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Abstract. We prove finite-sample concentration and anti-concentration bounds
for dimension estimation using Gaussian kernel sums. Our bounds provide ex-

plicit dependence on sample size, bandwidth, and local geometric and distri-

butional parameters, characterizing precisely how regularity conditions govern
statistical performance. We also propose a bandwidth selection heuristic using

derivative information, which shows promise in numerical experiments.

1. Introduction

In this paper we address the problem of reliably estimating the intrinsic dimen-
sion d of a d-dimensional Riemannian submanifold Ω ⊂ RN from i.i.d. observations
X1, . . . ,Xn drawn from a distribution p supported on Ω, where d is the dimension
of the tangent space TxΩ. This problem arises across data analysis, from charac-
terizing strange attractors [1] to understanding generalization in neural networks
[2, 3]. In addition, many dimensionality reduction algorithms require dimension
estimates as input [4, 5, 6].

Dimension estimation from finite samples is, however, fundamentally ambiguous:
any point set admits embeddings in manifolds of varying dimensions, as in Fig. 1.
To obtain rigorous estimates of d, we must therefore impose regularity conditions
on the geometry of Ω and the distribution p. The central question we address is:

Figure 1. Same point set embedded as a 1D curve, 2D surface,
and 3D volume, illustrating the need for regularity assumptions.

How do sample size, dimension, and regularity assumptions on the geometry and
distribution affect the statistical performance of Gaussian kernel-based dimension
estimators?

Such Gaussian kernel-based estimators were proposed in [7]. Their approach

uses the Gaussian kernel Kt(x, y) = e−∥x−y∥
2/t and the global kernel sum over all

pairs:

S(t) = 1

n2

n

∑
i,j=1

Kt(Xi,Xj).

For small bandwidth t and large n, the expected value E[Kt(X1,X2)] scales
approximately as πd/2td/2, suggesting the dimension can be estimated from the
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2 ANDERSSON

slope of logS(t) versus log t. Specifically, for appropriately chosen bandwidths
t1 < t2, one estimates

(1.1) d ≈ 2 logS(t2) − logS(t1)
log(t2) − log(t1)

.

A central problem here is at what scale to choose the bandwidths t1, t2: If too
small, the effective radius of the kernel does not capture enough points, and if too
large the kernel sum saturates and asymptotes to being constantly 1. We need a
scale at which the power-law dimensional scaling approximately holds. Moreover,
the global estimator in (1.1) provides only a single dimension estimate for the entire
dataset, which fails when Ω has varying local dimension or when p is highly non-
uniform.

We therefore study the local kernel sum at a point x ∈ Ω:

S(x, t) = 1

n

n

∑
j=1

Kt(x,Xj),

and the corresponding local dimension estimator

(1.2) d̂(x, t) ∶= 2 logS(x,2t) − logS(x, t)
log 2

.

While it is known that this estimator concentrates to d for sufficiently large
n and appropriate choice of t, an explicit dependence on sample size, dimension,
bandwidth, and the regularity of Ω and p is, to our knowledge, novel.

On a more practical side, many dimension estimators perform better than worst-
case theoretical guarantees suggest, see [8]. When applications do not require abso-
lute rigor, heuristic approaches to hyperparameter selection remain valuable. One
of the most common kernels used is the indicator kernel, going back to [1]. For this
kernel there are varying heuristics for bandwidth (radius in this case) selection, such
as using the distance to the k-nearest neighbor of x, k being some fraction of n [9].
One reason the smooth Gaussian kernel can improve on indicator-kernel heuristics
is that it enables using derivative information in bandwidth selection. We propose
one such method in this paper.

Our contributions:

(1) We establish concentration bounds (Theorem 2) showing d̂(x, t) concen-
trates around d with constants having explicit dependence on geometric
parameters, bandwidth, regularity of distribution and sample size.

(2) We prove anti-concentration bounds (Theorem 4, again with explicit de-

pendence on parameters), which upper-bounds the probability P(∣d̂−d∣ ≤ ε)
that the estimator is within ε of the true dimension, thereby giving a lower
bound on the precision scale ε at which concentration can occur.

(3) We propose a bandwidth selection heuristic (Algorithm 1) illustrating how
derivative information, unavailable for indicator kernels, might be utilized.
It shows promise in limited experiments.

Paper organization: Section 2 reviews related work on dimension estimation. In
Section 3 we explain our setup, and in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 we state and prove our
results. Section 4 provides some numerical experiments, and Section 5 concludes
our paper. Most proofs are in Sections A and B.

2. Background and Related Work

In the following, we review the most relevant prior work. There are many ways to
estimate intrinsic dimension, and one can broadly categorize estimators according
to the type of geometric information used [8].
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One such family of estimators can be classified as tangential estimators [8]. These
use the fact that locally, a smooth d-dimensional manifold looks like a graph over
its tangent space. This implies that around a point x ∈ Ω, points should cluster
close to a d-dimensional affine space. These methods aim to find this affine space
and from there estimate the dimension. These include principal component analysis
(PCA) and local PCA [10, 11].

The estimator (1.2) is instead a type of parametric estimator. These generally
work by locally approximating with uniform density and flat geometry. Under these
circumstances many geometric quantities have probability distributions for which
the dimension d is a parameter, which one can estimate by different methods.

A classical example of this is using volume growth. Suppose we have n i.i.d.
samples, X1, . . . ,Xn ∈ Ω, and a point x ∈ Ω with density p(x). Define the indicator
kernel Kr(x, y) ∶= 1∥x−y∥≤r, let Br(x) denote the ball of radius r centered at x and
V (⋅) the volume function. Then for large n and small r,

1

n
∑
i

Kr(x,Xi) ≈ P(X1 ∈ Br(x)) ≈ p(x)V (Br(x)) = p(x)V (B1(x))rd,

and
1
n ∑i Kr2

(x,Xi)
1
n ∑i Kr1

(x,Xi)
≈ (r2/r1)d. This expected scaling can be used to estimate d, as

was done with the correlation integral, introduced in [1],

(2.1) C(r) = 1

n2∑
i,j

Kr(Xi,Xj).

To estimate, one chooses two scales r2, r1 and examines the scaling of the quotient
C(r2)/C(r1). However, knowing which scales r2, r1 to use is both a practical and
theoretical challenge.

Instead of examining how the count of neighbors or kernels sums scale with
bandwidth, many estimators instead fix the number of neighbors k and use the k-
nearest neighbor distance as radius. The authors in [9] developed a nearest-neighbor
ratio estimator with exponential finite sample guarantees. Their estimator takes
the form

(2.2) d̂(x) = log(2)
log(r̂(k)(x)/r̂(⌈k/2⌉)(x))

where r̂(k)(x) denotes the distance from x to its k-th nearest neighbor. This works
similarly as above, that for large n,

k/n ≈ P(X1 ∈ Br̂(k)(x)) ∝ (r̂(k))d.

Then r̂(k)/r̂(⌈k/2⌉) ≈ 21/d, yielding the dimension estimate above. Once more one
faces the problem of choosing hyperparameters, in this case k, which is important
for performance.

