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Abstract
Peak inference concerns the use of local maxima (“peaks”) of a noisy random field to detect and

localize regions where underlying signal is present. We propose a peak inference method that first
subjects observed peaks to a significance test of the null hypothesis that no signal is present, and
then uses the peaks that are declared significant to construct post-selectively valid confidence regions
for the location and height of nearby true peaks. We analyze the performance of this method in a
smooth signal plus constant variance noise model under a high-curvature asymptotic assumption,
and prove that it asymptotically controls both the number of false discoveries, and the number of
confidence regions that do not contain a true peak, relative to the number of points at which inference
is conducted. An important intermediate theoretical result uses the Kac-Rice formula to derive a novel
approximation to the intensity function of a point process that counts local maxima, which is second-
order accurate under the alternative, nearby high-curvature true peaks.

1 Introduction
Peak inference (Friston et al., 1991; Worsley et al., 1992; Chumbley et al., 2010; Schwartzman et al., 2011;
Cheng and Schwartzman, 2017) refers to a class of statistical methods designed for multiple testing prob-
lems with a spatial or temporal component, in which the goal is to detect and localize regions where an
underlying signal is non-zero. This is a fundamental goal in neuroimaging analyses, where such regions
correspond to areas of the brain that activate in response to an external stimulus. It is also of interest in
scientific applications such as astroimaging (Perone Pacifico et al., 2004) and climate modeling (Sommer-
feld et al., 2018).

It has been argued that the classical approach of conducting inference simultaneously across all points is
ill-suited for identifying regions that contain signal (Chumbley and Friston, 2009; Chumbley et al., 2010).
In contrast, peak inference methods treat the data as discrete observations of an underlying smooth pro-
cess, and conduct inference only at local maxima (“peaks”) of this process, rather than at every observed
location or time point. Intuitively, the location of peaks identify promising areas where signal may be
present, while peak height estimates the strength of the signal which in many problems is a useful measure
of effect size. The task of the statistician is to conduct formal inference based on the location and height
of peaks.

Previous work on peak inference has primarily dealt with detection: does a given peak, observed in the
data, indicate the presence of underlying signal? This detection problem is well-studied in the neuroimag-
ing literature, with previous work showing how to calibrate tests conducted at peaks to control the FWER (Fris-
ton et al., 1991; Worsley et al., 1992; Taylor and Worsley, 2007) or FDR (Chumbley et al., 2010; Schwartz-
man et al., 2011; Cheng and Schwartzman, 2017) under a null hypothesis that no true signal is present at
an observed peak. The statistical foundation of this work is Random Field Theory (RFT) (Adler et al.,
2010), which provides a mathematical framework to quantify the probability of observing peaks of a cer-
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tain height, or clusters of a certain size, under the null. These methods use the Kac-Rice formula (Rice,
1945; Adler and Taylor, 2007) applied to critical points of centered smooth Gaussian and related processes
(which of course include peaks, i.e. local maxima).

Having using peaks to identify regions likely to contain underlying signal, an obvious next question is
localization: where exactly is the signal? In this article, we consider this problem in a smooth signal plus
constant variance noise model in which there is a well-defined notion of ground truth: the local maxima of
the signal, which we will call true peaks. While one can imagine different instantiations of the localization
task, we will take the perspective that these true peaks are (perhaps implicitly) the targets of a peak
inference method. This is the same perspective as adopted by Davenport et al. (2022), but they consider a
setting where all observed peaks basically correspond to true peaks, and there is no need for selection. We
consider the more realistic setting where peaks must be screened to control the number of false discoveries.
Concretely, we look to use only those peaks declared significant by a peak detection method to estimate
and construct confidence regions for the location and height of nearby true peaks.

1.1 Summary of contributions
We propose a straightforward, three-step procedure for peak detection followed by localization. The
first two steps constitute a peak detection algorithm in the spirit of existing RFT methods (Cheng and
Schwartzman, 2017). First, the random field is thresholded at a preliminary level to identify a candidate
set of interesting peaks. Second, a formal significance test, calibrated using an asymptotic RFT approxi-
mation, is conducted at each peak larger than this threshold, to control for the probability of false discov-
ery.

