
ON ACCUMULATED SPECTROGRAMS
FOR GABOR FRAMES

SIMON HALVDANSSON

Abstract. Analogs of classical results on accumulated spectrograms, the sum of
spectrograms of eigenfunctions of localization operators, are established for Gabor
multipliers on tight frames. We show that the lattice ℓ1 distance between the ac-
cumulated spectrogram and the indicator function of the Gabor multiplier mask is
bounded by the length of the perimeter of the mask and that this bound is sharp
in general. The methods developed for the proofs are also used to show that the
Weyl-Heisenberg ensemble restricted to a lattice is hyperuniform.

1. Introduction and main results

In time-frequency analysis, localization operators restrict a signal to a subset Ω
of the time-frequency plane [7]. The spectral behavior of such operators has been
studied extensively [2, 12, 14, 21, 26, 27], showing that there are approximately |Ω|
eigenvalues close to 1, followed by a plunge region of size comparable to the length of
the perimeter of Ω, after which the remaining eigenvalues are close to 0. In [3], Abreu,
Gröchenig and Romero showed that Ω can be estimated from only the spectrograms
of the first ⌈|Ω|⌉ eigenfunctions using the accumulated spectrogram

ρΩ(z) =

⌈|Ω|⌉∑
k=1

|Vgh
Ω
k (z)|2(1)

where g is the underlying window function, Vg is the short-time Fourier transform and
(hΩ

k )
∞
k=1 are the eigenfunctions of the localization operator. That result was eventually

improved by a sharp estimate in [6] to

∥ρΩ − χΩ∥L1(R2d) ≤ Cg|∂Ω|(2)

where χΩ is the indicator function of Ω and Cg is a constant depending only on g.
While these results have been numerically verified and used in the discrete setting

[3, 5, 8, 9, 19], there have been no proofs that corresponding results hold for Gabor
multipliers, the discrete version of localization operators. It is the goal of this article
to fill this gap by establishing versions of the main results of [3, 6] which are valid
in the setting of tight Gabor frames. Before stating the results, we establish some
notation and conventions.
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A Gabor frame is a collection {π(λ)g}λ∈Λ, induced by the pair (g,Λ), where g ∈
L2(Rd) is the window function and Λ ⊂ R2d is a lattice, satisfying the inequalities

A∥f∥2L2(Rd) ≤
∑
λ∈Λ

|⟨f, π(λ)g⟩|2 ≤ B∥f∥2L2(Rd) for all f ∈ L2(Rd)

for a pair of frame bounds A,B > 0 [17]. When A = B, the frame is said to be
tight. Throughout the article, we will always take (g,Λ) to induce a tight frame with
frame bound 1 so that Vg : L

2(Rd) → ℓ2(Λ) is an isometry and moreover assume that
∥g∥L2 = 1. When this is not the case, suitable arrangements can be made, see Section
2.2. Such a frame gives rise to the reconstruction formula

f =
∑
λ∈Λ

⟨f, π(λ)g⟩π(λ)g for f ∈ L2(Rd)

which holds in the L2 sense. The analog of localization operators in this setting,
Gabor multipliers [13], are then constructed by restricting the above formula to a
subset Ω ⊂ R2d as

Gg
Ω,Λf =

∑
λ∈Λ

χΩ(λ)Vgf(λ)π(λ)g for f ∈ L2(Rd).(3)

From now on, we will always assume that Ω is compact so that Gg
Ω,Λ is a compact

and self-adjoint operator whose eigendecomposition can be written as

Gg
Ω,Λ =

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k (h

Ω
k ⊗ hΩ

k )

where (hΩ
k )

∞
k=1 is an orthonormal basis of L2(Rd) and (hΩ

k ⊗ hΩ
k )(f) = ⟨f, hΩ

k ⟩hΩ
k is a

rank-one projection operator. The accumulated spectrogram on Λ is then defined,
analogously to (1), as

ρΩ(λ) =

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

|Vgh
Ω
k (λ)|2

since it is the first |Ω ∩ Λ| eigenvalues which are close to 1 in this setting [11]. For
technical reasons, all our main results will require the window function g to belong to
the space

M∗
Λ(Rd) =

g ∈ L2(Rd) : ∥g∥M∗
Λ
=

(∑
λ∈Λ

|λ||Vgg(λ)|2
)1/2

< ∞

 .

By [15, Proposition 2.1], M∗
Λ(Rd) can be embedded inside a weighted modulation

space under some conditions on Λ but we do not pursue this direction further.
We are now ready to state our main results, the first of which is analogous to the

sharp growth bound (2).

Theorem 1.1. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd) and Ω ⊂ R2d be compact with finite perimeter. Then

∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ ∥g∥2M∗
Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
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for constants C,D only dependent on Λ.

This result can be used to approximate Ω directly from ρΩ as a level set.