The correlation integral closely resembles the estimator (1.1), the main difference
being the choice of kernel. One can generalize this type of estimator to wider classes
of kernels. In [12], they proved that compactly supported kernels on manifolds with
curvature and varying distributions asymptotically have the correct scaling. Our
work differs in providing finite-sample concentration bounds with explicit constants
for the non-compactly supported Gaussian kernel, thereby characterizing the de-
pendence on sample size and geometric regularity.

The choice of focusing on kernel-based methods here, and specifically the Gauss-
ian kernel, is motivated by their general usefulness in extracting geometric and
topological properties of data manifolds. This is a rich and well-established area of
research, with some examples being the diffusion maps framework [13], Laplacian
eigenmaps [14], kernel PCA [15], and spectral clustering [16], which all leverage
kernel functions to capture intrinsic geometric structures from data samples on
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manifolds, with the Gaussian kernel being a common choice. One key property of
this kernel is its smoothness (exploited in Section 3.3).

Kernel-based methods often require dimension estimates for parameter selection
(e.g., number of eigenvectors in spectral methods, manifold dimension in diffusion
maps), motivating rigorous theoretical analysis of kernel-based dimension estima-
tion.

Regarding heuristics in bandwidth selection, [7] visually inspected the log-log
plot to find the linear region. In a refinement, [6, 17] developed this into a more
automatic condition, and suggested choosing a bandwidth that maximizes the slope
of the log-log plot. More specifically, they create a dyadic partition of an interval
[t0, t1], evaluate the numerical derivative

(2.3)
log(S(x,2t)) − log(S(x, t))

log(2)
,

and choose t to maximize the slope. We try to improve on this in Section 3.3, and
we are not aware of similar approaches to bandwidth selection in the context of
dimension estimation.

3. Methodology and main results

We now formalize our setup and state the main results. In everything that
follows, we assume X1,X2, . . . ,Xn ∈ Ω ⊂ RN are i.i.d. random variables with K-
Lipschitz density p (with respect to the ambient Euclidean metric in RN ) supported
on a d-dimensional manifold Ω ⊂ RN . We assume access to some fixed point x ∈ Ω
(which could always be taken from the sample itself). We consider the kernel

Kt(x, y) = exp (− ∥x−y∥
2

t
), and refer to the parameter t as the bandwidth. We define

the normalized kernel sum

(3.1) S(x, t) ∶= 1

n

n

∑
i=1

Kt(x,Xi).

Let p(x) be the density of a point x. Then, for small t and under suitable geometric
conditions on the manifold (which we make precise below),

(3.2) E[Kt(x,X)] ≈ p(x)πd/2td/2.

For large n, the law of large numbers gives S(x, t) ≈ E[Kt(x,X)], explaining the

power-law scaling S(x, t) ∝ td/2 and the linear relationship logS(x, t) ≈ const +
(d/2) log t.

From these considerations we define the estimator

(3.3) d̂(x, t) = 2 log(S(x,2t)) − log(S(x, t))
log(2)

.

To make our bounds explicit, we need to quantify how ’well-behaved’ the man-
ifold Ω is. We do this through three local parameters: L controls how much Ω
curves away from its tangent space, M controls volume distortion, and r ensures Ω
doesn’t fold back on itself. Formally:

Definition 3.1 (Local (L,M, r)-regularity). Let Ω ⊂ RN be a smooth d-dimensional
submanifold. We say Ω is locally (L,M, r)-regular at x ∈ Ω if there exist constants
L,M ≥ 0 and r > 0 such that in the ball Br(x), there exists a smooth orthogonal
projection map π ∶ Br(x) ∩Ω→ Br(x) ∩ (x + TxΩ) satisfying:

(i) For all y ∈ Br(x) ∩Ω with z = π(y) − x ∈ TxΩ and hz = π(y) − y:
∥x − y∥2 = ∥z∥2 + ∥hz∥2, ∥hz∥ ≤ L∥z∥2

(ii) The volume distortion satisfies (1 −M∥z∥2) ≤ V (y) ≤ (1 +M∥z∥2) where
V (y) is the Jacobian determinant of π−1.
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Remark 3.2. The graph bound implies ∣V −1∣ = O((L∥z∥)2), but we keep separate
constants to simplify.

Br(x)

Ux

Ω

x

π

x + z

x + z + hz

x + TxΩ

∥hz∥ ≤ L∥z∥
2

Figure 2. (L,M, r)-regular at x: Ω∩Br(x) projects orthogonally
onto Ux = x + TxΩ ∩Br(x).

This particular formulation is also useful for our analysis, as we frequently change
variables via the projection π and need explicit control over the resulting distortion.

Here follows a simple example where we calculate these parameters.

Example 3.3 (Circle of radius R). Let Ω = {(x, y) ∈ R2 ∶ x2+y2 = R2} be the circle
of radius R.

Consider the point x = (R,0). The tangent space at x is vertical: TxΩ =
span{(0,1)}, and the normal space is horizontal: (TxΩ)⊥ = span{(1,0)}.

The orthogonal projection is πx(a, b) = (R, b). The inverse is

π−1x (R, t) = (
√
R2 − t2, t) = (R, t) + (

√
R2 − t2 −R,0),

for ∣t∣ ≤ R/2.
We expand

√
R2 − t2 = R

√
1 − t2/R2 = R − t2

2R
+O(t4/R3), which gives

hz = (R, t) − (
√
R2 − t2, t) = (R −

√
R2 − t2,0) = ( t2

2R
,0) +O(t4/R3),

which satisfies ∥hz∥ ≤ 1
R
∥z∥2 for z = (0, t).

The arc length element is ds = Rdt√
R2−t2

= 1 + t2

2R2 + O(t4/R4), giving Jacobian

V = 1 + t2

2R2 +O(t4/R4).
Thus, the conditions of Definition 3.1 hold with L = 1

R
, M = 1

R2 and r = R/2.

Remark 3.4. There is of course the question of how to estimate or know these
parameters from data alone. This is beyond the scope of this paper; we simply note
that our geometric control relates to the notion of reach of a manifold, and there
are methods [18] that estimate this quantity.

In the rest of this paper, we assume that Ω is locally (L,M, r)-regular at each
point x ∈ Ω where we estimate the dimension.

3.1. Concentration bounds. With the setup of the previous section we proceed
with our main theoretical results. The first is a concentration inequality, and the
main tool we use is Bernstein’s inequality:
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Theorem 1 (Bernstein’s inequality). Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent random vari-
ables with finite variance such that ∣Xi −E[Xi]∣ ≤ b for some b > 0 almost surely for
all i ≤ n. Let

S =
n

∑
i=1
(Xi −E[Xi]),

and v = ∑n
i=1Var[Xi]. Then

P (S ≥ ε) ≤ exp( −ε2

2(v + bε/3)
) .

The major work of this section consists in finding bounds on the expectation and
variance of certain random variables whose structure emerges from decomposing the

tail probabilities P (d̂ − d ≥ ε) and P (d̂ − d ≤ −ε), where ε > 0 is our target precision.
If we define

W +
i =K2t(x,Xi) − 2(d+ε)/2Kt(x,Xi)

W −
i =K2t(x,Xi) − 2(d−ε)/2Kt(x,Xi).

