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Abstract

The success of algorithms in the analysis of high-dimensional data is often attributed to
the manifold hypothesis, which supposes that this data lie on or near a manifold of much lower
dimension. It is often useful to determine or estimate the dimension of this manifold before
performing dimension reduction, for instance. Existing methods for dimension estimation are
calibrated using a flat unit ball. In this paper, we develop CA-PCA, a version of local PCA
based instead on a calibration of a quadratic embedding, acknowledging the curvature of the
underlying manifold. Numerous careful experiments show that this adaptation improves the
estimator in a wide range of settings.

1 Introduction

Much of modern data analysis in high dimensions relies on the premise that data, while embedded
in a high-dimensional space, lie on or near a submanifold of lower dimension. This allows one to
embed the data in a space of lower dimension while preserving much of the essential structure, with
benefits including faster computation and data visualization.

This lower dimension, hereafter referred to as the intrinsic dimension (ID) of the underlying
manifold, often enters as a parameter of the dimension-reduction scheme. For instance, in each of the
Johnson-Lindenstrauss-type results for manifolds by [13] and [4] the target dimension depends on the
ID. Furthermore, the ID is a parameter of popular dimension reduction methods such as t-SNE [28]
and multidimensional scaling [12, 16]. Therefore, it may be beneficial to estimate the ID before
running further analysis since compressing the data too much may destroy underlying structure
and it may be computationally expensive to re-run algorithms with a new dimension parameter, if
such an error is even detectable. [6] uses their ID estimator to obtain sample complexity bounds for
Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs). An interesting direct use of ID is found in [25], in which
it is interpreted as a measure of complexity or variability for basketball plays. To similar effect, [3]
uses intrinsic dimension to measure the complexity of the space of observed neural patterns in the
human brain.

The literature on ID estimators is vast, and we refer the reader to [8] and [9] for a comprehensive
review. We highlight recent progress of [14], as well as [18], [6], and [22], which prove results about
the number of samples needed to estimate the ID with a given probability.

For our current analysis, we focus on the use of principle components analysis (PCA) as an ID
estimator. There are a variety of ways this has been done (see [7, 17, 19, 24, 29]), but each version
of local PCA works roughly by finding the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix for a data point
and its nearest neighbors. The ID is then estimated using the fact that we expect the eigenvalues
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to be high for eigenvectors which are close to the tangent space of the underlying manifold and the
eigenvalues to be low for eigenvectors which are nearly orthogonal to the tangent space. We expect
d eigenvalues to be larger than the rest, where d is the ID. The remaining D − d eigenvalues will
be small, but often nonzero due to effects of curvature or error in measurement.

Local PCA and other ID estimators are often calibrated via a subspace or unit ball intersected
with a subspace. While a manifold may be locally well-approximated by its tangent space near a
point, in practice one may not always have enough sampled data to zoom in sufficiently close. Our
key insight is that if one expects data to lie on a manifold with nontrivial curvature rather than
a subspace, we should calibrate the ID estimator using a manifold with nontrivial curvature rather
than a subspace. In particular, our main contribution is to calibrate a version of local PCA to a
quadratic embedding, producing a new ID estimator, which we deem curvature-adjusted PCA (CA-
PCA). Provided the underlying manifold is C2-smooth, it will be well-approximated by a quadratic
embedding, in fact, better approximated than by its tangent plane.

In principle, this insight could be applied to any number of existing ID estimators. We choose
to apply it to a single estimator for which the adjustment is relatively simple, then test the new
version extensively. In particular, we adapt a version of local PCA found in [22] for the curvature
of a manifold and apply the new version to various examples of data sampled from manifolds. We
note that this adaption of local PCA necessitates an entirely novel analysis.

The main benefit of our estimator is that we are better able to estimate the ID in cases where
the sample size is small. It allows one to consider either a larger number of nearest neighbors for
the ID estimation as it adjusts for the neighborhood starting to “go around” the manifold or a
smaller number of nearest neighbors with the increased power to distinguish between whether the
variance in eigenvalues is due to curvature or statistical noise. Our method achieves this increase
in accuracy by regularizing fit of the eigenvectors of the data to a curvature adjusted benchmark.

The use of quadratic embeddings for data lying on or near a manifold is not new. It was
used to approximate a manifold (of known dimension) in [1] and [11]. [21] approximate manifolds
with spherelets. [27] consider the application of PCA to neighborhoods of a manifold modeled via
quadratic embedding to analyze estimation of tangent space, yet does not consider ID estimation.
However, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first time quadratic embeddings have been used
in combination with PCA to estimate the ID of a manifold.

Our paper is outlined as follows. In Section 2, we describe the version of local PCA found in [22].
In Section 3, we compute the limiting distribution of eigenvalues expected for the covariance matrix
of a quadratic embedding, which is then used to derive our test. The formal calculations are saved
for Appendix A. Experiments on data sampled from manifolds, both synthetic and simulated, are
described in Section 4. Discussion is in Section 5.

2 Background and Problem Setup

Let {x1, ..., xk} be a sample of points in RD. The covariance matrix Σ[x1, ..., xk] of this sample is

constructed as follows. Let x̄ = 1
k

∑k
i=1 xi and define

Σ̂[x1, ..., xk] =
1

k − 1

k∑
i=1

(xi − x̄)(xi − x̄)T ,

where x̄ and each xi are interpreted as column vectors. A continuous version Σ[µ] may be computed
for finite measures µ on RD by replacing the summation with integration and dividing by the
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total volume of µ. Observe that Σ̂[x1, ..., xk] and Σ[µ] are always symmetric, positive semidefinite

matrices. Let λ⃗Σ̂[x1, ..., xk] denote a vector consisting of the eigenvalues of Σ̂[x1, ..., xk] in decreasing

order and similarly for λ⃗Σ[µ].
The idea behind using local PCA for ID estimation is that if x1, ..., xk are sampled from a small

neighborhood where the underlying manifold is well-approximated by its d-dimensional tangent
space, then one expects the first d elements of λ⃗Σ̂[x1, ..., xk] to be much larger than the last D − d
elements. There are many ways to translate this observation into practice; see citations in the
Introduction for reference. Here, we focus on a formulation of the test described by [22] which
requires no human judgment or arbitrary threshold cutoffs; presents the possibility of a simple
modification to adjust for curvature of the underlying manifold; and is supported by evidence from
our experiments as well as proof of statistical convergence [22].