The third and novel step is the localization step: for each observed peak at which the null is rejected,
we produce a confidence ellipse for the location and a confidence interval for the height of a nearby true
peak. Of course, for these confidence regions to be valid one must account for the fact that inference is
conducted only at peaks that pass the detection step. We account for this by using the conditional distri-
bution of peaks given selection to calibrate our inferences, so that this localization step is an example of
post-selection inference (Taylor and Tibshirani, 2015),

Our primary contribution is to provide rigorous theoretical guarantees for each step in this procedure, and
for the procedure as a whole. We work within a smooth signal plus constant variance noise model and
derive our results in an asymptotic regime where the signal’s curvature around its maxima grows large.
Our main results can be summarized as follows:

• Null discovery control. The peak detection portion of our method controls the asymptotic probabil-
ity of falsely discovering a peak at which no signal is present.

• Consistency of point estimates. Most peaks at which inference is conducted are either rejected by our
peak detection significance test, or in fact asymptotically consistently estimate a true peak.

• Conditional coverage. Each confidence region produced by our method attains asymptotically nomi-
nal coverage, conditional on the event of selection.

• Marginal coverage. Finally, we introduce and analyze an overall miscoverage rate – the expected
number of regions that fail to cover the location or height of a nearby true peak, relative to the total
number of points at which inference is conducted – and show that our method controls miscoverage
at the nominal level, providing a guarantee on the marginal performance of our procedure.

Figure 1 illustrates our method, and the notion of overall miscoverage it asymptotically controls, in a
cartoon example.

These theoretical guarantees do not require that peaks be detected with asymptotic power one, and so
they apply even in the challenging (but realistic) case where a true peak may or may not be discovered
from data. In this regime, peaks that are discovered will be subject to selection pressure. For instance, the
height of a peak which survives a preliminary thresholding step will be a biased estimate for the value of
the signal at that point (Davenport and Nichols, 2020). Indeed, our significance test rejects the null only
if the height is above some larger cutoff, introducing further bias. We will show that selection also affects
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(a) Field and pre-thresholded peaks. (b) Peaks discovered by TG test.

(c) Confidence regions for location. (d) Confidence regions superimposed on the signal,
with ϵn balls around true peaks.

Figure 1: Illustration of our method for peak detection and localization. The top left, top right and bottom left
panels show Steps 1-3 of our method, respectively. The bottom right panel superimposes confidence ellipsoids for
location over the true signal, which is sparse with 3 true peaks. Out of 13 observed peaks (colored grey), 7 survive
the initial pre-thresholding step (black), of which 4 are declared significant (red). One of these is a false discovery,
in the sense of not being within distance εn (defined in Section 2.3) of any true peak. Out of the remaining 3 true
discoveries, one of the corresponding confidence ellipsoids fails to cover the nearby true peak. Thus the miscoverage
proportion for location – the number of confidence regions that do not cover a true peak, out of the total number
of points at which inference is conducted – is 2/7.
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the distribuition of the location, though in a more subtle way. Overall, our analysis precisely quantifies
the various effects of selection, and our methods carefully construct confidence regions that account for
selection pressure in order to achieve the desired conditional and marginal (mis)coverage.

In neuroimaging applications effect sizes are often weak and inferential methods derived from limiting
approximations may have poor behavior in practice (Davenport et al. (2022), see also the discussion at
the end of Worsley (2007)). To address this, previous work on signal detection using RFT has derived cor-
rections to asymptotic distributions of maxima that achieve higher-order accuracy under the null (Taylor
et al., 2005; Taylor and Worsley, 2007; Cheng and Schwartzman, 2015, 2017). In this work, we develop
second-order accurate approximations to post-selection peak distributions, under a smooth, high-curvature
alternative. We demonstrate via simulation that the corrections used to achieve asymptotic second-order
accuracy lead to improvements in empirical performance.