Then, by direct calculation,

P (d̂ − d ≥ ε) = P( 2

log 2
log

S(x,2t)
S(x, t)

− d ≥ ε)

= P (S(x,2t) − 2(d+ε)/2S(x, t) ≥ 0)

= P( 1
n

n

∑
i=1

W +
i −E[W +

i ] ≥ −E[W +
i ])(3.4)

and similarly for the lower bound, giving us

(3.5) P (d̂ − d ≤ −ε) = P( 1
n

n

∑
i=1

W −
i −E[W −

i ] ≤ −E[W −
i ]) .

In this form, the probabilities we need to bound are linear in X1, . . . ,Xn. From the
preceding, we see that we need to understand

W + =K2t(x,X) − 2(d+ε)/2Kt(x,X)(3.6)

and

W − =K2t(x,X) − 2(d−ε)/2Kt(x,X),(3.7)

where X ∼ p.
In order to apply Bernstein’s inequality we need to control expectation and

variance of W + and W −. We do this by controlling the moments of Kt and K2t.
To achieve the latter, a useful property of Gaussian kernels is that products satisfy

(3.8) Ka(x, y)Kb(x, y) =Kab/(a+b)(x, y),

and in particular Ka(x, y)m =Ka/m(x, y).
The following lemma addresses how the geometric parameters L,M, r, Lipschitz

constant K, and chosen bandwidth affect deviation from the ideal scaling of (3.2):

Lemma 3.5 (General Moment Bounds). Fix x ∈ Ω with dist(x, ∂Ω) > 0 (or ∂Ω =
∅). Let γ ∈ ( 1

4
, 1
2
), denote r0 = tγ and assume X ∼ p. Then for any t > 0 satisfying

r0 = tγ ≤min{r,dist(x, ∂Ω)},

E[Kt(x,X)] ≥ (1 −
2Kr0
p(x)

) (1 −Mr20)e−L
2r40/tp(x)πd/2td/2 − τ(t)
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and

E[Kt(x,X)] ≤ (1 +
2Kr0
p(x)

) (1 +Mr20)p(x)πd/2td/2 + τ(t),

where τ(t) = e−r
2
0/t.

Remark 3.6. Let us note here that an optimal choice of γ depends on the size
of L and M . In our analysis, τ(t) is basically a tail term, and large γ implies
small tail term, but larger potential error due to geometric error accumulation. We
leave aside the question of optimal γ in this work. In the numerical experiments of
Section 4, γ = 0.26 worked well.

To achieve more manageable expressions in our later bounds, we introduce an
auxiliary variable 0 < η < 1/2, which allows us to express our bounds in a more
simple form. The price we pay for this is stricter conditions on t, meaning we force
t to be smaller than absolutely necessary. This in turn will imply larger sample size
requirements to get concentration.

We need the bounds to hold uniformly over several moments of Kt, which is
equivalent to bounds of Kt over several values of t. In the following lemma, we
formulate several conditions on t for such bounds to hold:

Lemma 3.7 (Multiplicative Bounds). Assume the conditions of Lemma 3.5 and
let η ∈ (0,1/2). Define

A ∶= − log ( η

10
p(x)πd/22−d/2) , f(s) ∶= As + d

2(1 − 2γ)
s log

1

s
, s ∈ (0,1].

Let

sT =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

1, if f(1) ≤ 1
2
,

the unique s ∈ (0,1) with f(s) = 1
2
, if f(1) > 1

2
,

and set

tT ∶= s
1

1−2γ

T .

Define

t0(η,L,M,K,γ, d, p)

= min

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
( η

10M
)

1
2γ

, (− log(1 − η/10)
2L2

)
1

4γ−1

, tT ,(
p(x)η
20K

)
1

γ−1⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
.

Then for any t ≤ t0 and t̂ ∈ H = {t, t/2,2t,2t/3},

(3.9) (1 − η)p(x)πd/2t̂d/2 ≤ E[Kt̂(x,X)] ≤ (1 + η)p(x)π
d/2t̂d/2.

Remark 3.8. The threshold t0 represents the largest bandwidth for which geomet-
ric distortions (curvature, volume distortion, density variation) remain sufficiently
controlled. The function f(s) and its root sT arise from the trade-off between tail
decay and geometric error accumulation. In practice, t0 can be computed numeri-
cally via bisection on f(s) = 1/2.

Then we have the following simple corollary which gives us the necessary control
on E [W ±] and Var (W ±). Before stating the result, let us for convenience define

(3.10) Pt ∶= 2d/2p(x)πd/2td/2 ≈ E[K2t(x,X)],

which represents the expected kernel sum at bandwidth 2t under ideal geometric
conditions. Then we have
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Corollary 3.9 (Properties of W + and W −). Assume the conditions of Lemma 3.7.

Further, let 0 < c < 1 and η = c 2
ε/2−1

1+2ε/2 . Then

E[W +] ≤ (1 − c)(1 − 2ε/2)Pt < 0

E[W −] ≥ (1 − c)(1 − 2−ε/2)Pt > 0
Furthermore,

Var(W +) ≤ 2ε+3Pt

Var(W −) ≤ 2−ε+3Pt.

Remark 3.10. The condition on η ensures E[W ±] have the correct sign with suf-
ficient margin (controlled by c) to apply Bernstein’s inequality effectively. Smaller
c gives tighter conditions on t but stronger concentration once satisfied.

Now we can state and prove the main result of this section:

Theorem 2 (Concentration of Dimension Estimator). Under the conditions of
Lemma 3.7 and Corollary 3.9, we have

P(d̂ − d ≥ ε) ≤ exp( −nc2+Pt

24+ε + 2
3
Md,εc+

)

and

P(d̂ − d ≤ −ε) ≤ exp( −nc2−Pt

24−ε + 2
3
Md,−εc−

) ,

where Md,±ε = 1 + 2(d±ε)/2, c+ = (1 − c)(2ε/2 − 1) and c− = (1 − c)(1 − 2−ε/2).

Using Corollary 3.9, the proof of Theorem 2 is straightforward:

Proof of Theorem 2. First we recall the decompositions (3.4) and (3.5) and vari-
ables (3.6) and (3.7). Then we observe that

−2(d+ε)/2 ≤K2t(x,X) − 2(d+ε)/2Kt(x,X) ≤ 1,

−2(d−ε)/2 ≤K2t(x,X) − 2(d−ε)/2Kt(x,X) ≤ 1,

and thus ∣W ± −E[W ±]∣ ≤ 1 + 2(d±ε)/2 =Md,±ε.
Using our estimates from Corollary 3.9, a direct application of Bernstein’s in-

equality to (3.4) gives

P (d̂ − d ≥ ε) ≤ exp( −n (c+Pt)2

2 (2ε+3Pt +Md,ε (c+Pt) /3)
)

= exp( −nc2+Pt

24+ε + 2
3
Md,εc+

) ,

and similarly for −ε in (3.5),

P (d̂ − d ≤ −ε) ≤ exp( −n (c−Pt)2

2 (2−ε+3Pt +Md,−ε (c−Pt) /3)
)

= exp( −nc2−Pt

24−ε + 2
3
Md,−εc−

) .