Corollary 1.2. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd), Ω ⊂ R2d be compact with finite perimeter and

Ω̃ =
{
λ ∈ Λ : ρΩ(λ) > 1/2

}
.

Then ∣∣(Ω∆Ω̃) ∩ Λ
∣∣ ≤ ∥g∥2M∗

Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
where ∆ denotes the symmetric difference of two sets and C,D are constants only
dependent on Λ.

In general, it is impossible to establish a tighter bound on the ℓ1 norm than Theorem
1.1 which we prove in Theorem 1.3 below where a special case is investigated. This
result is analogous to [6, Theorem 1.6].

Theorem 1.3. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd) be such that the conditions of Lemma 3.2 are satisfied.

Then there exists constants C1, C2, D such that

C1R
2d−1 ≤ ∥ρB(0,R) − χB(0,R)∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ C2R

2d−1 +D.

The proofs of these results follow similar paths to the original results in [3, 6] and
the main novelty of the present work lies in the geometric arguments relating the
lattice to ∂Ω.

Our final main result is not directly related to accumulated spectrograms, but its
proof uses parts of the same method used to prove the three theorems above. The
Weyl-Heisenberg ensemble, originally introduced in [5] and further studied in [1, 4,
23], is a determinantal point process induced by a window function which generalizes
the Ginibre ensemble. While not previously mentioned in the literature to the best
of our knowledge, there is a clear discrete counterpart for tight Gabor frames where
the point process is restricted to Λ. We are able to show that this point process is
hyperuniform, one of the main results for the continuous case in [5].

Theorem 1.4. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd), then the determinantal point process Xg on Λ with

correlation kernel Kg(λ, λ
′) = ⟨π(λ′)g, π(λ)g⟩ is hyperuniform.

In Section 4, we give a proper definition of the point process, define hyperuniformity
and prove the theorem.

Notational conventions. The ball centered at z ∈ R2d with radius r will be denoted
by B(z, r). When measuring the size of a set, we will write | · | for cardinalities of
discrete sets, Lebesgue measures of sets with interiors as well as the length of paths or
boundaries. For subsets of N, we will instead use # to indicate the cardinality. The
values of constants will be allowed to change between inequalities and ≲ will indicate
inequality up to a constant. Convolutions between elements of ℓ1(Λ) will be denoted
by ∗Λ.
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2. Background and tools

In this section we collect some common tools and results which will be used through-
out the article. For more background on the motivations and interpretations of accu-
mulated spectrograms, see the original article [3], and for more properties of Gabor
multipliers and a more thorough introduction, see [13, 17].

2.1. Bounding regularization error. In forthcoming proofs, we will repeatedly
need to bound the difference χΩ − χΩ ∗Λ ϕ. The main tool for the continuous version
of this is [3, Lemma 3.2]. To establish a version of that result for the lattice setting,
we need some preliminary approximation results for lattices.

Lemma 2.1. There exists constants C,D only dependent on Λ such that∣∣Λ ∩ (∂Ω +B(0, 1) + z0)
∣∣ ≤ C|∂Ω|+D

for all compact Ω ⊂ R2d with finite perimeter and z0 ∈ R2d.

Proof. Since Λ is a lattice, we know that there exists a number l0 such that all points
of Λ have at least distance l0 between them. We can cover the set ∂Ω + B(0, 1) + z0
by a collection H of 2d-dimensional hypercubes with side length l0/

√
2d since Ω is

bounded. It then holds that each element of the intersection Λ∩ (∂Ω+B(0, 1)+z0) ⊂
∂Ω + B(0, 1) + z0 is in no more than one of these hypercubes since the points of Λ

are spaced by at least l0 and two points in a hypercube with side length l0/
√
2d are

at most l0 apart from each other. Formally,∣∣Λ ∩ (∂Ω +B(0, 1) + z0)
∣∣ ≤ |H|.

Meanwhile, the hypercubes can be encapsulated in a bigger dilation around ∂Ω:⋃
h∈H

h ⊂ ∂Ω +B
(
0, 1 + l0

)
+ z0.