Finally, although our theoretical guarantees account for selection pressure, when the probability of selec-
tion is small and selection pressure is strong, the post-selection peak inference problem becomes inherently
challenging. This leads to a breakdown in coverage for peak location, and very wide intervals for peak
height. To address this, we propose randomized peak inference, which applies peak thresholding and detec-
tion to a randomized version of the data, and then uses the full un-randomized data for post-selection in-
ference. Inspired by data splitting (Cox, 1975; Kriegeskorte et al., 2009, 2010), this randomization ensures
that some information is always left for post-selection inference of peaks. We demonstrate empirically that
under strong selection pressure, randomization improves coverage for a true peak’s location, and leads to
smaller intervals for the true peak’s height.

1.2 Previous work
There is a long line of existing literature on signal detection using maxima, with tests calibrated via
RFT (e.g. Friston et al. (1991); Worsley et al. (1992, 1996, 2004); Taylor and Worsley (2007)), but this
work does not typically consider what happens under the alternative, nearby true peaks. Some notable
exceptions include Schwartzman et al. (2011); Cheng and Schwartzman (2017) who consider FDR analysis
of the detection problem described above, and Davenport et al. (2022) who construct confidence regions
for the location of true peaks in a regime where detection is essentially deterministic. Our work addresses
what lies between these two scenarios: how should we localize signals when detection is non-trivial?

We properly handle this intermediate case by conditioning on the event that a peak is detected, thus plac-
ing our problem squarely within the modern tradition of post-selection, or conditional, inference (e.g.
Lockhart et al. (2014); Taylor and Tibshirani (2015); Lee et al. (2016); Tibshirani et al. (2016)). Our prob-
lem is different from the ones considered in these previous works in a number of ways, but a particularly
important difference is that our smooth signal plus noise model is not an exponential family, and as a re-
sult, the effect of selection on the distribution of peaks is in certain ways quite different than the selection
effect in more well-studied post-selection inference problems.

To elaborate on this point slightly, consider the file drawer problem which served as a canonical post-
selection inference problem in Fithian et al. (2014). In the file drawer problem, researchers decide to re-
port a confidence interval for a population mean θ only if a sample mean X̄ exceeds some threshold t.
This problem has a close feel to inference for the height of a true peak µt∗ , given that a nearby observed
peak t̂ has height Yt̂ exceeding a significance cutoff u. (This notation will be formally defined in Section 2.)
However there no obvious analogy to inference for peak location in the file drawer problem. Indeed, we
will see that the limiting distribution of the location is Gaussian, in contrast to the usual Truncated Gaus-
sian distributions that appear in the file-drawer problem, and (in one form or another) in most previous
work on post-selection inference. Even for the height, the distribution of Yt̂ is only asymptotically Trun-
cated Gaussian, and higher-order asymptotic accuracy requires corrections that have no counterpart in the
file drawer problem.

Our approach adapts the well-studied Kac-Rice formula (Rice 1945; Adler and Taylor 2007) for the in-
tensity of local maxima of null smooth Gaussian processes to include the possibility of a growing signal.
Concretely, we develop a local expansion of this intensity nearby true peaks, and subsequently use this
to obtain a second-order accurate approximation to the conditional distribution of observed peaks. Many
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connections can be drawn between these results and the classical higher-order theory of maximum like-
lihood estimation. In particular, our asymptotic expansions will be reminiscent of a number of classical
higher-order accurate formulae for the limiting distribution of a maximum likelihood estimator (Barndorff-
Nielsen and Cox, 1979; Cox, 1980; Barndorff-Nielsen, 1983; Skovgaard, 1985, 1990). Moreover, the limiting
variance of peak location in our problem depends on the observed curvature near the peak, and the differ-
ence between this observed curvature and its marginal expectation depends on the strength of the local
selection effect. The relevance of observed curvature suggests connections to the literature on 2nd order
efficiency and statistical curvature (Efron, 1975; Efron and Hinkley, 1978). We comment on these connec-
tions in more detail in Section 3.

Finally, there have been some recent proposals for signal localization via formal statistical inference that
do not target peaks or use asymptotic approximations to peak distributions. Sommerfeld et al. (2018);
Bowring et al. (2019, 2021); Maullin-Sapey et al. (2024) use RFT to conduct asymptotic inference for
upper-level sets rather than peaks, while Spector and Janson (2025); Gablenz and Sabatti (2025) consider
the same general problem of signal localization, but propose different methods that are not based on RFT.

