less) the same notation as in the previous section and denote the window by

gb/2,γ(t) = Cb/2,γ e
−γt χ

[0,2/b](t),

where Cb/2,γ is the normalizing factor, which is explicitly given by Cb/2,γ =
√

2γ/(1 − e−4γ/b).
We skip the computational details again and refer to Janssen [36, Sec. 3] where the bounds
have been computed explicitly. With the proper normalization, the frame bounds are then

A = C2
b/2,γ

a(1 − e−2γ/b)(1− e−γ/b)2

1− e−2γa
e−2aγ and B = C2

b/2,γ

a(1− e−2γ/b)(1 + e−γ/b)2

1− e−2γa
.

By using the explicit expression for Cb/2,γ and the fact that (ab)−1 = n (∈ N), we get

A =
2γa(1 − e−2γna)(1− e−γna)2

(1− e−2γa)(1− e−4γna)
e−2aγ and B =

2γa(1 − e−2γna)(1 + e−γna)2

(1− e−2γa)(1− e−4γna)
.

For γ → 0, the bounds’ behavior is A → 0 and B → 2. In the other direction, i.e., for
γ → ∞ we have A→ 0 and B → ∞. So, in both limiting cases we do not have a frame. This
stands in contrast to the previous case, where we had a tight frame (orthonormal basis) with
A = B = n for the integer lattice n−1/2

Z× n−1/2
Z and γ = 0 (the box function).

6.2.1. The lower bound. Our next goal is to determine optimizing parameters for the lower
bound. We start with re-writing the expression as

A = γa (coth(γa)− 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(γ)

(1− sech(γna))︸ ︷︷ ︸
h(γ)

.

Determining critical points with respect to γ is equivalent to finding points where the sum of
the logarithmic derivatives of f and h vanishes (because f and h are positive) or where:

(6.2)
f ′(γ)
f(γ)

= −h
′(γ)
h(γ)

.

We compute

f ′(γ)
f(γ)

= −a+ 1

γ
− a coth(γa) = −a+ 1

γ
(1− γa coth(γa))︸ ︷︷ ︸

<0,ց

,

which is a negative and strictly decreasing function of γ (in fact it is less than −a). For the
other side of (6.2), we compute

h′(γ)
h(γ)

= na coth
(γna

2

)
sech(γna).
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This is the product of two positive, strictly decreasing functions and hence positive and strictly
decreasing. It follows that the right-hand side of (6.2) is negative and strictly increasing and
therefore (6.2) has at most one solution. By considering the (directional) limits

lim
x→0+

coth(x/2) sech(x) = ∞ and lim
x→∞

coth(x/2) sech(x) = 0,

we see that (6.2) must have exactly one solution and so the lower bound has a unique maximum
(see Figure 5). The optimal parameter γ, which is the unique solution of (6.2), depends on
the density n of the lattice and the lattice geometry (the parameter a fixes b). We note that,
from a computational point of view, the decay parameter γ and the lattice parameter a are
exchangeable. Hence, we also find that there is a unique lattice maximizing the lower frame
bound. The lattice geometry, i.e., the parameter a, depends on the density and the decay
parameter γ and is (for any fixed n and γ), the unique solution of f ′(a)/f(a) = −h′(a)/h(a).

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

n=1 n=3 n=6

(a) Lower frame bounds.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

1

2

3

4

5

6

n=1 n=3 n=6

(b) Upper frame bounds.

Figure 5. Lower frame bounds and upper frame bounds in dependence of the lattice param-
eter a for γ = 1 and n ∈ {1, 3, 6}. We see that A has a unique maximum, whereas B may
not have a minimizing lattice (the lattice is degenerated for a = 0).

6.2.2. The upper bound. We will repeat the same kind of calculations for the upper frame
bound. We re-write it as

B = γa(coth(γa) + 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
f̃(γ)

(1 + sech(γna))︸ ︷︷ ︸
h̃(γ)

.

Any critical points must satisfy the equation

(6.3)
f̃ ′(γ)

f̃(γ)
= − h̃

′(γ)

h̃(γ)
.

The left-hand side of (6.3) is independent of n and is given by

f̃ ′(γ)

f̃(γ)
= a+

1

γ
− a coth(γa) = a+ a

(
1

γa
− coth(γa)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
0>, ց , >−1

,
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which is positive and decreasing (in fact, it is less than a). The right-hand side is given by

− h̃
′(γ)

h̃(γ)
= na sech(γna) tanh

(γna
2

)
.

This function is positive and we may use the logarithmic derivative to check the sign of the
derivative. We obtain, after some simplifications by using identities for hyperbolic functions,

d
dγ

[
log

(
na sech(γna) tanh

(γna
2

))]
= na(csch(γna)− tanh(γna)),

which has a unique 0. Since −h̃′(γ)/h̃(γ) has only 1 critical point, we conclude that this is the
unique global maximum by the asymptotic behavior. As the right-hand side of (6.3) decays
by an exponential factor faster than the left-hand side, we conclude that, depending on n,
(6.3) has either 0, 1 or 2 solutions (see Figure 6). We show that for n ∈ {1, 2}, there is no
solution and for n ≥ 3 we find 2 solutions: dividing (6.3) by a > 0 leaves us with the equation

(6.4) 1 + 1
γa − coth(γa) = n sech(γna) tanh(γna2 ),

where the left-hand side is strictly decreasing and at most 1 and where the right-hand side
has a unique global maximum. The point of the maximum is attained where the logarithmic
derivative vanishes. This brings us to solving the equation

csch(γna) = tanh(γna) ⇐⇒ cosh(γna)2 − cosh(γna)− 1 = 0.