□

Remark 3.11 (Practical considerations). Some practical considerations:

● Unknown geometric parameters: Computing t0 of Lemma 3.7 requires
knowing L,M,K, p(x). In practice, these must be estimated from data
or conservatively bounded. Our contribution is showing how geometry is
affected by these parameters.
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● Dimension assumption: To apply these bounds, one needs an upper
bound on d (to ensure t ≤ t0). This has to be obtained from initial estimates
or domain knowledge. A trivial upper bound is ambient dimension N .
● Confidence intervals: With estimated geometric parameters, the bounds
enable finite-sample confidence interval construction, which existing asymp-
totic results do not provide.

3.2. Anti-concentration. Theorem 2 provides an upper bound on the probability

that d̂ deviates from d. In this section we prove a complementary result that
establishes when our estimator cannot reliably distinguish d from nearby values.
Specifically, we seek an upper bound on

(3.11) P (∣d̂ − d∣ ≤ ε) .

We work with the same theoretical setup and assumptions made on Ω,X1, . . . ,Xn

and p as in Section 3.1. While dimension estimators are often applied to data with
non-integer (fractional) dimensions, our anti-concentration analysis requires integer
d. This is because our proofs rely on manifold structure; they specifically require
integration over the d-dimensional tangent space TxΩ ≅ Rd.

In order to bound (3.11), we use normal approximation through the Berry-Esseen
theorem:

Theorem 3 (Berry–Esseen, i.i.d. with explicit constant). Let X1,X2, . . . be i.i.d.
with mean µ, variance σ2 > 0, and

ρ ∶= E∣X1 − µ∣3 < ∞.

Define Sn = 1
n ∑

n
i=1Xi and

Fn(x) ∶= P(
√
nSn −

√
nµ

σ
≤ x), Φ(x) ∶= 1√

2π
∫

x

−∞
e−t

2/2 dt.

Then

sup
x∈R
∣Fn(x) −Φ(x)∣ ≤ C

ρ

σ3
√
n
, C ≤ 0.4748.

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 2, the main work consists in finding bounds
on µ, σ and ρ of appropriate random variables.

First we rewrite P (∣d̂ − d∣ ≤ ε),

P(∣d̂ − d∣ ≤ ε) =P(∣ 2

log(2)
log(S(x,2t)

S(x, t)
) − d∣ ≤ ε)

=P(S(x,2t)
S(x, t)

∈ [2d/2−ε/2,2d/2+ε/2])

=P(S(x,2t)
S(x, t)

≥ 2d/2−ε/2) − P(S(x,2t)
S(x, t)

≥ 2d/2+ε/2)

=P(S(x,2t)
S(x, t)

≥ 2d/2−ε/2) − (1 − P(S(x,2t)
S(x, t)

≤ 2d/2+ε/2))

=P (2(d−ε)/2S(x, t) − S(x,2t) ≤ 0)

+ P (2(d+ε)/2S(x, t) − S(x,2t) ≥ 0) − 1.

(3.12)

Similar to the previous section, we need to understand the random variables

Y+ = 2(d+ε)/2Kt(x,X) −K2t(x,X)

Y− = 2(d−ε)/2Kt(x,X) −K2t(x,X),
(3.13)
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where X ∼ p. To prove the main theorem of this section, the strategy is to use
normal approximation on the decomposition (3.12), and to do this we need bounds
on µ,σ2 and ρ for the random variables above, Y+, Y−.

Lemma 3.12. Let Y+, Y− be as in (3.13). Define

Γ± = 1 − 21∓ε/2 (
2

3
)
d/2
+ 2−d/2∓ε,

∆± = (
2

3
)
d/2
+ 3 ⋅ 2∓ε/25−d/2 + 3 ⋅ 2∓ε−d/2 + 2∓3ε/2−d/23−d/2.

Assume Γ+ > 0 and let c ∈ (0,1) satisfy

(3.14) η ∶= c2
ε/2 − 1
1 + 2ε/2

< Γ+
1 + 21−ε/2(2/3)d/2 + 2−d/2−ε

.

Define η∗± = η
1+21∓ε/2(2/3)d/2+2−d/2∓ε

Γ±
.

Then, for t sufficiently small:

E[Y+] ≤ (2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)Pt,

E[−Y−] ≤ (1 − 2−ε/2)(1 + c)Pt,

Var(Y±) ≥ 2±εΓ±(1 − η∗±)Pt +O(P 2
t ),

E[∣Y± −E[Y±]∣3] ≤ (1 + η)∆±2d/2±3ε/2Pt +O(P 2
t ).

The condition on η ensures η∗± < 1.
Remark 3.13. The condition “t sufficiently small” means the multiplicative bounds
of Lemma 3.7 hold for the extended set t̂ ∈ {t/3,2t/5, t/2,2t/3, t,2t}. The third mo-
ment bounds require K3

t = Kt/3 and K2
t K2t = K2t/5, which are not in the original

set H. This will potentially yield a slightly smaller threshold t0 than in Lemma 3.7.

Now we have all the bounds we need, and can apply Berry-Esseen:

Corollary 3.14 (Berry-Esseen bound). Define Yi,± = 2(d±ε)/2Kt(x,Xi)−K2t(x,Xi)
for i = 1, . . . , n. Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.12,

sup
x∈R

RRRRRRRRRRR
P
⎛
⎝
∑n

i=1(Yi,± −E[Yi,±])√
nVar(Yi,±)

≤ x
⎞
⎠
−Φ(x)

RRRRRRRRRRR
≤ C(1 + η)∆±2d/2
√
n
√
Pt(1 − η∗±)3/2Γ

3/2
±

+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠

where C ≤ 0.4748 is the Berry-Esseen constant.

Now we are ready to state the main result on anti-concentration, which follows
easily from Corollary 3.14:

Theorem 4 (Anti-concentration for Gaussian Kernel Estimator). Let Φ(x) be
the CDF of the standard normal distribution and ε > 0. Under the conditions
of Lemma 3.12, we have

(3.15) P(∣d̂(x, t) − d∣ ≤ ε) ≤ Φ
⎛
⎝
(2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)

√
Ptn

2ε/2
√
Γ+(1 − η∗+)

⎞
⎠

+Φ
⎛
⎝
(1 − 2−ε/2)(1 + c)

√
Ptn

2−ε/2
√
Γ−(1 − η∗−)

⎞
⎠

+ C(1 + η)2d/2√
Ptn

⎛
⎝

∆+

(1 − η∗+)3/2Γ
3/2
+
+ ∆−

(1 − η∗−)3/2Γ
3/2
−

⎞
⎠
+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠
− 1
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where C ≤ 0.4748 is the Berry-Esseen constant, c, η,Γ±, η
∗
±,∆± are as defined in

Lemma 3.12, and Pt is defined in (3.10).

Proof. As in Corollary 3.14, define Y−,i = 2(d−ε)/2Kt(x,Xi) −K2t(x,Xi) with vari-
ance σ2

− = Var(Y−,i). From Lemma 3.12, we have

σ2
− = Var(Y−) ≥ 2−εΓ−(1 − η∗−)Pt +O(P 2

t ),

so σ− = 2−ε/2
√
Γ−(1 − η∗−)Pt(1 +O(Pt)).