1.3 Outline
In Section 2 we propose a method for peak detection and post-selection inference derived using tools from
RFT, and summarize the theoretical properties of the method. Sections 3-5 contain our main results. In
Section 3 we give an asymptotic expansion of the distribution of local maxima in the neighborhood of true
peaks. In Section 4 this result is used to establish that local maxima selected by our peak detection tend
to successfully localize signal, by consistently estimating a true peak. In Section 5 we use the asymptotic
distribution of local maxima to derive confidence regions for the true height and location of a nearby peak.
Section 6 proposes the randomized variant of our method, which has better asymptotic coverage for loca-
tion and narrower confidence intervals for height. Section 7 contains experiments with simulated data, and
we conclude with some discussion in Section 8.

2 Peak detection and post-selection inference via Random Field
Theory

We begin with a concrete proposal for peak detection and localization via post-selection inference in a
smooth signal plus constant variance noise model. In explaining this proposal we also provide a roadmap
for the theory that follows, and give informal statements of our main theoretical results along with point-
ers to their formal counterparts.

2.1 Signal-plus-noise model
Consider a sequence (Yn)n∈N of random fields, each distributed according to

Yn,t = µn,t + ϵn,t, t ∈ Rd, (1)

where the signal µn ∈ C2(Rd), and the noise ϵn is a Gaussian process with mean zero and covariance
kernel Cov[ϵn,t, ϵn,s] = K(t, s) not depending on n. We observe the restriction of Yn,t to a compact domain
Tn ⊂ Rd, which is assumed to have non-empty interior. The true peaks of the signal are strict interior local
maxima of µn,

T ∗
n = {t ∈ int(Tn) : ∇µn,t = 0, ∇2µn,t ≺ 0}.

Our targets of inference are the locations T ∗
n and heights µT ∗

n
= {µn,t∗ : t∗ ∈ T ∗

n} of true peaks. Through-
out, we will assume that K(·, ·) is known and that the field has been standardized, meaning K(t, t) = 1
for all t ∈ Rd. We will also assume that K(·, ·) ∈ C5(Rd × Rd), which – combined with the smoothness as-
sumptions placed on the signal – implies that the field Yn is almost surely C2(Tn). Furthermore, to avoid
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pathological situations we will always assume that

σ2
1 := inf

t∈Rd
λmin(Λt) > 0, where Λt := Cov[∇ϵt], and

τ2
2 := inf

t∈Rd
inf

x∈Sd−1
Var[x′∇2ϵtx|ϵt, ∇ϵt] > 0.

(2)

As a result ϵn is almost surely nowhere flat, and so almost surely there are a finite number of observed
peaks within Tn. Moreover, the Hessian ∇2ϵn,t is not a deterministic function of ϵn,t, ∇ϵn,t. Throughout
we will drop notational dependence on n whenever convenient.

Our theoretical results are asymptotic in nature, and rely on the curvature of µ growing around true peaks
t∗ ∈ T ∗ as n → ∞. One measure of the curvature of µ at a peak t∗ ∈ T ∗ is the minimum eigenvalue
of the negative Hessian λt∗ := λmin(−∇2µt∗). We denote δt∗ := 1/λt∗ and assume throughout that
δn := supt∗∈T ∗ δt∗ → 0. We allow for the domain Tn to grow with n, since this is sometimes a natural
asymptotic assumption in applications of RFT, but all of our asymptotic results hold even if Tn is fixed.

It is worth making several comments on this model and asymptotic setup. Models such as the smooth
signal plus noise model are typical in both theory and application of peak inference (Schwartzman et al.,
2011; Cheng and Schwartzman, 2017; Davenport et al., 2022). For example, in neuroimaging applications
it is accepted that neighboring voxels are spatially autocorrelated (Worsley et al., 1992; Friston et al.,
1996), and that signal is spatially smooth (Chumbley and Friston, 2009) and moreover additional smooth-
ness is often introduced by a pre-processing step that smooths the data in order to increase SNR (Worsley
et al., 1992; Smith and Nichols, 2009). When the data are pre-processed by smoothing, the mean func-
tion µ – and hence the targets of inference T ∗ and µT ∗ – can depend on the smoothing algorithm. Hence-
forth we simply accept this, and do not attempt to infer on some underlying ground-truth; for some work
that addresses how smoothing affects the type I error of peak detection methods, see Schwartzman et al.
(2011).