As the collective volume of the hypercubes is given by |H| ·
(

l0√
2d

)2d
, we can estimate∣∣Λ ∩ (∂Ω +B(0, 1) + z0)

∣∣ ≤ |H| ≤ (2d)d

l2d0

∣∣∂Ω +B
(
0, 1 + l0

)
+ z0

∣∣.(4)

Now it only remains to relate this quantity to |∂Ω|. We prove the slightly more general
claim that

|γ +B(0, R)| ≤ C|γ|+D

for closed curves γ from which the desired conclusion will follow. Let z1, . . . , zn be
points placed along γ which are spaced by R. It then holds that

γ +B(0, R) ⊂
n⋃

i=1

B(zi, 2R)

since any point in γ + B(0, R) is within R distance to a point in γ and any point in
γ is within R distance to a point zi.
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The number of balls, n, can be related to |γ| as

|γ| ≤ R · n ≤ |γ|+R

since the distance between the centers along γ is R. Putting all of this together, we
can estimate

|γ +B(0, R)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣
n⋃

i=1

B(zi, 2R)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ n · π

d

d!
(2R)2d

≤
(
|γ|
R

+ 1

)
πd

d!
(2R)2d

which proves the claim. Applying this result to (4), we obtain∣∣Λ ∩ (∂Ω +B(0, 1) + z0)
∣∣ ≤ (2d)d

l20

(
|∂Ω|
1 + l0

+ 1

)
πd

d!

(
2
(
1 + l0

))2d
from which we see that both constants only depend on Λ. □

Next we show that the characteristic function χΩ can be well approximated by a
Schwartz function f .

Lemma 2.2. Given a compact set Ω ⊂ R2d with finite perimeter, there exists a
Schwartz function f such that

(i) f(z) = 1 for z ∈ Ω,
(ii) supp(f) ⊂ Ω +B(0, 1),
(iii) ∥∇f∥L∞ ≤ 3,
(iv) ∥χΩ − f∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ C|∂Ω|+D

for constants C,D only dependent on Λ.

Proof. Letting ρ(z) = d(z, ∂Ω) be the distance between z and the boundary of Ω, we
can define f as

f(z) =

{
1, z ∈ Ω,

F (ρ(z)), z ̸∈ Ω,
where F (ρ) =

{
e1−

1
ρ(2−ρ) , ρ ≤ 1,

0, ρ > 1.

The function F is a smooth interpolation with ∥F ′∥L∞ ≤ 3 and this guarantees
that ∥∇f∥L∞ ≤ 3. Support of f is trivial to verify so it only remains to control
∥χΩ − f∥ℓ1(Λ). By the properties of f , χΩ − f is supported in ∂Ω + B(0, 1) and is
bounded by 1. Hence the ℓ1(Λ) norm is bounded by the cardinality |Λ∩(∂Ω+B(0, 1))|
which, by Lemma 2.1, satisfies the desired bound. □

By combining these two lemmas, we can establish the promised lattice version of
[3, Lemma 3.2].
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Proposition 2.3. Let ϕ ∈ ℓ1(Λ) be non-negative and satisfy∑
λ∈Λ

ϕ(λ) = 1,
∑
λ∈Λ

|λ||ϕ(λ)| < ∞.

Then there exists constants C,D only dependent on Λ such that

∥χΩ − χΩ ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤

(∑
λ∈Λ

|λ||ϕ(λ)|

)(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
for any compact set Ω ⊂ R2d with finite perimeter.

Proof. Applying Lemma 2.2, we can replace χΩ by f using a triangle inequality argu-
ment as

∥χΩ − χΩ ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ ∥χΩ − f∥ℓ1(Λ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤C|∂Ω|+D

+∥f − f ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) + ∥f ∗Λ ϕ− χΩ ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤(C|∂Ω|+D)·1

where we used Young’s inequality for the estimate on the last term and that ∥ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) =
1. Now it remains to show that the middle term can be bounded by the same quantity.
To do so, we will adapt [3, Lemma 3.2] to the lattice setting. Note that

∥f − f ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) =
∑
λ∈Λ

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ′∈Λ

f(λ′)ϕ(λ− λ′)− f(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑
λ∈Λ

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ′∈Λ

[
f(λ)− f(λ′)

]
ϕ(λ− λ′)

∣∣∣∣∣
since 1 =

∑
λ′∈Λ ϕ(λ

′). By elementary calculus, it holds that

f(λ)− f(λ′) =

∫ 1

0

⟨∇f(t(λ− λ′) + λ′), λ− λ′⟩ dt,

and so we can write

∥f − f ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) =
∑
λ∈Λ

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ′∈Λ

∫ 1

0

⟨∇f(t(λ− λ′) + λ′), λ− λ′⟩ϕ(λ− λ′) dt

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∫ 1

0

∑
λ∈Λ

∑
λ′∈Λ

|∇f(t(λ− λ′) + λ′)||λ− λ′||ϕ(λ− λ′)| dt

=

∫ 1

0

∑
λ∈Λ

∑
λ′∈Λ

|∇f(tλ+ λ′)||λ||ϕ(λ)| dt

=
∑
λ∈Λ

|λ||ϕ(λ)|
∫ 1

0

∑
λ′∈Λ

|∇f(tλ+ λ′)| dt

by Tonelli and Cauchy-Schwarz followed by a change of variables. We now claim that
the final integral and sum can be uniformly bounded over all t and λ. Indeed, ∇f is
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supported in ∂Ω+B(0, 1) and |∇f | is uniformly bounded by 3 by Lemma 2.2 so the
entire quantity can be bounded as∫ 1