Then beginning with the first term of decomposition in (3.12) and applying
Corollary 3.14, we have

P (2(d−ε)/2S(x, t) − S(x,2t) ≤ 0) = P( 1√
n

n

∑
i=1

Y−,i −E[Y−,i]
σ−

≤ −
√
nE[Y−,i]
σ−

)

≤ Φ(
√
nE[−Y−,i]

σ−
) + Cρ−

σ3
−
√
n

≤ Φ
⎛
⎝

√
n ⋅ (1 − 2−ε/2)(1 + c)Pt

2−ε/2
√
Γ−(1 − η∗−)Pt(1 +O(Pt))

⎞
⎠

+ C(1 + η)∆−2d/2

(1 − η∗−)3/2Γ
3/2
−

1√
nPt

+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠

= Φ
⎛
⎝
(1 − 2−ε/2)(1 + c)

√
Ptn

2−ε/2
√
Γ−(1 − η∗−)

⎞
⎠

+ C(1 + η)∆−2d/2

(1 − η∗−)3/2Γ
3/2
−

1√
nPt

+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠
.

Similarly, let Y+,i = 2(d+ε)/2Kt(x,Xi) −K2t(x,Xi) with variance σ2
+ = Var(Y+,i).

From Lemma 3.12,

σ2
+ = Var(Y+) ≥ 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+)Pt +O(P 2

t ),

so σ+ = 2ε/2
√
Γ+(1 − η∗+)Pt(1 +O(Pt)). Then for the second term of (3.12),

P (2(d+ε)/2S(x, t) − S(x,2t) ≥ 0) = P( 1√
n

n

∑
i=1

Y+,i −E[Y+,i]
σ+

≥ −
√
nE[Y+,i]
σ+

)

= 1 −Φ(−
√
nE[Y+,i]
σ+

) + Cρ+
σ3
+
√
n

= Φ(
√
nE[Y+,i]
σ+

) + Cρ+
σ3
+
√
n

≤ Φ
⎛
⎝

√
n ⋅ (2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)Pt

2ε/2
√
Γ+(1 − η∗+)Pt(1 +O(Pt))

⎞
⎠

+ C(1 + η)∆+2d/2

(1 − η∗+)3/2Γ
3/2
+

1√
nPt

+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠

= Φ
⎛
⎝
(2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)

√
Ptn

2ε/2
√
Γ+(1 − η∗+)

⎞
⎠

+ C(1 + η)∆+2d/2

(1 − η∗+)3/2Γ
3/2
+

1√
nPt

+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠
.
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Combining both bounds:

P(∣d̂(x, t) − d∣ ≤ ε) ≤ Φ
⎛
⎝
(2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)

√
Ptn

2ε/2
√
Γ+(1 − η∗+)

⎞
⎠

+Φ
⎛
⎝
(1 − 2−ε/2)(1 + c)

√
Ptn

2−ε/2
√
Γ−(1 − η∗−)

⎞
⎠

+ C(1 + η)2d/2√
Ptn

⎛
⎝

∆+

(1 − η∗+)3/2Γ
3/2
+
+ ∆−

(1 − η∗−)3/2Γ
3/2
−

⎞
⎠

+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠
− 1.

□

From our results, we can note a few different regimes for ε. First, to have
informative bounds, we always need

√
Ptn ≫ 1 in order for the error terms to be

negligible. Then, in addition, if ε≪ 1/
√
nPt, the bound approaches zero, indicating

we cannot expect d̂ within ε of d. When ε ∼ 1/
√
nPt, this represents the finest

achievable resolution with n samples. For ε≫ 1/
√
nPt, the bound saturates near 1

and becomes uninformative.

Remark 3.15. Since we require
√
Ptn ≫ 1 for the bound to be meaningful, the

term O(
√
Pt/n) will be very small. Proofs can be adjusted to obtain explicit

constants for this term as well, but for ease of presentation we leave it in O notation.

The following remark makes the small-ε scaling more explicit.

Remark 3.16 (Small-ε behavior). In the regime where ε is small and Ptn is large
with ε

√
Ptn ≲ 1, the bound in Theorem 4 simplifies. The Φ terms can be expanded

as Φ(x) ≈ 1
2
+ x√

2π
for small arguments, and the constants Γ±, η

∗
± approach their

ε = 0 limits:

Γ0 = 1 − 2(
2

3
)
d/2
+ 2−d/2, η∗0 = η

1 + 2(2/3)d/2 + 2−d/2

Γ0
.

The leading-order behavior becomes

P(∣d̂(x, t) − d∣ ≤ ε) ≈ log 2√
2πΓ0(1 − η∗0)

(1 + c)
√
Ptnε.

3.3. A bandwidth selection heuristic. As noted in [7], to estimate the dimen-
sion we need to identify regions where the correct kernel statistics apply, where the
kernel sum (3.1) grows proportionally to td/2. Fig. 3 illustrates this scaling behavior
numerically for the Gaussian kernel.

The bandwidth selection method in [7] relied on visual inspection of log-log plots
to find the most linear region, which [6] automated via slope maximization over a
dyadic scale. We seek to improve upon this automatic selection criterion.

In many cases, slope maximization works well. However, even in the simple
example of Fig. 3, the maximal slope slightly overestimates the dimension. While
the correct scaling regime lies near the maximal slope, the estimate is more stable
within (rather than at the boundary of) this regime.

One advantage of the Gaussian kernel over indicator kernels is smoothness:
derivatives of the kernel sum are well-defined and can be computed efficiently
(Proposition B.1). This motivates exploring whether derivative information can
improve bandwidth selection—an approach unavailable for discontinuous kernels
such as the indicator kernel.
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Figure 3. Scaling regimes of the kernel sum for unit ball in R5

with n = 100,000 samples. Left: log-log plot showing linear regime
with slope d/2. Right: derivative plateau indicating the linear
regime.

We suggest utilizing more information in the derivatives of logS(x, t) to better
capture the linear scaling region.

While a complete theoretical analysis of optimal bandwidth selection is beyond
our scope, we propose a simple heuristic that sometimes improves over slope max-
imization. If we define G(t) ∶= logS(x, et), the heuristic is to maximize ρ(t) =
G′(t)/(∣G′′(t)∣ + δ), which balances large slope with stability. Here δ is a small
constant to avoid division by zero. This method leverages the smooth Gaussian
kernel’s derivative structure (Proposition B.1). The complete algorithm is summa-
rized in Algorithm 1, found in Section B. In Section 4 we provide some numerical
comparisons between this method and slope maximization.

Remark 3.17. We emphasize that Algorithm 1 is a heuristic without theoretical
guarantees. We include it as: (i) motivation for working with smooth kernels where
derivatives are available, and (ii) demonstration that derivative information can
sometimes improve over slope maximization. A complete theoretical analysis is left
for future work.

4. Numerical Experiments

Having established our theoretical bounds, we now validate them numerically
by comparing our bounds to empirical performance. We begin by applying our
theoretical results Theorems 2 and 4 to specific manifolds where we can calculate
all necessary parameters.

After this we test our proposed bandwidth selection from Section 3.3, by compar-
ing our estimator against the maximization method of [6]. We include the indicator
kernel approach in our comparisons to provide a baseline.

4.1. Concentration experiments. We test our theoretical results in Theorem 2
against two manifolds, a three-dimensional ball and three-dimensional spherical
cap. We compare the empirical concentration of these two manifolds against the
concentration given by Theorem 2. The manifold parameters L,M, r of the spherical
cap are calculated similarly to Example 3.3.