Model (1) restricts the noise distribution to be marginally stationary, since the variance of ϵt does not
depend on t. Constant error variance is a common assumption in applications of RFT, where inferential
procedures are often applied to standardized or “test statistic” fields (Worsley et al., 1992; Siegmund and
Worsley, 1995; Worsley et al., 1996; Schwartzman et al., 2011). Most of the calculations that follow can be
generalized to allow for non-constant error variance. However the resulting expressions are more complex
and many of the implications for peak estimation and inference will change, and so we defer this to future
work.

There are two important concrete examples where the high-curvature asymptotic Assumption 5 is satisfied.
The first is i.i.d asymptotics, in which Yn = 1√

n

∑n
i=1 Y (i) is

√
n times the sample mean of n i.i.d random

fields Y (i) ∼ N(µ(1), C) defined on a fixed domain T , so that if mint∗∈T ∗ λmin(−∇2µ
(1)
t∗ ) > c > 0 then

δn → 0 at rate 1/
√

n. The second is strong signal asymptotics, where µn =
∑

j aj,nϕt∗
j
(t) is modeled as a

superposition of unimodal functions, each ϕt∗
j
(·) ∈ C2(Rd) being compactly supported with a unique local

maximum at t∗
j , and infj aj,n → ∞ (Schwartzman et al., 2011; Cheng and Schwartzman, 2017). In this

case δn → 0 at rate 1/(infj aj,n).

2.2 Peak detection via the Truncated Gaussian test
The first high-level objective of peak inference is detection, which can be formalized as a test of the null
hypothesis

H0,t : µs = 0 at all s ∈ B(t, r) for some r > 0.

Schwartzman et al. (2011); Cheng and Schwartzman (2017) propose tests of H0,t that use RFT to derive
p-values which properly account for selection of peaks t ∈ T̂ = {t ∈ T : ∇Yt = 0, ∇2Yt ≺ 0}. We
consider a slight variant of the method of Cheng and Schwartzman (2017) that we call peak detection via
the Truncated Gaussian (TG) test. Our method first screens peaks via a thresholding step, restricting
attention to

T̂v = {t ∈ T : Yt > v, ∇Yt = 0, ∇2Yt ≺ 0}. (3)
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Pre-thresholding in this manner is common in neuroimaging analyses (Chumbley and Friston, 2009; Zhang
et al., 2009; Chumbley et al., 2010; Cheng and Schwartzman, 2017), in part because it helps identify only
those signals of practical, rather than purely statistical, significance.

The next step of the method is to perform a hypothesis test at each pre-thresholded peak, rejecting H0,t

if the value of the field Yt > u for some significance threshold u > v. This test is calibrated using RFT,
which provides an exact formula – given later in (21) – for the conditional density of Yt|t ∈ T̂v under H0,t.
Asymptotic analysis of this formula shows that as the pre-threshold v → ∞, this conditional distribution
approaches a Truncated Gaussian limit with a shifted mean, having asymptotic survival function1

Sv(u, d/v) := Ψ(u − d/v)
Ψ(v − d/v) . (4)

Thus we calibrate the TG test by setting the threshold u equal to the (1 − α)th quantile of this distribution:
that is, we set u = uTG(α, v) where Sv(uTG(α, v), d/v) = α. Our first result states that this procedure
asymptotically controls the null per-comparison error rate (null-PCER)2

PCER0(u, v) := E[N(t ∈ T̂u : H0,t is true)]
E[N(T̂v)]

. (5)

In words, this is the expected number of peaks at which the null is falsely rejected, over the expected
number of peaks at which a hypothesis test is conducted.

Result 1 (Proposition 1, informal). Fix α ∈ (0, 1) and let vn → ∞. Under the regularity conditions of
Section 3.1,

lim
n→∞

PCER0(uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α.

In fact the rate of convergence is second-order: PCER0(uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α + O(v−2
n ).