Lemma 2.1 ( [22]). Let W be a d-dimensional subspace of RD (D ≥ d) and let ν denote the
d-dimensional Lebesgue measure on W intersected with the unit ball of RD. Then

λ⃗Σ[ν] := λ⃗(d,D) :=
1

d+ 2
(1, ..., 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d times

, 0, ..., 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
D−d times

).

An elementary argument shows that for r > 0 and v ∈ RD,

1

r2
λ⃗Σ̂[rx1 − v, ..., rxk − v] = λ⃗Σ̂[x1, ..., xk].

Thus, given points sampled from a d-dimensional ball of radius r centered away from the origin in
RD, we expect 1/r2 times the associated eigenvalues to be close to λ⃗(d,D).

LetX ⊂ RD be a collection of points, presumably on or near a d-dimensional manifold embedded
in RD. Let x ∈ X and {x1, ..., xk} be the neighbors of x in X lying within distance r of x. Then,

the test described in [22] determines an estimated ID d̂ at x by

d̂ = argmin
d

∥∥∥∥ 1

r2
λ⃗Σ̂[x1, ..., xk]− λ⃗(d,D)

∥∥∥∥
2

.

3 Theoretical Analysis to set the stage for CA-PCA

Before we specify the CA-PCA algorithm, we establish several theoretical results that help us set the
stage for the algorithm. We delineate the limiting distribution of the eigenvalues of the covariance
matrix for the uniform distribution on a Riemannian manifold of dimension d.

3.1 Limiting Distribution of Eigenvalues

Given a C2, d-dimensional manifold M ⊂ RD and a point p ∈ M, there exists an orthonormal set
of coordinates (x1, ..., xD) for RD such that M is locally the graph of a C2 function F : Rd → RD−d.
Without loss of generality, we take p to be the origin in RD.

Since F is well-approximated by its Taylor series of order 2, we consider the quadratic embedding

Q : (x1, ..., xd) 7→ (x1, ..., xd, Q1(x1, ..., xd), ..., QD−d(x1, ..., xd)), (1)
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where Qj : Rd → R is a quadratic form of the form Qj(x) = xTMjx for a symmetric d× d matrix
Mj (1 ≤ j ≤ D − d). We denote the eigenvalues of Mj as λj,1, ..., λj,d. Denote the graph of Q as
MQ and the d-dimensional Riemannian volume form on MQ by dµQ.

Our goal is to compute the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix for the uniform (with respect
to µQ) distribution on MQ ∩ Br(0) for some radius r > 0. By rescaling, take r = 1. We denote
this matrix Σ. For this purpose, we define S : Rd → R, the density function with respect to dµQ,
as dµQ(x1, ..., xd) = S(x1, ..., xd)dx, where dx is the Lebesgue measure on Rd.

Define quadratic forms Q̃j(x) = xTM2
j x, and note that the eigenvalues of the matrix M2

j are

λ2
j,1, ..., λ

2
j,d. Let Λ = max1≤k≤D−d ∥Mk∥.

Lemma 3.1. Under the above assumptions and notation, the density function of dµQ is

S(x) = 1 + 2

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(x) +O(Λ4). (2)

Proof. Given (1),

S(x) =
√

|det(gij(x))1≤i,j≤d|,

where gij(x) = gi(x) · gj(x) and

gi(x) =

(
0, ..., 1, ..., 0,

∂Q1

∂xi
(x), ...,

∂QD−d

∂xi
(x)

)
.

Since ∇Qj(x) = 2Mjx, we have

gi(x) = (0, ..., 1, ..., 0, (2M1ei) · x, ..., (2MD−dei) · x) ,

where e1, ..., ed is the standard ordered basis of Rd.
Thus,

gij(x) = δij +

D−d∑
k=1

(2Mkei · x)(2Mkej · x), (3)

and the trace of the matrix (gij) = (gij)1≤i,j,≤d is

Tr(gij(x)) = d+

D−d∑
j=1

d∑
i=1

|2Mjei · x|2 . (4)

Consider a symmetric d× d matrix M with columns m1, ...,md (thus Mei = mi). Then,

xTM2x = (xTMT ) · (Mx) = ∥Mx∥2 =

d∑
i=1

|mi · x|2. (5)

Plugging (5) applied to M = Mj (1 ≤ j ≤ D − d) into (4),

Tr(gij(x))1≤i,j≤d = d+ 4

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(x). (6)
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By (3), the difference of (gij(x))1≤i,j≤d and the identity matrix has entries of order O(Λ2).
Thus, the eigenvalues of (gij(x))1≤i,j≤d each differ from 1 by O(Λ2). That is, for fixed x0, and
denoting the eigenvalues of (gij(x0))1≤i,j≤d by µ1, ..., µd,

µi = 1 + ci,

where ci = O(Λ2) and ∑
i

ci = 4

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(x0).

Thus,

det(gij(x)) =

d∏
i=1

(1 + ci) = 1 + 4

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(x) +O(Λ4).

By the Taylor expansion
√
1 + t = 1 + 1

2 t+O(t2), we have the desired conclusion.

Recall, our goal is to compute the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix Σ. Let

R = {x ∈ Rd : |x|2 +
D−d∑
j=1

(Qj(x))
2 ≤ 1}

and

S̃(x) =
S(x)∫

R
S(x)dx

.

Then, each of the entries of Σ is of one of the following forms

1. I1(i) =
∫
R
(xi − x̄i)

2S̃(x)dx (1 ≤ i ≤ d)

2. I2(i, j) =
∫
R
(xi − x̄i)(xj − x̄j)S̃(x)dx (1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ d)

3. I3(i, j) =
∫
R
(xi − x̄i)(Qj(x)− Q̄j)S̃(x)dx (1 ≤ i ≤ d, 1 ≤ j ≤ D − d)

4. I4(i) =
∫
R
(Qi(x)

2 − Q̄2
i )S̃(x)dx (1 ≤ i ≤ D − d)

5. I5(i, j) =
∫
R
(Qi(x)− Q̄i)(Qj(x)− Q̄j)S̃(x)dx (1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ D − d),

where

x̄i =

∫
R

xiS̃(x)dx, Q̄i =

∫
R

Qi(x)S̃(x)dx.

Since xi is an odd function and R is a region symmetric about the origin, we immediately see
that x̄i = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ d. Furthermore, Qj(x) − Q̄j is an even function and xi − x̄i = xi is odd,
so I3(i, j) = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d, 1 ≤ j ≤ D − d. As a result, Σ is a block diagonal matrix with an
upper block Σ1 of size d× d and a lower block Σ2 of size (D − d)× (D − d), that is

Σ =


Σ1 0

0 Σ2

 . (7)
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In [27], the authors consider separately the “uncorrelated case,” corresponding to taking I5(i, j) =
0 for all 1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ D − d above. One could use this assumption to calculate the eigenvalues of
Σ2 explicitly ( 2

(d+2)2Aj , as will be shown in the proof of Proposition 3.2); however, only the sum

of these eigenvalues will be needed for comparison with the eigenvalues of Σ1, so we avoid making
this assumption ourselves.