0

3|(Λ + z0) ∩ (∂Ω +B(0, 1))| dt ≤ C|∂Ω|+D

by Lemma 2.1. Plugging this back into the ∥f − f ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) estimate yields

∥f − f ∗Λ ϕ∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤

(∑
λ∈Λ

|λ||ϕ(λ)|

)(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
which finishes the proof. □

2.2. Spectral properties of Gabor multipliers. The spectral properties of Gabor
multipliers have much in common with those of localization operators. Note that for
a tight frame with frame bound A, not necessarily equal to 1, the eigenvalues are
bounded by

0 ≤ λΩ
k =

〈
Gg

Ω,Λh
Ω
k , h

Ω
k

〉
=
∑
λ∈Λ

χΩ(λ)Vgh
Ω
k (λ)⟨π(λ)g, hΩ

k ⟩

≤
∑
λ∈Λ

|⟨hΩ
k , π(λ)g⟩|2 = A∥hΩ

k ∥2L2 = A.

When A ̸= 1, proofs and formulas need to be modified but this is only a technical
problem, not a fundamental one. It is for this reason we chose to assume that A = 1
in the introduction and this will be the case for the remainder of the article.

Our first lemma is well known and proofs can be found in [11].

Lemma 2.4. The eigenvalues {λΩ
k }∞k=1 of Gg

Ω,Λ satisfy

(i)
∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k = |Ω ∩ Λ|,

(ii)
∞∑
k=1

(λΩ
k )

2 =
∑

λ∈Ω∩Λ

∑
λ′∈Ω∩Λ

|Vgg(λ− λ′)|2.

The second property is essentially a standard result [3, Lemma 4.1] specialized to
the setting of lattice convolutions ∗Λ.

Lemma 2.5. Let g ∈ L2(Rd) and Ω ⊂ R2d be compact. Then

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k |Vgh

Ω
k (λ)|2 = χΩ ∗Λ |Vgg|2(λ).

Proof. We will compute the trace tr
(
Gg

Ω,Λπ(λ)(g ⊗ g)π(λ)∗
)
using both the singular

value decomposition and the definition (3) and equate the results. For the singular
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value decomposition, we have

tr

(
∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k (h

Ω
k ⊗ hΩ

k )π(λ)(g ⊗ g)π(λ)∗

)
=

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k tr

(
(hΩ

k ⊗ hΩ
k )π(λ)(g ⊗ g)π(λ)∗

)
=

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k

∞∑
n=1

〈
(hΩ

k ⊗ hΩ
k )π(λ)(g ⊗ g)π(λ)∗en, en

〉
=

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k

∞∑
n=1

〈
en, π(λ)g

〉〈
π(λ)g, hΩ

k

〉〈
hΩ
k , en

〉
=

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k |Vgh

Ω
k (λ)|2.

Meanwhile the trace can also be computed as

tr
(
Gg

Ω,Λπ(λ)(g ⊗ g)π(λ)∗
)
=

∞∑
n=1

〈
Gg

Ω,Λπ(λ)(g ⊗ g)π(λ)∗en, en
〉

=
∞∑
n=1

〈
π(λ)∗en, g

〉〈
Gg

Ω,Λπ(λ)g, en
〉

=
∞∑
n=1

〈
en, π(λ)g

〉〈∑
λ′∈Λ

χΩ(λ
′)⟨π(λ)g, π(λ′)g

〉〈
π(λ′)g, en

〉
=
∑
λ′∈Λ

χΩ(λ
′)|⟨π(λ′)g, π(λ)g⟩|2

= χΩ ∗Λ |Vgg|2(λ)

which finishes the proof. □

Lemma 2.6. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd) and Ω ⊂ R2d be compact with finite perimeter. Then

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ∈Λ

∑
λ′∈Λ

χΩ(λ)χΩ(λ
′)|Vgg(λ− λ′)|2 − |Ω ∩ Λ|

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥g∥2M∗
Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)

for constants C,D only dependent on Λ.
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Proof. We estimate∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ∈Λ

∑
λ′∈Λ

χΩ(λ)χΩ(λ
′)|Vgg(λ− λ′)|2 − |Ω ∩ Λ|

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ∈Λ

χΩ(λ)
(
χΩ ∗Λ |Vgg|2(λ)

)
−
∑
λ∈Λ

χΩ(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ∈Λ

χΩ(λ)
(
χΩ ∗Λ |Vgg|2(λ)− χΩ(λ)

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∑
λ∈Λ

∣∣∣χΩ ∗Λ |Vgg|2(λ)− χΩ(λ)
∣∣∣ = ∥∥χΩ ∗Λ |Vgg|2 − χΩ

∥∥
ℓ1(Λ)

.