The quadratic polynomial in cosh has exactly one positive solution, namely:

γna = arccosh
(
1+

√
5

2

)
≈ 1.06128 . . .

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

l.h.s.

n=1

n=2

n=3

n=4

Figure 6. Illustration of the two sides of equation (6.4) for fixed a = 2 and n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.
The illustration suggests that for any n ≥ 3 we have two solutions in γ for equation (6.4).

We set y = γna and to imply the correctness of (6.4) we want to determine those n where

n sech(y) tanh(y2 ) > 1.

Note that the solution depends on the product γna = y and so the optimal parameter γ
depends on the lattice geometry (the parameter a) and the lattice density (the parameter

n). We evaluate sech(y) tanh(y) close to its maximum, i.e., close to y = arccosh
(
1+

√
5

2

)
. To
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simplify computations, we set y = 1, which is sufficiently close to the point of interest. After
an elementary manipulation of the last inequality, this leaves us with solving

n tanh(12) > cosh(1),

which could be done numerically, but also with comparable effort analytically. We want to
show that, for n sufficiently large,

n tanh(12 ) = n− 2n

e+ 1
>
e+ e−1

2
= cosh(1).

It is not difficult to establish e+1 > 3.7 and 3.5 > e+ e−1. So, it suffices to find n such that

2n− 4n
3.7 > 3.5,

which holds for all n ≥ 4. Hence, for n ≥ 4 the upper bound B (as a function of γ) has
two critical points. By the behavior of the bound, the smaller value yields a local maximum
and the larger value a minimum, which may be global, depending on n. For n ∈ {1, 2, 3} we

evaluate both sides of (6.4) with Mathematica at arccosh(1+
√
5

2 ) and see that (6.3) does not
have a solution for n ∈ {1, 2} and two solutions for n = 3. Again, γ may be exchanged for a.
So, for n ∈ {1, 2} we find that there is no optimal lattice minimizing B (the minimizing lattice
degenerates) and for n ≥ 3 there exist two critical lattices, one which is a local maximizer
and the other a (local) minimizer, which is the only candidate for the global minimizer. As
B(0) = 2, the minimizer is global if its value is less than 2 (compare Figure 5).

6.2.3. The condition number. What is left to study is the condition number, which is simply
given by the expression

(6.5)
B(γ)

A(γ)
= e2γa coth

(γna
2

)2
.

Taking the derivative with respect to γ and looking for critical points leads to the equation

2a e2γa
(
e2nγa − n enγa − 1

)

(eaγn − 1)3
= 0 ⇐⇒ e2nγa − n enγa − 1 = 0.
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Figure 7. Curves of optimal parameters (a, γ) for dif-
ferent lattice densities n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}.

Setting x = enγa leaves us with solving a
simple quadratic equation: x2 − nx− 1 = 0.
There is only one positive solution to this
equation, which is x = (n +

√
n2 + 4)/2.

Therefore, the critical points of the condi-
tion number are attained for

(6.6) γ =
log

(
n+

√
n2 + 4

)
− log(2)

an
.

Note that the dependence on the lattice pa-
rameter a is the same as for the decay param-
eter γ, which can easily be seen from (6.5).
Moreover, we see that (6.6) describes a curve
in the space of parameters (a, γ) yielding the
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optimal pair of decay and lattice parameters in dependence of the oversampling rate n (see
Figure 7). Lastly, we deduce from (6.5) that B/A is decreasing as a function of n ∈ N and

B

A
→ e2γa for n→ ∞.

So, for general γ > 0 and non-degenerate lattice (a > 0), the frame operator does not converge
to a (multiple of) the identity operator, which however holds for any window g ∈ S0(R) [20].
This fact seems to be accompanied by the results in [19] (compare also [24, p. 132]). We
remark that exchanging the parameters a and γ comes from the algebraic expressions in the
calculations and is not a dilation result by applying a metaplectic operator.

7. The one-sided exponential

In this section we study frame bounds of one-sided exponentials. The lattice parameters
satisfy (ab)−1 = n ∈ N. In particular, we obtain a frame at the critical density as shown by
Janssen [36, Sec. 4]. The function of interest is

gγ(t) =
√

2γ e−γtχ
(0,∞)(t), t ∈ R,

where γ > 0 is the dilation parameter. By Proposition 3.1, it suffices to consider the case
γ = 1. Considering the dependencies as presented in [36], we will express the lattice pair
again as (η/n, 1/η), η > 0. Then the frame bounds are illustrated in Figure 8 and given by

A( ηn ,
1
η ) = 2η tanh(η2 ) csch(

η
n) e

− η
n and B( ηn ,

1
η ) = 2η coth(η2 ) csch(

η
n) e

η
n .

2 4 6 8 10

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

n=1 n=2 n=3

(a) Lower frame bounds.
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(b) Upper frame bounds.

Figure 8. Lower and upper bounds for the parameter γ = 1 and density n ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

7.1. The condition number. This time, we start with the condition number which has an
obvious minimizing lattice. We easily compute

κ( ηn ,
1
η ) =

(
coth(η2 ) e

η
n
)2
,

which is minimal if and only if
√
κ is minimal. We compute the derivative of

√
κ:

d
dη

(
coth(η2 ) e

η
n
)
= 1

ne
η
n csch2(η2 ) (sinh(η)− n).
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The sign of the derivative is determined by sinh, which is a strictly monotonically increasing,
unbounded, and attains 0 at 0. Therefore, the unique minimum of the condition number κ is
attained at η = arcsinh(n). Next, we will show that this point lies between the maximizer of
the lower and the minimizer of the upper bound.