In line with theory, in Fig. 4 our theoretical bounds successfully bound the em-
pirical error, though with considerable slack (approximately 2 orders of magnitude).
While the bounds are conservative, the slopes suggest our bounds are proportional
to the correct scaling with respect to n.

In Fig. 5 we have compared our theoretical anti-concentration bounds to the
empirical ones for the three-dimensional spherical cap. In Fig. 5a we show the
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Figure 4. Concentration of dimension estimation error for intrin-
sic dimension d = 3. Panel (a) shows a uniform distribution on the
unit ball in R3 (flat geometry) with bandwidth t = 0.000555 < t0 =
0.000585. Panel (b) shows an approximately uniform distribution
on a spherical cap of a 3-sphere with radius R = 10 and bandwidth
t = 0.000768 < t0 = 0.000808. Solid lines represent empirical mean
errors, dashed lines show theoretical concentration bounds at 90%
confidence, and shaded regions indicate standard deviation.

linear scaling of Remark 3.16, showing the accuracy limit for our estimator. For a

given n, we cannot expect d̂ to distinguish d from nearby values within tolerance
ε∗.

In Fig. 5c we calculate our exact theoretical bounds for different values of n and
tolerances, which can be compared to empirical estimates in Fig. 5b. As in the
concentration plots, we can note that empirically, the plots are much better than
the worst case predicted by Theorem 4.

4.2. Bandwidth selection experiments. In this section we compare our band-
width selection heuristic in Algorithm 1 to slope maximization, as well as the indi-
cator kernel approach. Since noise is common in many applications, we add i.i.d.
(ambient dimensional) Gaussian noise N(0, σ2IN) to each of our samples before es-
timating dimension, for noise levels σ ∈ {0.0,0.15,0.30,0.50}, and vary the number
of samples. Each manifold is tested with a fixed reference point. The results are
summarized in Fig. 7 and Fig. 6.

We also extend our comparisons to the manifolds in the standard benchmark
suggested in [19]. However, we restrict our comparison to datasets with intrinsic
dimension less than 10. This is because generally this class of estimators (more or
less volume-based) do not perform well in higher dimensions, and comparisons are
not interesting there. See Fig. 8 for a summary of this restricted benchmark.

These results show neither kernel nor bandwidth selection consistently outper-
forming others in all cases, but our proposed method overall seems to outperform
the alternatives in this limited comparison.

5. Conclusion and future work

We characterized concentration and anti-concentration properties of Gaussian
kernel dimension estimators with explicit dependence on sample size, bandwidth,
and geometrical/distributional regularity parameters. Our theoretical bound in
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(a) Critical threshold ε∗ versus sample size n from Remark 3.16. Below ε∗, the upper

bound on P(∣d̂ − d∣ ≤ ε) is at most 0.1.
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(b) Empirical probabilities P(∣d̂ − d∣ ≤ ε)
over 200 trials for n ∈ {100,1000,10000}.
Red line: target threshold 0.1.
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(c) Theoretical bounds from Theorem 4 for
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Figure 5. Anti-concentration bounds on spherical cap.
Experiments on a spherical cap of a 3-sphere with radius R = 10
(intrinsic dimension d = 3, L = 0.05, M = 0.005) with bandwidth
t = 0.000768 < t0 = 0.000808. The anti-concentration bounds show
fundamental accuracy limits.

Theorem 2 provides a basis for rigorous confidence intervals, Theorem 4 demon-
strates the inherent limits of precision for this estimator, and our bandwidth heuris-
tic (Algorithm 1) leverages derivative information to improve practical performance.



16 ANDERSSON

Ball (d=3) Sphere (d=4) Swiss Roll Torus

2

3

4

E
st

im
at

ed
 D

im
en

si
on

Noise = 0.0

Gaussian (Ours)
Gaussian (Slope max)
Indicator

Ball (d=3) Sphere (d=4) Swiss Roll Torus

2

3

4

5

E
st

im
at

ed
 D

im
en

si
on

Noise = 0.15

Ball (d=3) Sphere (d=4) Swiss Roll Torus1

2

3

4

5

E
st

im
at

ed
 D

im
en

si
on

Noise = 0.3

Ball (d=3) Sphere (d=4) Swiss Roll Torus

2

3

4

5

E
st

im
at

ed
 D

im
en

si
on

Noise = 0.5

Method Comparison (n=10000, 10 runs per method)

Figure 6. Distribution of estimated intrinsic dimension at noise
levels σ ∈ {0.0,0.15,0.30,0.50} for the largest sample size (n =
104). Each violin aggregates 10 runs on four manifolds (Ball d = 3,
Sphere d = 4, Swiss Roll d = 2, Torus d = 2), showing Gaussian
(Ours), Gaussian (Slope max), and indicator kernels side by side;
the dashed line marks the true dimension.

102 103 104

Sample size (n)
1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

E
st

im
at

ed
 d

im
en

si
on

Ball (d=3) (d=3) True d=3
Gaussian (Ours)
Gaussian (Slope max)
Indicator

102 103 104

Sample size (n)
2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

5.5

6.0

E
st

im
at

ed
 d

im
en

si
on

Sphere (d=4) (d=4)True d=4
Gaussian (Ours)
Gaussian (Slope max)
Indicator

102 103 104

Sample size (n)
0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

E
st

im
at

ed
 d

im
en

si
on

Swiss Roll (d=2) True d=2
Gaussian (Ours)
Gaussian (Slope max)
Indicator

102 103 104

Sample size (n)
0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

E
st

im
at

ed
 d

im
en

si
on

Torus (d=2)True d=2
Gaussian (Ours)
Gaussian (Slope max)
Indicator

Figure 7. Gaussian (Ours) (blue), Gaussian (Slope max) (pur-
ple), and indicator kernel (orange) dimension estimates versus sam-
ple size (n ∈ {100,1000,10,000}) for Ball (d = 3), Sphere (d = 4),
Swiss Roll (d = 2), and Torus (d = 2). Curves average 10 runs across
all noise levels (σ ∈ {0.0,0.15,0.30,0.50}), with error bars showing
one standard deviation, and dashed lines marking the true intrinsic
dimensions.
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Limitations and Future Directions:

● Loose bounds: Concentration bounds overestimate errors by ∼100× (Fig-
ure 4), due to multiplicative slack for analytical tractability and worst-case
analysis over all manifolds with given (L,M, r, p). Tighter bounds may be
achievable through refined analysis or alternative proof techniques.
● Unknown constants: Bounds depend on L,M, r, p(x),K, which must be
estimated from data.
● Integer dimension assumption: Anti-concentration proofs assume d ∈
N; extending to fractional dimensions remains open.
● Bandwidth selection: The heuristic (Algorithm 1) performs well empiri-
cally (Figs. 6–8) but lacks theoretical guarantees. Higher-order derivatives
beyond G′′ could enable automatic detection of scaling regime transitions.
● Kernel choice: Systematic analysis of alternative kernels (exponential,
Cauchy) may reveal performance trade-offs for specific geometric conditions
or noise models.
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Appendix A. Gaussian kernel proofs

A.1. Proof of Lemma 3.5. Since the manifold is locally (L,M, r)-regular at x,
and r0 ≤ r, in the ball Br(x) we can use the projection π from Definition 3.1. Let
y ∈ Br0(x) ∩Ω, z ∶= π(y) − x ∈ TxΩ and hz ∶= π(y) − y. By (L,M, r)-regularity, we
have that