Applying Proposition 2.3 to the final norm yields the desired bound. □

Next we strengthen a result from [11] using the above lemma. This is analogous to
[3, Proposition 3.4].

Lemma 2.7. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd) and Ω ⊂ R2d be compact with finite perimeter. Then

for each δ ∈ (0, 1),∣∣#{k : λΩ
k > 1− δ} − |Ω ∩ Λ|

∣∣ ≤ Cδ∥g∥2M∗
Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
(5)

where Cδ = max
{

1
δ
, 1
1−δ

}
and C,D are constants only dependent on Λ.

Proof. By [11, Lemma 4.14], the left hand side of (5) can be bounded as∣∣∣#{k : λΩ
k > 1− δ} − |Ω ∩ Λ|

∣∣∣
≤ max

{
1

δ
,

1

1− δ

} ∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
λ∈Ω∩Λ

∑
λ′∈Ω∩Λ

|Vgg(λ− λ′)|2 − |Ω ∩ Λ|

∣∣∣∣∣
from which the result follows by an application of Lemma 2.6. □

2.3. Lattice Gabor space. The image space of the standard short-time Fourier
transform, the so called Gabor space Vg(L

2) ⊂ L2(R2d), is a reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS) with reproducing kernel Kg(z, w) = ⟨π(w)g, π(z)g⟩ [14]. The Toeplitz
operators on this space, Gabor-Toeplitz operators, are unitarily equivalent to local-
ization operators via conjugation with the STFT. Similarly, it can be shown that the
image of L2(Rd) under our STFT, which maps to ℓ2(Λ), also is a reproducing kernel
Hilbert space [14, Section 5] with reproducing kernel

Kg(λ, λ
′) = ⟨π(λ′)g, π(λ)g⟩.(6)

We will have use for the following property which is easiest to prove in the context of
reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces.
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Lemma 2.8. Let g ∈ L2(Rd) be normalized and (en)
∞
n=1 an orthonormal basis of

L2(Rd). Then

∞∑
n=1

|Vgen(z)|2 = 1 for all z ∈ R2d.

Proof. Since (en)
∞
n=1 ⊂ L2(Rd) is an orthonormal basis, so is (Vgen)

∞
k=1 ⊂ Vg(L

2)
by Moyal’s formula. Using that for any orthonormal basis (en)

∞
n=1 of a RKHS, the

reproducing kernel can be written as Kg(z, z
′) =

∑∞
n=1 en(z)en(z

′), we get that

1 = ∥g∥2L2 = ⟨π(z)g, π(z)g⟩ = Kg(z, z)

=
∞∑
n=1

Vgen(z)Vgen(z) =
∞∑
n=1

|Vgen(z)|2

which is what we wished to show. □

3. Accumulated spectrograms

In this section we prove all the theorems on accumulated spectrograms. As we will
see, the proofs generally follow those from [3] and [6].

3.1. ℓ1 estimate. We first set out to prove our most important result, Theorem 1.1,
using the approach from [6].

The following lemma allows us to move from ∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) to a purely spectral
quantity since tr(Gg

Ω,Λ) = |Ω ∩ Λ| by Lemma 2.4. In the corresponding statement for
localization operators, we do not get equality since the accumulated spectrogram is
dependent on the quantity ⌈|Ω|⌉ and consequently the proof here is slightly simpler.

Lemma 3.1. Let g ∈ L2(Rd) and Ω ⊂ R2d be compact, then

∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) = 2

|Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k

 .

Proof. Note first that the eigenvalues can be written as

λΩ
k =

〈
Gg

Ω,Λh
Ω
k , h

Ω
k

〉
=
∑

λ∈Ω∩Λ

Vgh
Ω
k (λ)⟨π(λ)g, hΩ

k ⟩ =
∑

λ∈Ω∩Λ

|Vgh
Ω
k (λ)|2.(7)

The sum defining ∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) can be split into two parts, the interior and exterior
of Ω. For the interior, we have that χΩ(λ) = 1 and ρΩ(λ) ≤ 1 by the remark following
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Lemma 6, so

∑
λ∈Ω∩Λ

|ρΩ(λ)− χΩ(λ)| = |Ω ∩ Λ| −
∑

λ∈Ω∩Λ

ρΩ(λ)

= |Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

∑
λ∈Ω∩Λ

|Vgh
Ω
k (λ)|2

= |Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k

where we used (7) for the second to last step. Meanwhile for the exterior where
χΩ(λ) = 0,

∑
λ∈Ωc∩Λ

|ρΩ(λ)− χΩ(λ)| =
∑

λ∈Ωc∩Λ

ρΩ(λ)

=
∑
λ∈Λ

ρΩ(λ)−
∑

λ∈Ω∩Λ

ρΩ(λ)

=

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

∑
λ∈Λ

|Vgh
Ω
k (λ)|2 −

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

∑
λ∈Ω∩Λ

|Vgh
Ω
k (λ)|2

= |Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k .