7.2. The lower bound. For γ = 1, we start with computing the first derivative of the lower
bound A = A1 and show that it has a unique zero.

d
dη A(

η
n ,

1
η ) = e−

η
n csch( ηn) tanh(

η
2 )
(
1 + η csch(η)− η

n − η
n coth( ηn)

)
,

where the last equality is due to the addition theorems8. Furthermore, the function

η 7→ 1 + η csch(η) − η
n − η

n coth( ηn), n ∈ N,

is a sum of strictly monotonically decreasing functions (f and −x− x coth(x)). Taking into
account the monotonicity in n, it suffices to verify there is a η ∈ (0,∞) with A(η/n, η−1) > 0.
One valid choice is η = 0.5. On the other hand, the function is unbounded from below:

lim
η→∞

η csch(η)− η
n − η

n coth( ηn) = −∞.

Therefore, there exists a unique ηA,n > 0 such that the lower bound A( ηn ,
1
η ) has a unique

maximum in ηA,n. We check whether it is η = arcsinh(n), which we know optimizes the
condition number:

1 + η csch(η)− η
n − η

n coth( ηn) = 1 + η
n − η

n − η
n coth( ηn) = 1− η

n coth( ηn) < 0.

It follows that ηA,n < arcsinh(n). It is also simple to see that (ηA,n)n∈N is strictly monotoni-
cally increasing: ηA,n is the unique solution to

1 + η csch(η) = η
n + η

n coth( ηn ).

The left-hand side is independent of n whereas the right-hand side is strictly decreasing in n.

7.3. The upper bound. We deal with the upper bound in the same manner and set B = B1.

d
dη B( ηn ,

1
η ) = e

η
n csch( ηn) coth(

η
2 )
(
1 + η

n − η
n coth( ηn)− η csch(η)

)

due to the addition theorems9. We again analyze the expression in the brackets. To begin
with, −x csch(x) is a strictly increasing function. A curve discussion10 and employing the
strict monotonicity of x coth(x), and x coth(x) → 1 for x → 0, shows that 1 + x− x coth(x)
is a strictly concave, strictly monotonically increasing function. We now ensure the existence
of a unique critical point of B:

lim
η→0+

1 + η
n − η

n coth( ηn)− η csch(η) = 1 + 0− 1− 1 = −1 < 0,

If we evaluate the same expression at 2n, we get

1− 2n csch(2n) + 2n
n − 2n

n coth(2nn ) ≥ 3− 2 coth(2) − 2 csch(2) > 0.

We could again check whether η = arcsinh(n) is a critical point. From the general theory,
though, we already know that it has to be between ηA,n and ηB,n and we have already
established that it is greater than ηA,n.

8, 9, 10 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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8. The two-sided exponential

The last section is dedicated to the two-sided exponential. At first sight, the bounds look quite
similar to those already analyzed. However, this one has proven to be the most challenging
to inspect. The current window function is

gγ(t) =
√
γ e−γ|t|, t ∈ R,

where γ > 0 is the dilation parameter. By Proposition 3.1, it suffices to consider the case
γ = 1. Unlike the one-sided exponential, the two-sided one is in Feichtinger’s algebra, so
we do not have a frame at the critical density. It has been shown in [36] that we obtain a
frame for densities larger than 1. With the same parametrization (η/n, 1/η) as in the previous
sections, the frame bounds are given by

A( ηn ,
1
η ) = tanh(η2 )

(
η
n csch( ηn )− η csch(η)

)
,

B( ηn ,
1
η ) = coth(η2 )

(
η
n coth( ηn ) + η csch(η)

)
.

(8.1)
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(a) Lower frame bounds.

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
0

5

10

15

20

n=2 n=3 n=4

(b) Upper frame bounds.

Figure 9. The idea of the cut-offs for the lower and upper bound and parameter γ = 1 and
densities n ∈ {2, 3, 4}. The • and � mark left and right cut-offs, respectively and ◦ marks ηn.

When one looks at the graphs of the lower or the upper bound for a fixed density in Figure 9,
it seems obvious that there is a unique extremum. However, the first and second derivative of
the concerned bound are somewhat difficult to analyze over (0,∞), as they are combinations
of products and sums which exhibit different behaviors at different intervals. The visually
“clear” situation is due to the interaction altogether, so dissecting each part separately leads
to unsatisfactory estimates. Therefore, to determine the global extrema and to show their
uniqueness, we will first exclude most of the positive half-axis through interval estimates
(see Section 4.2 and Figure 9) as yielding potential global extrema. Then for the lower
bound, upper bound and condition number we will establish certain concavity, convexity and
log-convexity results, respectively, on the small remaining interval. These will allow us to
conclude that the extremum is unique in each case. For the lower bound, the cases for small
n, which is 3 ≤ n ≤ 10, and in particular n = 3, will need more attention at some points
compared to large n. The case n = 2 needs to be handled completely separately, since it does
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not agree with the asymptotic positions of the extremal points. In the sequel, we will set

(8.2) f(t) = t csch(t), ∀t > 0,

so as to have more compact expressions and we will repeatedly use the following: f is strictly
monotonically decreasing and asymptotically satisfies11

lim
x→0

x csch(x) = 1 and lim
x→∞

x csch(x) = 0.