∥x − y∥2 = ∥z∥2 + ∥hz∥2, 0 ≤ ∥hz∥2 ≤ L2∥z∥4.(A.1)

For the volume element of π−1, V (y), we have that

(A.2) (1 −M∥z∥2) ≤ V (y) ≤ (1 +M∥z∥2),

and since p is K-Lipschitz, we know that

(A.3) ∣p(x) − p(y)∣ ≤K∥x − y∥ ≤K(∥z∥ + ∥hz∥) ≤ 2Kr0.
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To compute E[Kt(x,X)], we split the integration over U ∶= Br0(x) ∩ Ω and
U c ∶= Ω ∖Br0(x). For y ∈ U c, ∥x − y∥ ≥ r0, since p is a density, we have that

∫
Uc

Kt(x, y)p(y)dy ≤ e−r
2
0/t = τ(t)

Then using (A.1)–(A.3) we get

∫
Ω
Kt(x, y)p(y)dy ≥ ∫

U
Kt(x, y)p(y)dy ≥ ∫

U
e−(∥z∥

2+L2∥z∥4)/tp(y)dy

≥ e−L
2r40/t ∫

U
e−∥z∥

2/tp(y)dy

= e−L
2r40/t ∫

Rd
e−∥z∥

2/tp(π−1(z))V (y(z))dz

− e−L
2r40/t ∫

∥z∥≥r0
e−∥z∥

2/tp(π−1(z))V (y(z))dz

≥ (p(x) − 2Kr0)(1 −Mr20)e−L
2r40/tπd/2td/2 − τ(t)

= (1 − 2Kr0
p(x)

) (1 −Mr20)e−L
2r40/tp(x)πd/2td/2 − τ(t)

(A.4)

Similarly, for an upper bound we get

∫
Ω
Kt(x, y)p(y)dy ≤ ∫

U
Kt(x, y)p(y)dy + τ(t)

≤ (p(x) + 2Kr0)∫
∥z∥≤r0

e−(∥z∥
2)/t(1 +M∥z∥2)dz + τ(t)

≤ (p(x) + 2Kr0)(1 +Mr20)∫Rd
e−∥z∥

2/tdz + τ(t)

≤ (p(x) + 2Kr0)(1 +Mr20)πd/2td/2 + τ(t)

= (1 + 2Kr0
p(x)

) (1 +Mr20)p(x)πd/2td/2 + τ(t)

(A.5)

A.2. Proof of Lemma 3.7. From (A.4) and (A.5), to get multiplicative bounds
as in (3.9) we need to control the factors

(1 − 2Kr0
p(x)

) (1 −Mr20)e−L
2r40/t̂ (1 − τ(t̂)

p(x)πd/2t̂d/2
)

for the lower bound and

(1 + 2Kr0
p(x)

) (1 +Mr20)(1 +
τ(t̂)

p(x)πd/2t̂d/2
)

for the upper bound. Note that the exponential factor e−L
2r40/t̂ ≤ 1 does not appear

in the upper bound.
If each of the four factors in the lower bound is at least 1−η/10, and each of the

three factors in the upper bound is at most 1 + η/10, then since (1 − η/10)4 ≥ 1 − η
and (1 + η/10)3 ≤ 1 + η, the result follows.

Now what follows is getting uniform bounds of the above for t̂ ∈ H, finding the
largest t that satisfies them all. First we note that r20 = t2γ , and then note that

max
t̂∈H

L2r40
t̂
= L2r40

t/2
= 2L2t4γ−1, max

t̂∈H
e−

r20
t̂ = e−

r20
2t = e−

1
2 t

2γ−1

.
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From this we arrive at the following sufficient conditions:

2Ktγ

p(x)
≤ η

10

Mt2γ ≤ η

10

2L2t4γ−1 ≤ − log(1 − η/10)

e−
1
2 t

2γ−1

≤ η

10
p(x)πd/2 ( t

2
)
d/2

For clarity, we reformulate the last condition as follows:

e−
1
2 t

2γ−1

≤ η

10
p(x)πd/2 (1

2
)
d/2

td/2

−1
2
t2γ−1 ≤ log ( η

10
p(x)πd/22−d/2) − d

2
log

1

t
1

2
t2γ−1 ≥ − log ( η

10
p(x)πd/22−d/2) + d

2
log

1

t

With s ∶= t1−2γ and A = − log ( η
10
p(x)πd/22−d/2), the above implies

1

2s
≥ A + d

2(1 − 2γ)
log

1

s
⇐⇒ 1

2
≥ As + d

2(1 − 2γ)
s log

1

s
.

The expression on the right is concave in s over [0,1], which implies we can find a
maximal s which satisfies the inequality.

A.3. Proof of Corollary 3.9. By Lemma 3.7

E[W +] = E[K2t(x,X)] − 2(d+ε)/2E[Kt(x,X)]

≤ (1 + η)Pt − (1 − η)2ε/2Pt

≤ (1 + η − 2ε/2(1 − η))Pt = (1 − 2ε/2 + η(1 + 2ε/2))Pt

≤ (1 − c)(1 − 2ε/2)Pt.

Similarly,

E[W −] = E[K2t(x,X)] − 2(d−ε)/2E[Kt(x,X)]

≥ (1 − η)Pt − (1 + η)2−ε/2Pt

≥ (1 − η − 2−ε/2(1 + η))Pt = (1 − 2−ε/2 − η(1 + 2−ε/2))Pt

≥ (1 − c)(1 − 2−ε/2)Pt.

For the variance, first we use that Var(W ) ≤ E[W 2]. Then sinceK2
t =Kt/2,K

2
2t =

Kt,KtK2t =K2t/3,

Var(W +) ≤ E[(W +)2] ≤ (E [K2
2t + 2(d+ε)/2+1KtK2t + 2d+εK2

t ])

= (E [Kt + 2(d+ε)/2+1K2t/3 + 2d+εKt/2])

≤ (1 + η)(1 + 2(d+ε)/2+1 (2
3
)
d/2
+ 2d/2+ε)πd/2td/2p(x)

≤ (1 + 1/2)(2−d/2−ε + 2−ε/2+1 (2
3
)
d/2
+ 1)2εPt

≤ 2ε+3Pt

Similarly for W −, but we have instead Var(W −) ≤ 2−ε+3Pt.
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A.4. Proof of Lemma 3.12. Throughout, we use the multiplicative bounds from
Lemma 3.7, which hold for t sufficiently small.