This motivates the statement of our main proposition. To simplify the following expressions,
we fix the notation

Aj =

d∑
k=1

λ2
j,k, A =

D−d∑
j=1

Aj =
∑
j,k

λ2
j,k

and

Bj =

(
d∑

k=1

λj,k

)2

, B =

D−d∑
j=1

Bj =
∑
j

(∑
k

λj,k

)2

.

Observe that each of A,Aj , B,Bj is O(Λ2).

Proposition 3.2. Let Σ1,Σ2 be as above. Denote the eigenvalues of Σ1 by λ1, ..., λd. Then Tr(Σ1)
is

d

d+ 2
+

4d− 2d2

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A− 3d+ 4

(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B +O(Λ4) (8)

and Tr(Σ2) is
2

(d+ 2)2
A+O(Λ3). (9)

Furthermore, for 1 ≤ i ≤ d, λi lies between

1

d+ 2
− 20d2 + 82d+ 76

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A− 11d+ 24

2(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B (10)

and
1

d+ 2
+

5d2 + 18d+ 24

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A+

d

2(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B (11)

up to an error of O(Λ4).

The bounds in (10) and (11) are not sharp. Our method of proof ignores much potential

cancellation; however, it still reveals that | 1
d+2 − λi| ≤ O(d−2

∑D
j=d+1 λ

2
j ).

In order to determine Tr(Σ1) and Tr(Σ2), we only need the diagonal entries of Σ, that is,
the integrals I1(i) and I4(j). To determine the bounds on λ1, ..., λd, we compute I1(i) with xi

replaced by an arbitrary direction which may be chosen to maximize or minimize the integral. We
perform these computations in Appendix A. The method is long, but a straightforward application
of integration in radial coordinates, integration of polynomial functions over the sphere, truncation
of Taylor series, and Lemma 3.1.

Since B may not generally be calculated as a function of A, we have not yet achieved an explicit
relation between Tr(Σ1) and Tr(Σ2). We take our “best guess” of how they may relate to be the
expectation of what occurs when the eigenvalues are of random sign. Specifically, let ϵ1,j , ..., ϵd,j
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be i.i.d. variables taking on value 1 and -1, each with probability 1/2. Let λi,j = ϵi,jαi,j , where
αi,1, ..., αi,d are fixed. Then,

EBj = E(
d∑

i=1

ϵi,jλi,j)
2 = E

∑
1≤i1,i2≤d

ϵi1,jϵi2,jλi1,jλi2,j =

d∑
i=1

λ2
i,j = Aj .

Thus, for the purpose of deriving our test in Subsection 3.2 we will assume Aj = Bj for all
1 ≤ j ≤ D − d. In particular, A = B. Since in practice D − d is often large, it may be reasonable
to use expectation as above.

Substituting A = B into (8),

Tr(Σ1) =
d

d+ 2
− 5d2 + 6d+ 8

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A (12)

with average eigenvalue
1

d+ 2
− 5d2 + 6d+ 8

d(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A. (13)

3.2 CA-PCA Algorithm

Algorithm 1 CA-PCA

Input: X,N, k
for n = 1, ..., N do
Sample x ∈ X uniformly at random
Choose {x1, ..., xk+1} (k + 1)-nearest neighbors to x
Set r = (∥x− xk∥2 + ∥x− xk+1∥2)/2
Form Σ̂[x1, ..., xk]
Calculate eigenvalues

(λ̂1, ..., λ̂D) =
1

r2
λ⃗Σ̂[x1, ..., xk]

for d = 1, ..., D do

Compute (λ
(d)
1 , ..., λ

(d)
D ) by substituting λ̂1, ..., λ̂D into (14)

end for
Solve

d̂(n) = argmin
1≤d≤D

∥λ⃗(d,D)− (λ
(d)
1 , ..., λ

(d)
D )∥2

+
1− δD(d)

D − d
∥(λ̂1, ..., λ̂D)− (λ

(d)
1 , ..., λ

(d)
D )∥1

end for
Return Mean (d̂(1), ..., d̂(N))

Proposition 3.2 provides a formula for
∑d

i=1 λi = Tr(Σ1). Ideally, we would like to know the
individual values of λi to compare to the eigenvalues coming from the sampled points. However, in
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practice, we are only given the sampled eigenvalues so we will assume that each λi is equal. This is
a reasonable assumption given the bounds in (10) and (11). Furthermore, the sampled eigenvalues
may differ from each other due to statistical noise, so it may be faulty to assume the difference is
due to curvature effects in M.

Thus, we assume

λi =
1

d+ 2
− ch(d)A, 1 ≤ i ≤ d,

where ch(d) =
5d2+6d+8

d(d+2)3(d+4) by (13). We assume Λ is small so we may ignore the O(Λ4) terms.

Letting cl(d) =
1

(d+2)2 , rewrite (9) as

D∑
j=d+1

λj = cl(d)

D−d∑
j=1

Aj−d = cl(d)A.

By substitution,

1

d+ 2
= λi +

ch(d)

cl(d)

D∑
j=d+1

λj = λi + c(d)

D∑
j=d+1

λj .

by setting c(d) = ch(d)/cl(d) = (5d2 + 6d+ 8)/(d(d+ 2)(d+ 4)).
Given x ∈ X, let x1, ..., xk+1 denote the k + 1 nearest neighbors of x, in increasing order of

distance from x. Let r = (∥x−xk∥2+∥x−xk+1∥2)/2 and determine sample eigenvalues λ̂1 ≥ ... ≥ λ̂D

from the matrix 1
r2 Σ̂[x1, ..., xk]. Under our small Λ assumption we expect that as the number of

samples increases, (λ̂1, ..., λ̂d) will converge to the eigenvalues of Σ1 and (λ̂d+1, ..., λ̂D) will converge

to the eigenvalues of Σ2. Thus, we will treat (λ̂1, ..., λ̂d) as “coming from” Σ1 and expect

λ
(d)
i := λ̂i + c(d)

D∑
j=d+1

λ̂j ≈
1

d+ 2
, 1 ≤ i ≤ d. (14)

Setting λ
(d)
j = 0 for d + 1 ≤ j ≤ D, we are tempted to choose 1 ≤ d ≤ D to minimize the

quantity

∥λ⃗(d,D)− (λ
(d)
1 , ..., λ

(d)
D )∥2 =

√√√√ d∑
i=1

( 1

d+ 2
− λ

(d)
i

)2
. (15)

However, a small amount of statistical noise can easily lead us to pick the wrong value of d.
For example, suppose our data are sampled from R2 and determine the eigenvalues (0.21, 0.15).