Combining these two results, we get the expression in the statement of the lemma. □

Theorem 1.1. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd) and Ω ⊂ R2d be compact with finite perimeter. Then

∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ ∥g∥2M∗
Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
for constants C,D only dependent on Λ.

Proof. By Lemma 2.4 followed by Lemma 2.6, it holds that

0 ≤ tr
(
Gg

Ω,Λ

)
− tr

(
(Gg

Ω,Λ)
2
)
≤ ∥g∥2M∗

Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
.(8)
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We can also write the trace difference (8) as

tr
(
Gg

Ω,Λ

)
− tr

(
(Gg

Ω,Λ)
2
)
=

∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k (1− λΩ

k )

=

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k (1− λΩ

k ) +
∞∑

k=|Ω∩Λ|+1

λΩ
k (1− λΩ

k )

≥ λΩ
|Ω∩Λ|

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

(1− λΩ
k ) +

(
1− λΩ

|Ω∩Λ|
) ∞∑
k=|Ω∩Λ|+1

λΩ
k

= λΩ
|Ω∩Λ||Ω ∩ Λ| − λΩ

|Ω∩Λ|

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k +

(
1− λΩ

|Ω∩Λ|
)|Ω ∩ Λ| −

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k


= λΩ

|Ω∩Λ||Ω ∩ Λ|+ |Ω ∩ Λ|
(
1− λΩ

|Ω∩Λ|
)
−

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k

= |Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k .

Combining the above with (8) yields

|Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k ≤ ∥g∥2M∗

Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
.

We can use this estimate together with Lemma 3.1 to conclude that

∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) = 2

|Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k

 ≤ 2∥g∥2M∗
Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
which is what we wished to show. □

Remark. The above proof can be extended to apply to multi-window Gabor multipliers
[10, 24] or, more generally, mixed-state Gabor multipliers [11, 24, 29] in the same way
as was done in [25] as Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.6 both are valid in this setting. In
the notation of [11], this means that if S is a trace-class operator with tr(S) = 1 such
that (S,Λ) is a tight mixed-state Gabor frame and GS

Ω,Λ =
∑∞

k=1 λ
Ω
k (h

Ω
k ⊗hΩ

k ), we can

set ρSΩ =
∑|Ω∩Λ|

k=1 QS(h
Ω
k ) and it will hold that

∥ρSΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ 2

(∑
λ∈Λ

|λ|S̃(λ)

)(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
.

This type of generalization is analogous to that for the accumulated Cohen’s class in
[25].
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Remark. Parallel to the development of accumulated spectrograms, there have been
corresponding results for the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of wavelet localization
operators, see [2, 16, 20, 26, 32]. It is likely that results similar to Theorem 1.1 hold
in the frame setting for accumulated scalograms but we make no attempts to prove
this here.

Theorem 1.1 can be used to approximate Ω as the set where ρΩ > 1/2. The task
of approximately inverting the mapping Ω 7→ Gg

Ω,Λ has been studied elsewhere in the
continuous setting [2, 3, 19, 28], but not in the discrete case.

Corollary 1.2. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd), Ω ⊂ R2d be compact with finite perimeter and

Ω̃ =
{
λ ∈ Λ : ρΩ(λ) > 1/2

}
.

Then ∣∣(Ω∆Ω̃) ∩ Λ
∣∣ ≤ ∥g∥2M∗

Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
where ∆ denotes the symmetric difference of two sets and C,D are constants only
dependent on Λ.

Proof. Define E = {λ ∈ Λ : |ρΩ(λ)−χΩ(λ)| ≥ 1/2}, then we can bound the cardinality
of E using Chebyshev’s inequality as

|E| =
∣∣{λ ∈ Λ : |ρΩ(λ)− χΩ(λ)| ≥ 1/2}

∣∣ ≤ 1

2
∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ)

≤ 1

2
∥g∥2M∗

Λ

(
C|∂Ω|+D

)
using Theorem 1.1. We claim that (Ω∆Ω̃) ∩ Λ ⊂ E. Indeed, if λ ∈ Λ is in Ω but not
Ω̃, then χΩ(λ) = 1 and ρΩ(λ) ≤ 1/2 so |ρΩ(λ)− χΩ(λ)| ≥ 1/2. Meanwhile if λ is in Ω̃
but not Ω, then χΩ(λ) = 0 and ρΩ(λ) > 1/2 so |ρΩ(λ) − χΩ(λ)| > 1/2. This proves
the inclusion from which the result follows. □

3.2. Sharpness of estimate. On top of improving the L1 estimate of ρΩ − χΩ, [6]
also showed that it is impossible to establish stronger bounds by bounding the growth
from below in the special case of dilated balls. In this section, we do the same by
following a similar strategy as that used to prove [6, Theorem 1.6].