8.1. The lower bound. The initial reference point will be ηn = 2arccosh(n). We will
first compare the value attained here with the function’s values on (0, ηn/2] and [2ηn,∞) in
order to exclude global maxima in these intervals. Then we will show that there is a unique
maximum in (ηn/2, 2ηn). By using (8.2) and addition formulas, we write the lower frame
bound evaluated at ηn = 2arccosh(n) as

(8.3) A(ηnn ,
1
ηn
) =

(n2 − 1)1/2

n

(
f(ηnn )− ηn

2n(n2 − 1)1/2

)
=

(n2 − 1)1/2

n
f(ηnn )− arccosh(n)

n2
.

8.1.1. The left cut-off. We will show that for any 3 ≤ n ∈ N the value of the lower bound
achieved at ηn = 2arccosh(n) is larger than any value attained in (0, ηn/2]. For small n we
will later only be able to show a concavity result for slightly smaller intervals (depending
on n). The needed intervals are given below and we use interval estimates, as presented in
Section 4.2, to show that the maximum is still not attained on the mildly larger interval.
Before we begin with the comparison, we introduce a second function that will accompany us
till the end:

(8.4) ρ(x) :=
2 arccosh(x)

x
, x > 0.

This is a strictly monotonically decreasing function on [2,∞), which can easily be seen when
computing ρ′(x)12. Using the expression from (8.1) for A evaluated at ηn in combination with
the notation (8.2), we have for all η ≤ ηn/2 that

A( ηn ,
1
η ) < tanh(ηn/4)

(
1− f(ηn/2)

)
=

(
1− 2

n+1

)1/2 (
1− ηn

2(n2−1)1/2

)
.

Using (8.3), the desired inequality is

(
1− 2

n+ 1

)1/2 (
1− ηn

2(n2 − 1)1/2

)
<

(n2 − 1)1/2

n
f(ηnn )− arccosh(n)

n2

⇐⇒
(
1− 2

n+ 1

)1/2
− (n2 − 1)1/2

n
f(ηnn ) < arccosh(n)

((
1− 2

n+ 1

)1/2
1

(n2−1)1/2
− 1

n2

)
.

We claim that the left-hand side is negative and the right-hand side is positive. We start with
the negativity of the left-hand side:

(
1− 2

n+ 1

)1/2
− (n2 − 1)1/2

n
f(ηnn ) < 0 ⇐⇒ n

n+ 1
− f(ηnn ) < 0.

For all n ≥ 3, it will suffice to show

1− 3

4n
< f(ηnn ) ⇐⇒

(
1− 3

4n

) n
ηn

− csch(ηnn ) < 0.

11, 12 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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We claim that the left side of the last inequality is strictly monotonically increasing in n.
Recall that ρ(n) = ηn/n is strictly monotonically decreasing on [2,∞). We differentiate the
left-hand side of the last inequality with respect to n:

d

dn

[(
1− 3

4n

) n
ηn

− csch(ηnn )

]
=

3

4n ηn
+
ηn − 2n (n2 − 1)−1/2

η2n

(η2n
n2

csch′(ηnn ) + 1− 3

4n

)
.

The only part whose positivity has not been proven stands in the brackets. Keeping in mind
that ηn/n = ρ(n) ≤ ρ(3) = η3/3 ≤ 1.2, we obtain

η2n
n2

csch′(ηnn ) + 1− 3

4n
= 1− 3

4n︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր

− ρ(n)2 csch(ρ(n))︸ ︷︷ ︸
ց

(ρ(n) coth(ρ(n))− 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ց

.

The atomic parts of the expression are all positive, so in total, the expression is strictly
monotonically increasing. Evaluating at n = 3 shows that the expression is always positive,

therefore
(
1− 3

4n

)
n
ηn

−csch(ηnn ) is strictly monotonically increasing in n. Due to the fact that

1/t− csch(t) → 0, for t→ 0, we have

lim
n→∞

[(
1− 3

4n

) n
ηn

− csch(ηnn )

]
= lim

n→∞

[
n

ηn
− csch(ηnn )− 3

4ηn

]
= 0,

implying that the desired expression is negative. We now examine the right-hand side of the
initial inequality. As arccosh(x) > 0 for all x > 1, we only need to establish

(
1− 2

n+ 1

)1/2 1

(n2 − 1)1/2
>

1

n2
⇐⇒ 1

n+ 1
− 1

n2
> 0, n ≥ 3.

All in all, we have shown that the maximum of A cannot be attained in the interval (0, ηn/2].
Now, as mentioned above, we will need to improve our estimates for n = 3, . . . , 10 in order to
show the necessary concavity/convexity later on.

• (4 ≤ n ≤ 10): we compare the value of tanh(η/2)(1 − f(η)) (which majorizes to the
lower bound) at η = 3.08 with that of A(ηn/n, 1/ηn)/n. We see that there is no
maximum in (0, 3.08] ⊃ (0, ηn/2].

• (n = 3): this case is a bit more subtle. Here, we perform an interval estimate on
(1.7, 3.3) ⊃ (η3/2, 3.3) with sub-intervals of length 0.3 to see that the global maximum
does not lie in the interval (0, 3.3].

8.1.2. The right cut-off. Similarly to the left cut-off, we will show that for 3 ≤ n ∈ N the
lower bound A does not assume its global maximum on [2ηn,∞). This is again achieved by
comparing with the value at ηn and with extra estimates for small n. By using the properties
of f(t), defined by Equation (8.2), and the fact that tanh(η) < 1, we have

A( ηn ,
1
η ) < f(2ηnn ) = 2ηn

n csch(2ηnn ) = ηn
n csch(ηnn ) sech(ηnn ) = f(ηnn ) sech(ηnn ).