Taking d = 2, the value of (15) is ∥(0.25, 0.25)− (0.21, 0.15)∥2 = .1077. Taking d = 1, then we add

19/15∗0.15 back to 0.21 to get (λ
(1)
1 , λ

(1)
2 ) = (0.4, 0), then compute (15) to be ∥(1/3, 0)−(.4, 0)∥2 =

0.0667. We pick the dimension corresponding to the smaller error; thus, d = 1.
However, the second eigenvalue 0.15 in this example corresponds to a very high curvature of our

manifold. For the quadratic embedding x 7→ (x, cx2), our model predicts c =
√
27/40, in which

case we are working at larger scales relative to our manifold, violating small Λ assumptions.
Thus, we choose 1 ≤ d ≤ D to minimize

∥λ⃗(d,D)− (λ
(d)
1 , ..., λ

(d)
D )∥2 +

1− δD(d)

D − d
∥(λ̂1, ..., λ̂D)− (λ

(d)
1 , ..., λ

(d)
D )∥1, (16)
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where δD(D) = 1 and δD(d) = 0 for d ̸= D. (In the case d = D, we take 0/0=0.)
Here, the second term in (16) is taken to represent an implied notion of the curvature of the

manifold. We use the ℓ1 norm since the lower eigenvalues have an additive effect in modifying the
upper ones. Furthermore, a 1/(D − d) weight is chosen for this second term to make it represent
the average of the lowest D − d eigenvalues, or in other words, the average of the curvatures of all
of the Qj . If our data were to be remeasured with an additional feature/dimension, we would need
to include an additional Qj to describe the embedding; however, this shouldn’t change the ID nor
the eigenvalues of the other Qj .

One may consider this modification as analogous to LASSO, in which one attempts to minimize
an ℓ2 error in conjunction with the size of the coefficients.

4 Experiments

4.1 Outline

We ran CA-PCA on a number of examples of point clouds, each contained in RD for some D and
(presumably) sampled from manifolds. The results were compared with the approach from [22]
(PCA) and the maximum likelihood estimator from [20] (LB).

To fully compare CA-PCA to all other existing, competitive ID estimators would be onerous. [8]
provides five criteria for a successful estimator: computaional feasability, robustness to multiscaling,
robustness to high dimension, a work envelope, and accuracy. Among eleven estimators, none is
the clear favorite as different tests satisfy different criteria. For this reason, and to reflect our
main insight, we emphasize a comparison between CA-PCA and PCA. However, we still compare
CA-PCA with LB to demonstrate that our estimator is at least competitive with another popular
version.

Given a point cloud X ⊂ RD, a random point of X was sampled, denoted x. The k near-
est neighbors of x were computed and used to run principle components analysis, from which D
eigenvalues were obtained. These eigenvalues were normalized by multiplying by 1/r2, where r was
chosen by taking the arithmetic mean of the distance of the k-th nearest neighbor of x and the dis-
tance of the (k+1)-st nearest neighbor of x. The CA-PCA test was run to determine an estimated
ID. This process was repeated by sampling N points randomly with replacement from X and all
of the estimated dimensions were averaged to produce a final estimate. An average estimated ID
was then computed over a range of values of k, although the same points x were sampled for each
k to reduce time spent computing the nearest neighbors. Our results are depicted by graphing
the averaged estimated ID as a function of k and comparing to the actual ID d. N = 200 unless
otherwise stated.

The same process was used for the PCA and LB tests, except for the LB test no computation
or rescaling of eigenvalues was needed, merely distances between points. Also, the same randomly
sampled points x were used for each test.

In the case of point clouds in RD for large D (see Isomap faces and airplane photos below), the
D − k tail eigenvalues equal to zero were removed, in effect replacing the normalizing factor 1

D−d

by 1
k−d .
When possible, manifolds are chosen to be without boundary, as points sampled from boundaries

may produce a consistent underestimation of the ID, introducing a bias which may interfere with
simple comparison of PCA and CA-PCA.
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4.2 Some Synthetic Data

One possible parametrization for a Klein bottle embedded in R4 is given by

x = (a+ b cos(v)) cos(u)

y = (a+ b cos(v)) sin(u)

z = b sin(v) cos(u/2)

w = b sin(v) sin(u/2)

for u, v ∈ [0, 2π). Choosing a = 10 and b = 5, 400 points were sampled via the uniform distribution
for u, v on [0, 2π)2.

Running the three tests on these 400 points, we see that both PCA and CA-PCA appear to
converge to the correct dimension of 2, although the latter is much faster (see Figure 1a). The LB
estimator fails to converge, though it is much closer to 2 than 3. On this note, it is also clear that
CA-PCA provides an estimated dimension closer to 2 than 1 for smaller values of k than PCA.

(a) Estimated ID for Klein bot-
tle in R4

(b) Estimated ID for S7 ⊂ R8 (c) Estimated ID for curve in R8

Figure 1: Results for Synthetic Data

We randomly sampled 5,000 points from the unit sphere S7 ⊂ R8 with respect to the uniform
measure. Here, CA-PCA converges to the true dimension of 7 much faster than PCA (see Figure
1b). While LB reaches the true dimension first, the estimate decreases (gets worse) as k increases.

For S7 and the Klein bottle, CA-PCA consistently produces a higher estimated ID than PCA.
One may suspect that this behavior partially explains some of the faster convergence; however, the
next example shows that CA-PCA can produce a lower estimate than PCA.

Consider the parametrization of a curve in R8 via the map

θ 7→ (cos θ, sin θ, cos 2θ, ..., cos 4θ, sin 4θ), θ ∈ [0, 2π).

A point cloud in R8 was determined by sampling 100 points from this curve, uniformly randomly
over θ ∈ [0, 2π). The results of the tests are shown in Figure 1c. As the number of nearest neighbors
increases and the collection of nearest neighbors wraps further around the curve, each of the tests
provides an estimated ID increasingly higher than the true ID of 1. However, CA-PCA does so at
a slower rate than PCA and provides a lower ID than PCA for each value of k.