Theorem 1.3. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd) be such that the conditions of Lemma 3.2 are satisfied.

Then there exists constants C1, C2, D such that

C1R
2d−1 ≤ ∥ρB(0,R) − χB(0,R)∥ℓ1(Λ) ≤ C2R

2d−1 +D.

We will prove the theorem by showing that the size of the plunge region grows at
least as fast as the boundary of the balls. The theorem on which the following lemma
is based uses a different measure of the size of the boundary so we have to use a
geometric argument to show that it is equivalent to the Lebesgue measure that we
use.
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Lemma 3.2. Let g ∈ L2(Rd) be such that

|Vgg(z)| ≤ C(1 + |z|)−s

for some C > 0 and s > 2d − 1. Assume further that there is a positive number r
such that the fundamental domain of Λ is contained in B(0, r) and

Vgg(λ) ̸= 0 for λ ∈ B(0, 3r) ∩ Λ.

Then there exists a δ > 0 and a constant c such that

cR2d−1 ≤ #
{
k : δ < λ

B(0,R)
k < 1− δ

}
.

Proof. This lemma essentially boils down to translating [13, Theorem 5.5.3] to our
case where we measure the size of the boundary by |∂Ω|. To be able to apply [13,
Theorem 5.5.3], it needs to hold that

|Sk
B(0,R)| ≤ C|∂3rB(0, R)|(9)

where

∂rΩ =
{
λ ∈ Ω ∩ Λ : B(λ, r) ∩ Ωc ∩ Λ ̸= ∅

}
∪
{
λ ∈ Ωc ∩ Λ : B(λ, r) ∩ Ω ∩ Λ ̸= ∅

}
and

Sk
Ω =

{
λ ∈ Ω ∩ Λ : k ≤ d(λ,Ωc ∩ Λ) < k + 1

}
.

If we can show that our boundary measure |∂B(0, R)| is bounded by |∂3rB(0, R)|,
that will finish the proof of the lemma. Note that our usage of 3r stems from us
assuming that Vgg(λ) ̸= 0 on a larger ball than that which contains the fundamental
domain of Λ.

It is stated in [13, Remark 5.5.4 (ii)] that (9) holds for dilations of bounded domains
with smooth boundary which includes balls so with that it only remains to show that
|∂B(0, R)| ≲ |∂3rB(0, R)|. To that end, we let E = ∂B(0, R)+B(0, r) and claim that

R2d−1 ≲ |E| ≲ |E ∩ Λ| ≤ |∂3rB(0, R)|.(10)

For the first step, if R ≤ r, then E = B(0, R + r) for which it is clear that R2d−1 ≲
|B(0, R + r)|. Otherwise, E = B(0, R + r) \B(0, R− r) and

|E| = c(R + r)2d − c(R− r)2d = c′R2d−1

by the mean value theorem.
Next to show that |E| ≲ |E ∩ Λ|, we first claim that

E ⊂
⋃

λ∈E∩Λ

B(λ, 2r).(11)

Indeed, any point e ∈ E is within distance r to a point in ∂B(0, R). Letting ze
denote that point, it also holds that B(ze, r) ⊂ E and that B(ze, r) ∩ Λ ̸= ∅ since
the fundamental domain of Λ is contained in B(0, r). Letting λ denote a point in the
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nonempty intersection, it holds that d(e, λ) ≤ d(z, ze) + d(ze, λ) ≤ 2r since λ ∈ E by
B(ze, r) ⊂ E. Having proved (11), we can write

|E| ≤
∑

λ∈E∩Λ

|B(λ, 2r)| = c|E ∩ Λ|.

For the last step of (10), we claim that E∩Λ ⊂ ∂3rB(0, R). To that end, fix λ ∈ E∩Λ
inside B(0, R). It is our goal to find another lattice element outside B(0, R) which is
within 3r distance of λ. First, let bλ be an element in ∂B(0, R) such that d(λ, bλ) < r.
Now let Bλ = B

(
bλ+ rbλ/|bλ|, r

)
be a ball outside of B(0, R) with center a distance r

from bλ in the same direction from the origin. Then the distance from bλ to the center
of Bλ is r and since the fundamental domain of Λ is contained in B(0, r), there is a
lattice point of Λ ∩ B(0, R)c in Bλ. Since this point is within the ball, the distance
from the original point λ and the lattice point in Bλ must be less than r+ r+ r = 3r.
The same argument works for λ ̸∈ B(0, R) with Bλ replaced by B

(
bλ − rbλ/|bλ|, r

)
and so we can conclude that E ∩ Λ ⊂ ∂3rB(0, R), finishing the proof. □

Remark. In [13] it is stated that the proofs of the results of [13, Section 5.5], including
[13, Theorem 5.5.3], “will appear elsewhere” but this has not yet appeared.