As already introduced Equation (8.4), we use ρ(n) = 2 arccosh(n)
n . This leaves us with showing

the following inequality13:

(n2 − 1)1/2

n
f(ρ(n))− ρ(n)

2n
> f(ρ(n)) sech(ρ(n))

13 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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⇐⇒ (n2 − 1)1/2 cosh(ρ(n))− n >
sinh(2ρ(n))

4
.

We want to show that

(n2 − 1)1/2 cosh(ρ(n))− n− sinh(2ρ(n))
4 > 0.

We first assume that n ≥ 10 and bound cosh from below and sinh from above. For sinh, we
note that 2ρ(n) ≤ 2ρ(10) < 1.2 (as n ≥ 10), and use sinh(x) < x+ x3 for x ∈ [0, 1.2]:

(n2 − 1)1/2 cosh(ρ(n))− n− sinh(2ρ(n))
4 > (n2 − 1)1/2

(
1 + ρ(n))2

2

)
− n− 2ρ(n)+(2ρ(n))3

4

=(n2 − 1)1/2 − n+ (n2 − 1)1/2 ρ(n))2

2 − ρ(n)− 4ρ(n)3.

We claim that (n2 − 1)1/2 − n > − 1
n and that the remaining part dominates 1

n . The former

can be verified with curve discussion14. We are left to prove

1
n < ρ(n)

(
(n2 − 1)1/2 ρ(n))

2 − 1− 4ρ(n)2
)

= 2 arccosh(n)
n

(
(n2−1)1/2

n arccosh(n))− 1− 4ρ(n)2
)

⇐⇒ 1 < 2 arccosh(n)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր, >0

((
1− 1

n2

)1/2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր, >0

arccosh(n)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր, >0

−1− 4ρ(n)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ց, >0

)
.

In summary, for n ≥ 10, the expression in the brackets is strictly monotonically increasing.
Evaluating at 10 shows that it is also positive for all n ≥ 10. Therefore, the right-hand side
of the above inequality is strictly monotonically increasing. Finally, the evaluation at n = 10
also shows the claimed inequality. For the initial 3 ≤ n ≤ 9 we evaluated the initial inequality
to verify it.
Again, the intervals where we look for the maximum need to be updated for n ≤ 10.

• (4 ≤ n ≤ 10): we ensure that there is no global maximum in [4n/3, 2ηn). One can
check this with a direct interval estimate for 5 ≤ n ≤ 10. In the case n = 4 we split
it in the intervals [16/3, 5) and [5, 2η4).

• (n = 3): we divide [4.8, 7.1) ⊇ [4.8, 2η3) in sub-intervals of length 0.1 to show that
there is no global maximum in this interval.

Summing up all the cases from the left cut-off and right cut-off, we are left to show that there
is a unique (global) maximum in the interval (see also Figure 10)

(8.5) In =
(
max{3.08, ηn2 },min{4n

3 , 2ηn}
)
, 4 ≤ n ∈ N or In = (3.3, 4.8), n = 3.

8.1.3. The concavity result. We fix n ≥ 3 and set ψn(η) = ψ(η) = f(η/n) − f(η), where
f(t) = t csch(t) is still defined by (8.2). The lower frame bound can then be expressed as

A( ηn ,
1
η ) = tanh(η2 )ψ(η).

We want to show that A has a unique maximum in (ηn/2, 2ηn). As A is strictly positive, we
may perform the analysis for log(A), which has the same critical points. We compute

d2

dη2

[
log

(
A( ηn ,

1
η )
)]

=
tanh′′(η2 ) tanh(

η
2 )− tanh′(η2 )

2

4 tanh(η2 )
2

+
ψ′′(η)ψ(η) − ψ′(η)2

ψ(η)2
.

14 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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Figure 10. Illustration of the intervals In for n ∈ {3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 20, 40}. We have the intervals
I3 = (3.3, 4.8), In = (3.08, 4n/3) for 4 ≤ n ≤ 10 and In = (ηn/2, 2ηn) for n ≥ 11.

Since, tanh is positive, strictly increasing and strictly concave and ψ is positive (f is strictly
monotonically decreasing), it suffices to show that ψ is concave in order to have the whole
expression negative. We compute its second derivative, which we may compactly write as

ψ′′(η) = 1
n2 f

′′( ηn)− f ′′(η), η ∈ (ηn/2, 2ηn).

Thus, we turn back to the properties of f , more specifically, f ′′(t). It can be shown15 that f ′′

is strictly negative on (0, 1.6] and strictly positive on [1.61,∞). Now, recall that

η ∈ (ηn/2, 2ηn) with ηn = 2arccosh(n).

We observe that ηn/2 ≥ η3/2 > 1.76. As a consequence, we have that f ′′(η) > 0 for all
η ≥ ηn/2 > 1.61. Next, recall that ρ(x) = 2 arccosh(x)/x is strictly decreasing for x > 2.
Also, η/n < 2ρ(n) and 2ρ(7) < 1.51. In particular, f ′′(η/n) < 0 for all η ≤ 2ηn and n ≥ 7.
Therefore, ψ′′(η) < 0 for all n ≥ 7. We have shown, for n ≥ 7, that:

• A(ηn/n, 1/ηn) > A(η/n, 1/η), for all η ∈ (0, ηn/2] ∪ [2ηn,∞).
• log(A(η/n, 1/η)) is strictly concave in η on (ηn/2, 2ηn) and therefore has a unique
maximum on this interval. As log(A(η/n, 1/η)) and A(η/n, 1/η) have maxima at the
same positions, it follows that A(η/n, 1/η) has a unique maximum in (ηn/2, 2ηn).