We next move to some more difficult examples, where both the dimension and codimension
are higher than in most previous examples. In Figure 2a, we have the results of the tests applied
to 20,000 points sampled randomly from SO(5) with respect to the Haar measure and viewed as
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5x5 matrices (thus as elements of R5×5 ∼= R25). Here, CA-PCA overshoots the dimensions for
larger values of k and becomes a worse predictor than PCA. However, it still gets closer to the true
dimension of 10 for low values of k and stays within a reasonable range.

(a) Estimated ID for SO(5) (b) Estimated ID for a 6-dimensional Lie group

Figure 2: Synthetic Manifolds in Higher Dimensions

The next example is a Lie group embedded in R15, constructed by taking the direct sum of the
three-dimensional SO(3) viewed as a subset of R3×3 ∼= R9 and the 3-torus viewed as a subset of R6

through the parameterization

(θ1, θ2, θ3) 7→ (sin θ1, cos θ1, sin θ2, cos θ2, sin θ3, cos θ3).

Results for 20,000 randomly sampled points are depicted in Figure 2b. CA-PCA fails to converge
to the true dimension of 6, although it remains close even for small values of k and outperforms
PCA at every value of k while competing with LB.

In Figure 2, we have plotted the average estimated dimension over a large number of points.
Since there is plenty of “wiggle room” with the dimension and codimension so high, one may ask
if the estimators consistently approximate the true dimension, or if they do so in the average only
after providing alternating over- and underestimates. Figure 3 shows the standard deviation of
the estimated dimensions for each test at fixed values of k. Since these are particularly small for
both SO(5) and SO(3) ⊕ T3, the estimators, in particular PCA and CA-PCA, have consistently
approximated the true ID in these cases.

4.3 Some Simulated Data

An .stl file (3D image) of an airplane was rotated at a random angle around the z-axis before
being projected onto the x-z plane to determine a two-dimensional “photograph” of the airplane.
Repeating this process, we obtained 200 images of size 432 by 288 pixels, viewed as vectors in
R432×288 ∼= R124,416. (A similar approach was taken in [2].) The expected dimension of this point
cloud is 1, given that the images were generated via a 1-dimensional group of symmetries. Results
are depicted in Figure 4a.

As one can see, both PCA and CA-PCA provide close to the “correct” answer for small values
of k; however, for k > 13, the estimated dimension for PCA blows up while for CA-PCA it remains
between 1 and approximately 2. Considering only PCA, one may suspect that the point cloud

11



(a) Standard deviation of estimated ID for
SO(5)

(b) Standard deviation of estimated ID for a 6-
dimensional Lie group

Figure 3: Standard Deviation of Estimates for Synthetic Manifolds in Higher Dimensions

(a) Estimated ID for 1-D air-
plane photos, N = 100

(b) Estimated ID for 3-D air-
plane photos, N = 100

(c) Estimated ID for Isomap
faces

Figure 4: Results for Simulated Data

does not lie on or near a manifold, or consider an estimated dimension so far from the true value
the estimator does not provide any benefits. In contrast, with CA-PCA the results are certainly
consistent with data coming from a manifold. While the estimated dimension may be 2, a small
amount of error assumed by the user might give them the range of 1 to 3, which may be sufficient.

We obtained 10,000 images of an airplane by applying a random element of SO(3) (uniformly
with respect to Haar measure) before projecting into two dimensions. The results of the ID estima-
tors are shown in Figure 4b. Here, it is clear that CA-PCA is not always able to magically estimate
the dimension in such cases; however, it remains better than the other tests.

The Isomap face database consists of 698 greyscale images of size 64 by 64 pixels and has
been used in [20, 23, 26] and many other works. The images are of an artificial face under varying
illumination, vertical orientation, and horizontal orientation. Translating the images into vectors
in R64×64 ∼= R4096, we obtain the results in Figure 4c.

One may expect the true ID to be 3, due to the three parameters which vary in the construction
of the photos. However, each of those three parameters has a clear upper and lower bound. For
instance, there are photos with the head facing left, right, and center, but none with it facing
backwards. By similar reasoning regarding the vertical orientation and brightness, we expect the
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Isomap faces to have similar structure as a three-dimensional unit cube.
The problem of determining the dimension of a manifold with boundary presents challenges

distinct from those arising in dealing with manifolds without boundary. See [5,10] for more on this
problem.

For comparison, we construct a point cloud through random selection of 698 points from the
unit cube in R3 and run the same tests, producing Figure 5a. Here, all three tests give ID estimates
less than 3. While this time it is CA-PCA which is highest and closest to 3, this still seems to
suggest that we expect a dimension a little less than 3 for the Isomap faces.

(a) Estimated ID for unit cube
in R3

(b) Estimated ID for a rectan-
gular prism

(c) Estimated ID for random im-
ages in R64×64

Figure 5: For Comparison with Isomap Faces

While the variations in the vertical and horizontal orientations of the face may be comparable
in magnitude, it is unclear whether the variation in the brightness is the same. For this reason,
we repeat the above with the unit cube replaced by [0, 1]× [0, 1]× [0, 5], with results in Figure 5b.
Again, the estimated dimensions is a little under 3.

We note that CA-PCA does tend to get closer to the ‘true’ dimension of 3, if one chooses to
assign this value to a manifold with boundary. It is possible this is no coincidence; that given a
sampled point at the center of a face of the unit cube, CA-PCA is better able to determine that the
third and lowest eigenvalue is not due to curvature since this would require the first two eigenvalues
to be smaller than observed. However, more investigation is needed to determine if CA-PCA truly
analyzes manifolds with boundary differently.

Given the flexibility CA-PCA has to “move tail eigenvalues over to higher ones,” one may
wonder if it is better able to estimate the dimension of the Isomap faces (and other sets of images)
by consistent underestimation in the setting k << D. To address this potential issue, we generated
698 random 64x64 grey-scale images (elements of the unit cube in R4096) and applied the three
ID estimators. Results for PCA and CA-PCA are shown in Figure 5c. (The LB estimator output
values over 300 so its results are not depicted for readability of the graph.) Here, CA-PCA barely
provides a lower estimate than PCA, suggesting its performance on the Isomap faces was truly due
to proper estimation of the dimension rather than consistent underestimation.