First moment bounds. Using the definition of η and Lemma 3.7, direct calculation
gives

E[Y+] ≤ ((1 + η)2ε/2 − (1 − η))Pt = (2ε/2 − 1 + η(2ε/2 + 1))Pt

= (2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)Pt

(A.6)

and

E[−Y−] ≤ ((1 + η) − (1 − η)2−ε/2)Pt = (1 − 2−ε/2 + η (2−ε/2 + 1))Pt

= (1 − 2−ε/2) (1 + c)Pt

Variance bounds. Using (3.8),

E[Y 2
+ ] ≥ E [(1 − η)2d+εKt/2 − (1 + η)2(d+ε)/2+1K2t/3 + (1 − η)Kt]

= ((1 − η)(2d/2+ε + 1) − (1 + η)(2d+ε/2+13−d/2))πd/2td/2p(x)

= ((2d/2+ε − 2d+ε/2+13−d/2 + 1) − η (2d/2+ε + 1 + 2d+ε/2+13−d/2))πd/2td/2p(x)

= ((2ε − 2d/2+ε/2+13−d/2 + 2−d/2) − η (2ε + 2d/2+ε/2+13−d/2 + 2−d/2))Pt

= 2εPt ((1 − 21−ε/2 (
2

3
)
d/2
+ 2−d/2−ε) − η (1 + 21−ε/2 (2

3
)
d/2
+ 2−d/2−ε))

= 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+)Pt,

(A.7)

The condition η∗+ < 1 ensures this bound is positive. From (A.6)

E[Y+]2 ≤ ((2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)Pt)
2
.

Then

Var(Y+) = E[Y 2
+ ] −E[Y+]2 ≥ 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+)Pt − ((2ε/2 − 1)(1 + c)Pt)

2

= 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+)Pt +O(P 2
t ) = CσPt +O(P 2

t ),

where Cσ = 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+).

Third moment bounds. First we note that using (3.8), similar calculations as in
(A.7) yield E[Y m

+ ] = O(Pt) and (A.6) gives E[Y+]m = O(Pm
t ). Thus,

E[∣Y+ −E[Y+]∣3] ≤ E[∣Y+∣3] + O(P 2
t ).

We proceed to bound E[∣Y+∣3]. For t small enough that Lemma 3.7 extends to
t̂ = 2t/5 (via Lemma 3.5), we have

E[∣Y+∣3] ≤ E [23(d+ε)/2K3
t + 3 ⋅ 2d+εK2

t K2t + 3 ⋅ 2(d+ε)/2KtK
2
2t +K3

2t]

= E [23(d+ε)/2Kt/3 + 3 ⋅ 2d+εK2t/5 + 3 ⋅ 2(d+ε)/2Kt/2 +K2t/3]

≤ (1 + η)Pt (2d+3ε/23−d/2 + 3 ⋅ 2ε+d/25−d/2 + 3 ⋅ 2ε/2 + 3−d/2)

= (1 + η)Pt2
d/223ε/2 [(2

3
)
d/2
+ 3 ⋅ 2−ε/25−d/2 + 3 ⋅ 2−ε−d/2 + 2−3ε/2−d/23−d/2]

= (1 + η)∆+2d/223ε/2Pt = CρPt,

where Cρ = (1 + η)∆+2d/223ε/2.
The bounds for Y− follow by replacing ε→ −ε throughout.
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A.5. Proof of Corollary 3.14. We prove the result for Y+,i = 2(d+ε)/2Kt(x,Xi) −
K2t(x,Xi); the proof for Y−,i = 2(d−ε)/2Kt(x,Xi)−K2t(x,Xi) is identical with +ε/2
replaced by −ε/2 throughout.

If we apply the Berry-Esseen to the normalized sum ∑n
i=1(Yi,±−E[Yi,±])√

nVar(Yi,±)
, by Berry-

Esseen, the approximation error is bounded by C ρ+
σ3
+

√
n
, where σ2

+ = Var(Y+,i), ρ+ =
E[∣Y+,i −E[Y+,i]∣3], and C ≤ 0.4748.

From Lemma 3.12, we have

σ2
+ = Var(Y+) ≥ 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+)Pt +O(P 2

t ) =∶ CσPt +O(P 2
t ),

ρ+ ≤ (1 + η)∆+2d/223ε/2Pt +O(P 2
t ) =∶ CρPt +O(P 2

t ),

where Cσ = 2εΓ+(1 − η∗+) and Cρ = (1 + η)∆+2d/223ε/2.
Using Taylor expansion, we see that

ρ

σ3
√
n
≤

CρPt +O(P 2
t )√

n(CσPt +O(P 2
t ))3/2

=
CρPt(1 +O(Pt))√

n(CσPt)3/2(1 +O(Pt))3/2

=
Cρ

C
3/2
σ

√
Ptn
⋅ 1 +O(Pt)
(1 +O(Pt))3/2

=
Cρ

C
3/2
σ

√
Ptn
(1 +O(Pt))

=
Cρ

C
3/2
σ
√
n
( 1√

Pt

+O(
√
Pt)) .

The expansion was made on (1 +O(Pt))(1 +O(Pt))−3/2 in the second line above.
Further,

Cρ

C
3/2
σ

= (1 + η)∆+2
d/223ε/2

(2εΓ+(1 − η∗+))
3/2 =

(1 + η)∆+2d/2

(1 − η∗+)3/2Γ
3/2
+

Therefore, the normal approximation error for 1
n ∑

n
i=1 Yi,+ is

C(1 + η)∆+2d/2
√
n
√
Pt(1 − η∗+)3/2Γ

3/2
+
+O
⎛
⎝

√
Pt

n

⎞
⎠

where C ≤ 0.4748. The proof for Y− is identical.

Appendix B. Bandwidth

Recall G(t) ∶= logS(x, et).

Algorithm 1 Bandwidth Selection via Curvature Analysis

Require: Samples x1, . . . , xn ∈ RN , reference point x0 ∈ RN

Ensure: Optimal bandwidth t∗, dimension estimate d̂
1: Choose a log-spaced grid of bandwidths {tj} ⊂ [tmin, tmax]
2: Compute Sj = S(x0, tj) = 1

n ∑
n
i=1Ktj(x0, xi) for all j

3: For each tj , compute G′j and G′′j using Proposition B.1

4: Define ρj = G′j/(∣G′′j ∣ + δ) with δ = 10−3
5: t∗ ← argmaxj ρj

6: d̂← 2 log2(S(x0,2t
∗)/S(x0, t

∗))
7: return t∗, d̂

Proposition B.1. If we define

⟨f⟩ = ∑
n
i=1 f(ui)e−ui

∑n
i=1 e

−ui
, ui =

∥x −Xi∥2

et
,
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then:

G′(t) = ⟨ui⟩,
G′′(t) = ⟨u2

i − ui⟩ − ⟨ui⟩2,
G′′′(t) = ⟨u3

i − 3u2
i + ui⟩ − 3⟨ui⟩⟨u2

i − ui⟩ + 2⟨ui⟩3.

Proof. Set ui(t) = ∥x −Xi∥2/et and Ki(t) = e−ui(t). Write S = S(x, et) = 1
n ∑

n
i=1Ki

and define the weighted average ⟨f⟩ = 1
nS ∑

n
i=1 f(ui)Ki.

Direct calculation gives:

u′i = −ui,

K ′i = uiKi,

K ′′i = ui(ui − 1)Ki,

K ′′′i = (u3
i − 3u2

i + ui)Ki.

Therefore:

G′(t) = S′

S
= ⟨ui⟩,

G′′(t) = S′′

S
− (S

′

S
)
2

= ⟨u2
i − ui⟩ − ⟨ui⟩2,

G′′′(t) = S′′′

S
− 3S

′S′′

S2
+ 2(S

′

S
)
3

= ⟨u3
i − 3u2

i + ui⟩ − 3⟨ui⟩⟨u2
i − ui⟩ + 2⟨ui⟩3.

□
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