The fact that η/n needs to be less than 1.6 makes it necessary to shorten the intervals
appropriately for 3 ≤ n ≤ 6. This is achieved by using the intervals defined in (8.5). To that,
due to the position of the maximum, this does not work for n = 2.
All in all, for n ≥ 3 the lower frame bound has a unique global maximum in η

A,n
∈ (ηn/2, 2ηn).

8.2. The upper bound. We carry on with the same tactic, i.e., we evaluate B given by (8.1)
at ηn/2, ηn and 2ηn and obtain a convexity result to see that the minimum lies in (ηn/2, 2ηn).

8.2.1. The convexity. This time we start with the convexity of the bound, which actually
holds on R+. It then follows from the asymptotic behavior that we have a unique minimum.

B( ηn ,
1
η ) > ( ηn coth( ηn) + 0) → ∞, η → ∞,

B( ηn ,
1
η ) > coth(η2 ) (1 + 0) → ∞, η → 0+.

We may already include the case n = 2 this time. For a fixed n ≥ 2, we set

(8.6) h(η) = η
n coth( ηn) + η csch(η).

15 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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The first two derivatives of h are given by16

h′(η) = h(η)
η − η

(
1
n2 csch(

η
n)

2 + csch(η) coth(η)
)
,

h′′(η) = −2
(

1
n2 csch(

η
n)

2 + csch(η) coth(η)
)
+ η

(
2
n3 csch(

η
n )

2 coth( ηn) + csch(η) + 2 csch(η)3
)
.

We apply the Leibniz rule and obtain17

d2

dη2

[
B( ηn ,

1
η )
]
= 1

2 coth(
η
2 ) csch(

η
2 )

2
(

η
n coth( ηn) + η csch(η)

)

− csch(η2 )
2
(

1
n coth( ηn ) + csch(η)− η

(
1
n2 csch(

η
n)

2 + csch(η) coth(η)
))

+ coth(η2 )
(
− 2

(
1
n2 csch(

η
n)

2 + csch(η) coth(η)
)
+

η
(

2
n3 csch(

η
n)

2 coth( ηn) + csch(η) + 2 csch(η)3
))
.

First, we deal with the parts independent of n. For uniformity, all hyperbolic functions will
be transformed to an argument η/2 by using addition formulas. Set

T (η) = csch(η2 )
2 ·

(
1
2 coth(

η
2 )η csch(η)− csch(η) + η csch(η) coth(η)

)

+ coth(η2 )
(
− 2 csch(η) coth(η) + η csch(η) + 2η csch(η)3

)
.

With addition formulas for hyperbolic functions, this can be written as18

T (η) = 1
4 csch(

η
2 )

2 · η csch(η2 )
2 ·

∞∑

k=1

η2k 2k−1
(2k+1)! > 0.

So, the part independent of n is positive. If we can show the same for the remaining terms
of the second derivative, then we have proven the strict convexity of the bound on its entire
domain. We collect the terms dependent on n and set

Tn(η) =
1
2 ·

η
n coth(η2 ) csch(

η
2 )

2 coth( ηn)− 1
n csch(η2 )

2 coth( ηn) +
η
n2 csch(

η
2 )

2 csch( ηn)
2

− 2
n2 coth(

η
2 ) csch(

η
n)

2 + 2η
n3 coth(

η
2 ) csch(

η
n)

2 coth( ηn).

This can be written as

Tn(η) =
1
n csch(η2 )

2 coth( ηn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

(
η
2 coth(

η
2 )− 1

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

+ η
n2 csch(

η
2 )

2 csch( ηn)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

+ 2
n2 coth(

η
2 ) csch(

η
n)

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

(
η
n coth( ηn)− 1

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

> 0.

All in all, the upper frame bound is strictly convex and tends to infinity when approaching the
boundary of its domain, which is R+. Therefore, it has a unique minimizer ηB,n , as claimed.
By comparing the values of B for η ∈ {ηn/2, ηn, 2ηn}, one sees that ηB,n has to lie in In.
Since the points are chosen to allow for the addition formulas, the desired inequalities

B(ηnn ,
1
ηn
) < B(ηn2n ,

2
ηn
) and B(ηnn ,

1
ηn
) < B(2ηnn , 1

2ηn
)

16, 17, 18 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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are, after a few equivalence transformations, reduced to easily verifiable inequalities and we
omitted them from the manuscript19. We remark already that for the first 3 ≤ n ≤ 10 we
will use the intervals In defined in (8.5) in order to obtain the needed concavity results for
the condition number. It will suffice to evaluate the first derivative on the boundaries of In.

8.3. The condition number. Unlike for all other windows, things seem to get only more
complicated with the condition number. It is given by

κ( ηn ,
1
η ) =

B( ηn)

A( ηn)
= coth(η2 )

2
η
n coth( ηn) + η csch(η)
η
n csch( ηn)− η csch(η)

.