4.4 Analysis of Non-Manifolds

Next, we see what happens when we apply the tests to another object which is not a manifold, in this
case the union of two manifolds of different dimensions. We sample 200 points from the unit sphere
in R4 and 200 points from the circle determined by the equations (x1−4)2+x2

2 = 16, x3 = 0, x4 = 0.
Running tests on the union of the two datasets gives Figure 6a. Considering the average, it appears
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the estimators tend to a value of 2, the average of the dimension of the 3-sphere and that of the
circle. However, the standard deviation of the estimates shown in Figure 6b demonstrates that
there are many occurrences of 1’s and 3’s. For comparison, consider the standard deviations for the
Klein bottle, shown in Figure 6c.

(a) Estimated ID for union of
circle and S3 with dimensions of
circle (1) and S3 (3)

(b) Standard deviation of esti-
mated ID for the union of circle
and S3

(c) Standard deviation of esti-
mated ID for Klein bottle

Figure 6: Analysis of Non-Manifolds

Thus, CA-PCA, plus PCA and perhaps LB, may potentially assist in determining if data comes
from a manifold.

4.5 Robustness to Error

Lastly, we test our estimator for robustness by introducing error into the samples. Error was added
to each point by independently adding to each coordinate a random number sampled uniformly
from the interval (−ϵ, ϵ) for some choice of ϵ. Figure 7a shows the results of the tests when this
error was introduced to 400 points on the Klein bottle with ϵ = 1 (compare the results to those in
Figure 1a and ϵ to the choice of a = 10, b = 5).

The same method was applied to 20,000 points from SO(5) with ϵ = .1, with the results depicted
in Figure 7b. In both cases of error, CA-PCA’s estimates are slightly further away from the true
ID, yet still close and competitive with those from PCA. (Compare the results to those of Figure
2a.)

5 Conclusion

As we have seen, the use of local PCA as an ID estimator may be improved in a variety of settings by
taking into account curvature of the underlying manifold while generally providing good estimates
and competing with LB.

CA-PCA is merely one of many potential applications of curvature analysis to ID estimators.
In particular, calculations in the Appendix show that the d-dimensional volume of a ball of radius
r intersected with a d-dimensional manifold M is proportional to rd + crd+2, where c is a constant
depending on M (see Subsection A.3). There are many ID estimators derived using a volume
proportional to rd or related notions like average distances from the center of a ball. It would be
interesting to see if any of these tests could be improved by taking curvature into account.
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(a) Estimated ID for Klein bottle with error (b) Estimated ID for SO(5) with error

Figure 7: Synthetic Manifolds with Error

Another place for potential further study is that of ID estimation for manifolds with boundary.
In our experiments, CA-PCA gets closer to the “true” ID of manifolds with boundary than PCA
or LB, though more analysis is needed to determine if this is more than a coincidence.
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A Integral Computations

A.1 Some Elementary Computations

Let σ(x) denote the (non-normalized) surface measure on the sphere induced by Lebesgue measure
on Rd. We will often write σ(x) when x ∈ Rd and σ(θ) when θ ∈ Sd−1, the unit sphere in Rd.

The following elementary fact can be found in [15], for instance.

Theorem A.1. Let P (x) = xα1
1 · · ·xαd

d for α1, ..., αd ∈ {0, 1, 2, ...}. Write βj = 1
2 (αj + 1). Then,

if all αj are even, ∫
Sd−1

P (x)dσ(x) =
2Γ(β1) · · ·Γ(βd)

Γ(β1 + ...+ βd)
.

If any αj are odd, then the above integral is zero.

For our purposes, we will need the values Γ(1/2) =
√
π,Γ(3/2) =

√
π
2 ,Γ(5/2) = 3

√
π

4 , and

Γ(7/2) = 15
√
π

8 and the identity Γ(x+ 1) = xΓ(x).
As particular instances of Theorem A.1,∫

Sd−1

dσ(x) =
2πd/2

Γ(d/2)
(17)

∫
Sd−1

x2
i dσ(x) =

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)
(18)

∫
Sd−1

x2
ix

2
jdσ(x) =

πd/2

2Γ(d/2 + 2)
(19)

∫
Sd−1

x4
i dσ(x) =

3πd/2

2Γ(d/2 + 2)
(20)

∫
Sd−1

x2
ix

2
jx

2
kdσ(x) =

πd/2

4Γ(d/2 + 3)
(21)

∫
Sd−1

x4
ix

2
jdσ(x) =

3πd/2

4Γ(d/2 + 3)
(22)

∫
Sd−1

x6
i dσ(x) =

15πd/2

4Γ(d/2 + 3)
(23)

Lemma A.2. Let Q : Rd → R be a quadratic form with eigenvalues µ1, ..., µd. Then,∫
Sd−1

Q(θ)dθ =
πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)

∑
k

µk (24)

Also, ∫
Sd−1

Q(θ)2dθ =

1

2

(
d∑

k=1

µk

)2

+

d∑
k=1

µ2
k

 πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)
. (25)
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Proof. To establish (24), we rotate coordinates so the eigenvectors of Q are e1, ..., ed and use (18):∫
Sd−1

Q(θ)dθ =

∫
Sd−1

d∑
k=1

µkx
2
kdθ

=

d∑
k=1

µk

∫
Sd−1

x2
kdθ

=

√
π
d

Γ(d/2 + 1)

d∑
k=1

µk.

For (25), we repeat the same rotation of coordinates and use (19) and (20):∫
Sd−1

Q(θ)2dθ =

∫
Sd−1

d∑
k=1

µkx
2
kdθ

=
∑

1≤k,l≤d

µkµl

∫
Sd−1

x2
kx

2
l dθ

=

d∑
k=1

µ2
k

[
3

2

√
π
d

Γ(d/2 + 2)

]
+
∑
k ̸=l

µkµl

[
1

2

√
π
d

Γ(d/2 + 2)

]

=

(
1

2
(
∑
k

µk)
2 +

∑
k

µ2
k

) √
π
d

Γ(d/2 + 2)

A.2 The Region

First, let

q(x) =

D−d∑
j=1

Qj(x)
2

and note q(x) = O(Λ2) for |x| ≤ 1.
Writing x = rθ, with r ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Sd−1, let r = r(θ) denote the positive real solution to

r2 + q(rθ) = r2 + r4q(θ) = 1.

By the quadratic formula and Taylor expansion
√
1 + t = 1 + t

2 +O(t2),

r2(θ) =
−1 +

√
1 + 4q(θ)

2q(θ)

=
−1 + 1 + 2q(θ)− 2q(θ)2 +O(q(θ)3)

2q(θ)

= 1− q(θ) +O(Λ4).
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Thus,

r(θ) = 1− q(θ)

2
+O(Λ4). (26)

and

r(θ)m = 1− mq(θ)

2
+O(Λ4). (27)

This approximation will be used throughout this section as we integrate over spherical coordi-
nates (r, θ) and need to find the limits of our integral in r.