With the above lemma in place, we are ready to proceed with the proof of the
theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. The upper bound follows from Theorem 1.1 since |∂B(0, R)| =
cR2d−1 so it only remains to prove the lower bound. From Lemma 3.1 we have that

∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) = 2

|Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k


which we can bound from below using Lemma 2.4 as

2

|Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k

 =

|Ω ∩ Λ| −
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k

+

tr
(
Gg

Ω,Λ

)
−

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k


=

|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

(1− λΩ
k ) +

∞∑
k=|Ω∩Λ|+1

λΩ
k

≥
|Ω∩Λ|∑
k=1

λΩ
k (1− λΩ

k ) +
∞∑

k=|Ω∩Λ|+1

λΩ
k (1− λΩ

k )

=
∞∑
k=1

λΩ
k (1− λΩ

k ).(12)

Meanwhile, from Lemma 3.2 we know that there exists a δ > 0 and c > 0 such that

cR2d−1 ≤ #
{
k : δ < λ

B(0,R)
k < 1− δ

}
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for all R > 0. Letting P ⊂ N denote the indices k such that δ < λ
B(0,R)
k < 1 − δ for

this δ, we have that

∞∑
k=1

λ
B(0,R)
k

(
1− λ

B(0,R)
k

)
≥
∑
k∈P

λ
B(0,R)
k

(
1− λ

B(0,R)
k

)
≥ δ2|P | ≥ δ2cR2d−1.

Plugging this into (12), we can relate it to ∥ρΩ − χΩ∥ℓ1(Λ) with Ω = B(0, R) to get

∥ρB(0,R) − χB(0,R)∥ℓ1(Λ) ≥ δ2|P | ≥ δ2cR2d−1

which finishes the proof. □

Note that if we choose g to be the standard Gaussian, the conditions of Lemma 3.2
are fulfilled so the above theorem is not vacuous.

4. Hyperuniformity of Weyl-Heisenberg ensembles on lattices

As we saw in Section 2.3, the image space Vg(L
2) ⊂ ℓ2(Λ) is a reproducing kernel

Hilbert space. The corresponding RKHS for the continuous STFT was used to induce
a determinantal point process on R2d in [1, 4, 5], the Weyl-Heisenberg ensemble, and
by the same procedure we can induce a determinantal point process Xg on Λ with
k-point intensities

ρk(λ1, . . . , λk) = det
(
[Kg(λi, λj)]1≤i,j≤k

)
where Kg is the reproducing kernel Kg(λ, λ

′) = ⟨π(λ′)g, π(λ)g⟩ from (6) [14, 22].
A point process X is said to be hyperuniform if the variance of the number of points

in a large ball grows slower than the volume [30, 31]. Letting X (Ω) denote the points
in a set Ω, this means that

V
[
X (B(0, R))

]
= o(R2d).(13)

In particular, when the growth is on the order of R2d−1, the point process is said to
be class I hyperuniform.
A standard formula (see e.g. [18, Proposition 1.E.1]) specialized to the case of a

lattice Λ states that for a determinantal point process with correlation kernel K,

V

[∑
λ∈X

f(λ)

]
=
∑
λ∈Λ

f(λ)2K(λ, λ)−
∑
λ∈Λ

∑
λ′∈Λ

f(λ)f(λ′)K(λ, λ′)K(λ′, λ).(14)

We will use this formula to show that our determinantal point process Xg on Λ,
induced by a tight Gabor frame, is class I hyperuniform.

Theorem 1.4. Let g ∈ M∗
Λ(Rd), then the determinantal point process Xg on Λ with

correlation kernel Kg(λ, λ
′) = ⟨π(λ′)g, π(λ)g⟩ is hyperuniform.
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Proof. With Kg(λ, λ
′) = ⟨π(λ′)g, π(λ)g⟩, we have that Kg(λ, λ) = 1 and Kg(λ, λ

′) =

Kg(λ′, λ). Hence, with ϕ(λ− λ′) = |K(λ, λ′)|2, we can write (14) as

V
[
Xg(Ω)

]
=
∑
λ∈Λ

χΩ(λ)−
∑
λ∈Λ

∑
λ′∈Λ

χΩ(λ)χΩ(λ
′)ϕ(λ− λ′).

From here Lemma 2.6 applies and bounds the variance by ∥g∥2M∗
Λ

(
C|∂Ω| +D

)
. This

implies the desired growth behavior (13) when specialized to the case Ω = B(0, R). □
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[3] L. D. Abreu, K. Gröchenig, and J. L. Romero, “On accumulated spectrograms,” Trans.
Amer. Math. Soc., vol. 368, no. 5, pp. 3629–3649, 2015. doi: 10.1090/tran/6517.
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