We try to use maximally what we already know and to simplify the problem of determining an
optimal lattice as much as possible. By the asymptotic behaviour of A and B, we know that
κ is unbounded towards 0 and ∞. Showing strict convexity would therefore ensure that we
have a unique minimum. This turns out to be a rather difficult problem due to the algebraic
nature of the condition number. We simplify the problem by showing the strict log-convexity
on In, defined by (8.5), and that there is no minimum outside. We compute

log(κ( ηn ,
1
η )) = − log(A( ηn ,

1
η ))+ log(B( ηn ,

1
η )) = − log(A( ηn ,

1
η ))−2 log(tanh(η2 ))+ log(h(η)),

where, for 3 ≤ n ∈ N fixed,

h(η) = η
n coth( ηn) + η csch(η),

is still defined by Equation (8.6), just as in the proof of the convexity of the upper bound.
We know that tanh(x) is strictly log-concave for x > 0 and that the lower bound is strictly
log-concave on In. If we can show that h is log-convex on In, then we have proven that κ
is strictly log-convex, hence strictly convex, on In. As A does not have a maximum outside
In and B does not possess a minimum there, the minimum in In has to be global and, by
convexity, unique. So, we want to show

d2

dη2
log(h(η)) > 0, η ∈ In ⇐⇒ h(η)h′′(η)− h′(η)2 > 0, η ∈ In.

We continue by using the explicit formulas for h, h′ and h′′ and, then further simplifying
the expression by grouping terms and using the addition theorems for hyperbolic functions.
The computations need very good intuition of how to group the terms efficiently, making
this part rather laborious and quite lengthy. However, as each step only needs elementary
manipulations of hyperbolic functions, we omit the details at this point20. The result to
further analyze is

h(η)h′′(η) − h′(η)2 =
csch( ηn)

2

n2
(
( ηn)

2 coth( ηn)
2 − cosh( ηn)

2 + ( ηn)
2
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+ 1
n coth( ηn) csch(η)

(
η
(
η − 2η

n coth( ηn) coth(η)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+2
(
( ηn)

2 coth( ηn)
2 − 1

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

>0

)

+ 2η
n csch(η)

(
η csch(η)

2

(
cosh(η)− n

η2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

+ η
2 coth(η)−

η
n coth( ηn)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(4)

)

+ csch(η)2
(2η2

n coth( ηn) csch(η) + η2 csch(η)2
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

.

19, 20 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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Assuming n ≥ 4, one can check in a straightforward manner21 that all of the expressions (1)
– (4) in the above calculation are positive on In.

8.3.1. The case n = 3. For the interval I3 = (3.3, 4.8) we make the following three claims:

h ≥ 1.6 and |h′| ≤ 0.22 and h′′ > 0.

They can easily be verified22 with interval estimates on subintervals of I3 of length 0.1. With
these properties of h, we can estimate as follows:

h(η)h′′(η) − h′(η)2 > 1.6h′′(η)− 0.222

= 3.2
9 csch(η3 )

2
(η
3 coth(

η
3 )− 1

)

+ 3.2 csch(η)
(
η csch(η)2 + η

2 − coth(η)
)
− 0.0484

> 3.2
9

η
3 csch(

η
3 ) · csch(

η
3 ) coth(

η
3 )︸ ︷︷ ︸

ց

−3.2
9 · 0.64 csch(η)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ց

−0.0484 > 0.

The final estimate can be confirmed by an interval estimate on subintervals of length 0.1. In
conclusion, the condition number is strictly log-convex, hence strictly convex, on (3.3, 4.8),
where the minimum lies. Therefore, the minimum is unique on in this interval and by what
we know about the bounds A and B outside this interval, the minimum has to be global.

8.4. The case n = 2. This case needs to be treated separately as the necessary adjustments
would go beyond simple interval shrinkage. On the other hand, this case has an additional
symmetry, as the arguments η/2 and η/n now coincide. This allows us to manipulate the
relevant functions more easily with the addition theorems for hyperbolic functions. Since
the expressions to analyze are simplifications of those already considered above, we omit the
estimates23 and summarize the important observations. The lower bound attains its unique
maximum ηA,2 in (3.7, 3.74), the upper bound attains its minimum ηB,2 in (3, 3.1) and the
condition number is uniquely minimizes between these extremal points: ηB,2 < η2 < ηA,2.

8.5. Three optimal points. Lastly, we want to show that the locations of the optimum for
the lower bound, upper bound and condition number differ from each other. As we already
know that the optimum is unique in each case, it suffices to show that A and B do not assume
their optima at the same point. By recalling (1.1), it is immediate that also κ cannot have
its optimum at one of these positions.

8.5.1. The lower bound. We are now in a position to determine the location of the maximum
a bit better. We will show that η

A,n
> ηn. It suffices to show that the first derivative of A is

positive at ηn. Since f is strictly monotonically decreasing, we have

d
dηA(

η
n ,

1
η )
∣∣∣
η=ηn

= 1
2 sech(

ηn
2 )2

(
f(ηnn )− f(η)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

>0

+tanh(ηn2 )
(
1
nf

′(ηnn )− f ′(ηn)
)

> tanh(ηn2 )
(
1
nf

′(ηnn )− f ′(ηn)
)
.

By the definition of f (Equation (8.2)), this is strictly positive if and only if

0 < n csch(ηnn )
(
1− ηn

n coth(ηnn )
)
− n2 csch(ηn)(1 − ηn coth(ηn)).

We make several observations. First of all, the addition formulas can be applied wherever the
term ηn = 2arccosh(n) appears. Secondly, the parts involving ηn/n are not as straightforward

21, 22, 23 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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to analyze, so we transform the parameter to t = ρ(n) = ηn/n and use that it is strictly
monotonically decreasing in n ≥ 2. We further manipulate the right-hand side of the above
inequality with the mentioned addition formulas and substitutions to an equivalent inequality;

0 < nt
(csch(t)

t − csch(t) coth(t) + 1
2

)
− 1

2

(
1 + 1

n2−1

)1/2
+ n t

4(n2−1) = (⊗).