A.3 Total Surface Area

To begin the computation of the volume of M∩B1(0), we switch to polar coordinates, substitute
the expression of S(x) in (2), and integrate with respect to the radius∫

R

S(x)dx =

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

S(rθ)rd−1drdθ

=

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

1 + 2

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(rθ)

 rd−1drdθ +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

rd−1 + 2rd+1
D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)drdθ

=

∫
Sd−1

1

d
r(θ)d +

2

d+ 2
r(θ)d+2

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)dθ.

By (27),∫
R

S(x)dx =

∫
Sd−1

1

d
(1− dq(θ)

2
) +

2

d+ 2
(1− (d+ 2)q(θ)

2
)

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)dθ +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

1

d
− q(θ)

2
+

2

d+ 2

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)dθ +O(Λ4)

By (17), (24), and (25), we integrate over Sd−1 and find∫
R

S(x)dx =
2πd/2

dΓ(d/2)
− πd/2

2Γ(d/2 + 2)

∑
j

(
1

2
(
∑
k

λj,k)
2 +

∑
k

λ2
j,k

)

+
2πd/2

(d+ 2)Γ(d/2 + 1)

∑
j,k

λ2
j,k +O(Λ4)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d
− 2

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)

(
A+

1

2
B

)
+

4

(d+ 2)2
A

]
+O(Λ4)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d
− 1

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
B +

2(d+ 6)

(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
A

]
+O(Λ4)
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A.4 Normalizing with Respect to Surface Area

In this subsection, we take a quick detour to show how Taylor series expansion will be used to
divide by

∫
R
S(x)dx in normalizing the relevant integrals.

note how division by total surface area will occur.
We use the expansion

a0 + a1t+O(t2)

b0 + b1t+O(t2)
=

(
a0
b0

+
a1
b0

t+O(t2)

)
1

1 + b1
b0
t+O(t2)

(28)

=

(
a0
b0

+
a1
b0

t+O(t2)

)(
1− b1

b0
t+O(t2)

)
(29)

=
a0
b0

+
a1
b0

t− a0b1
b20

t+O(t2) (30)

to estimate these ratios (matching t with Λ2, roughly)

A.5 The Means

By Lemma 3.1 and integrating in the radial direction,

∫
R

Qi(x)S(x)dx =

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

Qi(x)

rd−1 + 2rd+1
D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)

1 + 2

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(rθ)

 drdθ

+O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

Qi(x)r
d−1drdθ +O(Λ3)

=

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

rd+1Qi(θ)drdθ +O(Λ3)

=

∫
Sd−1

1

d+ 2
Qi(θ)r(θ)

d+2dθ +O(Λ3).

Thus, applying (27) and (24),∫
R

Qi(x)S(x)dx =

∫
Sd−1

1

d+ 2
Qi(θ)dθ +O(Λ3)

=
πd/2

(d+ 2)Γ(d/2 + 1)

d∑
j=1

λi,j +O(Λ3).

Upon normalizing, we find

Q̄i =

∫
R
Qi(x)S(x)dx∫
R
S(x)dx

=
1

d+ 2

d∑
j=1

λi,j +O(Λ2).

Note that we only need this computation up to first-order accuracy since we will only need the
above expression to multiply it by other terms depending on Λ in the computation of I4.

19



A.6 Upper Trace

Let θ∗ ∈ Sd−1 be arbitrary. We begin as with the computation of total surface area, converting to
polar coordinates and integrating in r first to get

∫
R

(x · θ∗)2S(x)dx =

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

(rθ · θ∗)2
rd−1 + 2rd+1

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)

 drdθ +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

(θ · θ∗)2
∫ r(θ)

0

rd+1 + 2rd+3
D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)drdθ +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

(θ · θ∗)2
 1

d+ 2
r(θ)d+2 +

2

d+ 4
r(θ)d+4

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)

 dθ +O(Λ4)

By (27), may rewrite the above as

∫
Sd−1

(θ · θ∗)2
 1

d+ 2
(1− (d+ 2)q(θ)

2
) +

2

d+ 4
(1− (d+ 4)q(θ)

2
)

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)

 dθ +O(Λ4), (31)

or ∫
R

(x · θ∗)2S(x)dx =

∫
Sd−1

(θ · θ∗)2
 1

d+ 2
− q(θ)

2
+

2

d+ 4

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)

 dθ +O(Λ4) (32)

By taking θ∗ = ei (1 ≤ i ≤ d) and summing over i, we obtain the sum of the first d eigenvalues.

By the identity
∑d

i=1(θ · ei)2 = 1 for θ ∈ Sd−1, we have

∑
i

I1(i) =

∫
Sd−1

 1

d+ 2
− q(θ)

2
+

2

d+ 4

D−d∑
j=1

Q̃j(θ)

 dθ +O(Λ4)

=
2πd/2

(d+ 2)Γ(d/2)
− πd/2

2Γ(d/2 + 2)

∑
j

(
1

2
(
∑
k

λj,k)
2 +

∑
k

λ2
j,k

)

+
2πd/2

(d+ 4)Γ(d/2 + 1)

∑
j,k

λ2
j,k +O(Λ4)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d+ 2
− 1

d(d+ 2)
B +

2

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
A

]
+O(Λ4).

To complete our computation of the upper trace, we divide by the total surface area
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∑
i

I1(i)

V
=

πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d+2 − 1
d(d+2)B + 2

(d+2)(d+4)A
]
+O(Λ4)

πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2
d − 1

(d+2)(d+4)B + 2(d+6)
(d+2)2(d+4)A

]
+O(Λ4)

=
d

d+ 2
− 1

2(d+ 2)
B +

d

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
A+

d2

2(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B − d2(d+ 6)

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A

+O(Λ4)

=
d

d+ 2
+

4d− 2d2

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A− 3d+ 4

(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B +O(Λ4).

A.7 Bounds for Upper Eigenvalues

Here, we will determine the lower and upper bounds for the eigenvalues of Σ1 (found in (10) and
(11) by approximating the expression in (32) without particular choice of θ∗.

Fix 1 ≤ j ≤ D − d and perform a rotation so the eigenvectors of Q̃j to be e1, ..., ed (keeping
θ∗ = (y1, ..., yd) arbitrary). By ignoring any terms with odd degrees of xk and applying (19) and
(20) ∫

Sd−1

(θ · y)2Q̃j(θ)dθ =

d∑
k

y2kλ
2
j,k

∫
Sd−1

x4
kdx+

∑
k ̸=l

y2kλ
2
j,l

∫
Sd−1

x2
kx

2
l dx (33)

=
∑
k

y2kλ
2
j.k

(
3

2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

)
+
∑
k ̸=l

y2kλ
2
j,l

(
1

2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

)
(34)

≤
∑
k

y2k
∑
l

λ2
j,l

(
3

2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

)
(35)

=
3

2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

∑
k

λ2
j,k (36)

Similarly, ∫
Sd−1

(θ · y)2Q̃j(θ)dθ ≥ 1

2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

∑
k

λ2
j,k. (37)

Repeating the above strategy, we bound∫
Sd−1

(θ · y)2Qj(θ)
2dθ =

∫
Sd−1

(
d∑

k=1

y2kx
2
k

)(
d∑

l=1

λj,lx
2
l

)(
d∑

m=1

λj,mx2
m

)
dθ.

Expanding the above and applying (21), (22), and (23) gives

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 3)

∑
k

15y2kλ
2
j,k

4
+

∑
k ̸=l ̸=m̸=k

y2kλj,lλj,m

4
+ 2

∑
k ̸=l

3y2kλj,kλj,l

4
+
∑
k ̸=l

3y2kλ
2
j,l

4

 .
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Thus,∫
Sd−1

(θ · y)2Qj(θ)
2dθ ≤ πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 3)

(∑
k

15y2k
4

∑
l

λ2
j,l +

∑
k

y2k
3

2

(
(
∑
l

λj,l)
2 +

∑
l

λ2
j,l

))
(38)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 3)

(
21

4

∑
l

λ2
j,l +

3

2
(
∑
l

λj,l)
2

)
(39)

Here, we simply acknowledge ∫
Sd−1

(θ · y)2Qj(θ)
2dθ ≥ 0. (40)

Subbing (36) and (40) into (32), we find∫
R

(x · θ∗)2S(x)dx ≤
∫
Sd−1

(θ · θ∗)2 1

d+ 2
dθ +

2

d+ 4

3

2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

∑
j,k

λ2
j,k +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

x2
1

1

d+ 2
dθ +

3

d+ 4

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)
A+O(Λ4)

=
1

d+ 2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)
+

3

d+ 4

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)
A+O(Λ4)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d(d+ 2)
+

12

d(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
A

]
+O(Λ4)

To normalize the upper bound we divide the above by V to get

∫
R
(x · θ∗)2S(x)dx∫

R
S(x)dx

≤
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d(d+2) +
12

d(d+2)(d+4)A
]
+O(Λ4)

πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2
d − 1

(d+2)(d+4)B + 2(d+6)
(d+2)2(d+4)A

]
+O(Λ4)

=
1

d+ 2
+

6

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
A

− 1

d+ 2

[
− d

2(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
B +

d(d+ 6)

(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
A

]
+O(Λ4)

=
1

d+ 2
+

5d2 + 18d+ 24

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A+

d

2(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B +O(Λ4)
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Subbing (37) and (39) into (32), we see

∫
R

(x · θ∗)2S(x)dx ≥ 1

d+ 2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)
− πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 3)

21

4

∑
j

∑
l

λ2
j,l +

3

2

∑
j

(
∑
l

λj,l)
2


+

1

d+ 4

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

∑
j

∑
k

λ2
j,k +O(Λ4)

=
1

d+ 2

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)
− πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 3)

(
21

4
A+

3

2
B

)
+

πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 3)

1

2
A+O(Λ4)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d(d+ 2)
− 8

d(d+ 2)(d+ 4)

(
19

4
A+

3

2
B

)]
+O(Λ4).

To obtain the lower bound on the eigenvalues, we divide by total surface area:∫
R
(x · θ∗)2S(x)dx∫

R
S(x)dx

≥
2

d(d+2) −
8

d(d+2)(d+4)

(
19
4 A+ 3

2B
)
+O(Λ4)

2
d − 1

(d+2)(d+4)B + 2(d+6)
(d+2)2(d+4)A+O(Λ4)

=
1

d+ 2
− 19

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
A− 6

(d+ 2)(d+ 4)
B +

d

2(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B

− d(d+ 6)

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A+O(Λ4)

=
1

d+ 2
− 20d2 + 82d+ 76

(d+ 2)3(d+ 4)
A− 11d+ 24

2(d+ 2)2(d+ 4)
B +O(Λ4)

A.8 Lower Eigenvalues

We repeat the strategy of prior computations, taking advantage of the fact thatQj(x)
2−Q̄2

j = O(Λ2)

so the O(Λ2) terms in S(x) turn into higher-order error. Similarly, we are able to take r(θ) ≈ 1
once we have integrated in r.

∫
R

(Qj(x)
2 − Q̄2

j )S(x)dx =

∫
R

Qj(x)
2 − Q̄2

jdx+O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

∫ r(θ)

0

rd−1
[
r2Qj(θ)

2 − Q̄2
j

]
drdθ +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

1

d+ 2
r(θ)d+2Qj(θ)

2 − 1

d
r(θ)dQ̄2

jdθ +O(Λ4)

=

∫
Sd−1

1

d+ 2
Qj(θ)

2 − 1

d
Q̄2

jdθ +O(Λ4)
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By Lemma A.2 and substituting our value of Q̄i,∫
R

(Qj(x)
2 − Q̄2

j )S(x)dx =

(
1

2(d+ 2)
(
∑
k

λj,k)
2 +

1

d+ 2

∑
k

λ2
j,k

)
πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

− 1

d

2πd/2

Γ(d/2)

(
Q̄i

)2
+O(Λ3)

=

(
1

2(d+ 2)
(
∑
k

λj,k)
2 +

1

d+ 2

∑
k

λ2
j,k

)
πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 2)

− 1

d

2πd/2

Γ(d/2)

 1

d+ 2

d∑
j=1

λi,j +O(Λ2)

2

+O(Λ3)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

[
2

d(d+ 2)2
Bj +

4

d(d+ 2)2
Aj −

2

d(d+ 2)2
Bj

]
+O(Λ3)

=
πd/2

Γ(d/2)

4

d(d+ 2)2
Aj +O(Λ3).

We normalize to get∫
R
(Qi(x)− Q̄i)

2S(x)dx∫
R
S(x)dx

=

4
d(d+2)2Aj +O(Λ3)

2
d − 1

(d+2)(d+4)B + 2(d+6)
(d+2)2(d+4)A+O(Λ4)

=
2

(d+ 2)2
Aj +O(Λ3).

Lastly, summing over i gives (9).
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