As usual, we decompose the expression (⊗) into parts;

csch(t)
t − csch(t) coth(t) + 1

2 > csch(t)2
( sinh(t)

t − 1
)
= csch(t)

t − csch(t)2.

We will now show that the last expression is strictly monotonically decreasing for all t > 0;

d
dt

[
csch(t)

t − csch(t)2
]
= − csch(t)4

t2

∞∑

k=2

4 t2k+2

(2k+2)!

(
(k + 2)(22k−1 − 2k − 1) + (2k + 1)

)
.

It is not hard to convince oneself of the positivity of

(k + 2)(22k−1 − 2k − 1) + (2k + 1), k ≥ 2,

through the behavior of 2x−1 − x for x ≥ 4. Therefore,

csch(ρ(n))
ρ(n) − csch(ρ(n))2 ≥ csch(ρ(2))

ρ(2) − csch(ρ(2))2 > 0, ∀n ≥ 2.

So, csch(t)/t − csch(t)2 is decreasing for t > 0, as claimed. We go back to proving positivity
of the expression (⊗).

(⊗) > nt csch(t)
(
1
t − csch(t)

)
− 1

2

(
1 + 1

n2−1

)1/2

= 2arccosh(n)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր

(csch(ρ(n))
ρ(n) − csch(ρ(n))2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

>0,ր

−1
2

(
1 + 1

n2−1

)1/2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ր

.

We evaluate at n = 5 to verify the positivity of (⊗) for all n ≥ 5 by the monotonicity of all
terms as indicated above. For the initial n = 2, 3, 4, we actually evaluate the derivative of A
at ηn and conclude that

d
dηA(

η
n ,

1
η )
∣∣∣
η=ηn

> 0

for all n ≥ 2. This allows us to conclude ηn < η
A,n

for all n ≥ 2.

8.5.2. The upper bound. We finalize by showing that ηB,n 6= ηA,n . In, fact we show a stronger
statement: ηB,n < ηn for n ≥ 4. Using the calculations for h as defined in (8.6), and

ηn = nρ(n) = 2 arccosh(n), we compute24

d
dηB( ηn ,

1
n)
∣∣∣
η=ηn

= 1
2 (n2−1)

(
1− ηn

n
1

2(n2−1)1/2
− ηn

n coth(ηnn )
)

(8.7)

+ 1
(n2−1)1/2

(
coth(ηnn )− ηn

n csch(ηnn )2 − ηn
2n︸ ︷︷ ︸

=(I)

+ ηn
n

1
4 (n2−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

)
.

If the last expression, and hence the derivative of the upper frame bound at ηn, is positive,
then we can conclude that η

B,n
< ηn. We will first prove this for n ≥ 4.

24 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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We start with two substitutions in (I), namely csch2 = coth2 −1 and t = ηn/n;

coth(t)− t csch(t)2 − t
2 +

t
4 (n2−1)

> coth(t)− t coth(t)2 + t
2 − t

14 , t > 0, n ≥ 2.

We will now study the properties of this new lower bound. We compute25

d2

dt2

[
coth(t)− t coth(t)2 + t

2 − t
14

]
= − csch(t)4

∞∑

k=1

2k (2t)2k+1

(2k+1)! < 0, ∀t > 0.

This shows that the expression coth(t) − t coth(t)2 + t
2 − t

14 is strictly concave on R+. We

observe that, coth(1.05) − 1.05 coth(1.05)2 + 3·1.05
7 > 0. Additionally26,

lim
t→0+

coth(t)− t coth(t)2 +
t

2
− t

14
= lim

t→0+

∞∑

k=1

22k+1 (1−k)
(2k+1)! t2k−1 = 0,

due to the convergence of the series. So, on (0, 1.05) ⊇ (0, ρ(n)) and for n ≥ 4, this implies

coth(t)− t coth(t)2 + t
2 >

t
14 .

We establish27 a lower bound for (8.7) and n ≥ 4.

d
dηB( ηn ,

1
n)
∣∣∣
η=ηn

> 1
2 (n2−1)

(
1− ρ(n)

2(n2−1)1/2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ց

− ρ(n) coth(ρ(n))︸ ︷︷ ︸
ց

+
(
1− 1

n2

)1/2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ր

2 arccosh(n)
7︸ ︷︷ ︸
ր

)
.

By evaluating at n = 4, we obtain

d
dηB( ηn ,

1
n)
∣∣∣
η=ηn

> 1
2 (n2−1)

(
1− ρ(4)

2(42−1)1/2
− ρ(4) coth(ρ(4)) +

(
1− 1

42

)1/2 2 arccosh(4)
7

)
> 0.

Hence, η
B,n

< ηn < η
A,n

for all n ≥ 4. For n = 2, 3 we have η
B,n

> ηn. For n = 2, we have
already established that η

B,2
< 3.2 < η

A,2
. As far as n = 3 is concerned,

d
dηA(

η
3 ,

1
η )
∣∣∣
η=3.9

> 0 and d
dηB(η3 ,

1
η )
∣∣∣
η=3.9

> 0,

finally confirming that

η
B,n

< η
A,n
, ∀n ≥ 2, n ∈ N.

25, 26, 27 The full computation is provided in the supplement.
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[28] K. Gröchenig, J.-L. Romero, and J. Stöckler. Sampling theorems for shift-invariant spaces, Gabor frames,
and totally positive functions. Inventiones mathematicae, 211(3):1119–1148, 2018.
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