To be clear, Schwartzman et al. (2011); Cheng and Schwartzman (2017) have already shown that peak de-
tection via RFT can successfully control type I error in testing H0,t, building (in the latter case) on Cheng
and Schwartzman (2015), who study approximations to the normalized overshoot distribution of Yt|t ∈ T̂v

under high-threshold asymptotics. These approximations are both more accurate and more complicated
than (4). The novelty in Result 1 comes from recognizing that second-order accuracy can be obtained by
applying a simple mean-shift (the d/v term in (4)) in the Truncated Gaussian reference distribution.

PCER is less stringent than FWER or FDR, which are the other typical criteria used in calibrating peak
detection methods. We believe that a suitable choice of significance cutoff u would control FWER or
FDR, and that this could be shown using analysis similar to that of Schwartzman et al. (2011); Cheng
and Schwartzman (2017), but do not pursue this direction further.

2.3 Peak estimation and rates of convergence
The output of a peak detection method is a set of discoveries T̂u = {t ∈ T̂v : Yt > u}. Discoveries can be
used to estimate the location of true peaks, most basically by viewing T̂u themselves as point estimates
of true peaks. To measure the accuracy of these estimates, we introduce the ε-per-comparison error rate
(ε-PCER):

PCER(ε, u, v) := E[N(t ∈ T̂u : dist(t, T ∗) > ε)]
E[N(T̂v)]

. (6)

In words, this is the expected number of points declared significant despite being distance ε from any true
peak, over the expected number of points at which inference is conducted. The ε-PCER is a qualitatively
different criterion than null-PCER that is stricter when ε is small. Nevertheless, our second result shows
that if the reciprocal curvature δn → 0, then peak detection via the TG test controls ε-PCER at rate
εn = Õ(δn).

1More precisely, if H0,t is correct then |P(Yt > u|t ∈ T̂v) − Sv(u, d/v)| = O(1/v2); see Lemma 4.
2Throughout the notation N(S) refers to the cardinality of a set S.
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Result 2 (Theorem 2, informal). Fix α ∈ (0, 1), let vn → ∞ and define εn = δn

√
6σ2

1 log δ−1
n . Under the

signal-plus-noise model of Section 2.1 with high-curvature asymptotics δn → 0, and assuming the regularity
conditions of Section 3.1 and 4,

lim
n→∞

PCER(εn, uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α.

In other words, most peaks selected by pre-thresholding are either rejected by the TG test, or in fact
consistently estimate a true peak t∗ ∈ T ∗ at an εn-rate of convergence. We will refer to such discoveries as
εn-consistent discoveries, and say that a true peak t∗ is εn-consistently discovered by an observed peak t̂
(or more colloquially, that t∗ is “nearby” t̂) if the distance between them is at most εn.

2.4 Post-selection inference for height and location
The final objective of a peak inference procedure is to localize the signal by producing confidence regions
for the location of a nearby true peak, if one happens to exist. To achieve this, we derive the asymptotic
distribution of t̂ ∈ T̂u, given that it is the unique εn-consistent discovery of a particular t∗ ∈ T ∗. Since we
are also interested in constructing confidence intervals for the height µt∗ , we also examine the distribution
of Ŷ := Yt̂ under the same event. In this analysis, RFT again plays a central role: we calculate these
limiting distributions through asymptotic expansion of an exact Kac-Rice formula (Rice, 1945; Adler and
Taylor, 2007) for the peak intensity function.

The informal results stated below rely on some key quantities used throughout. Let Ht|y, Gt|y denote the
symmetric, positive semi-definite matrices

Ht|y := −∇2µt + K21(t, t)(Λ−1
t ∇µt) + (y − µt)Λt, Gt|y := (−∇2µt)Λ−1

t (−∇2µt) + (y − µt)(−∇2µt) (7)

with K21(t, t) denoting the covariance3 between ∇2Yt and ∇Yt. Notice that at points t∗ ∈ T ∗ the gradient
∇µt∗ = 0 and so Ht∗|y = −∇2µt∗ + (y − µt∗)Λt∗ . Finally, we define ūt∗ := max{u, µ∗

t }, H̄t∗ = Ht∗|ūt∗ and
Ḡt∗ := Gt∗|ūt∗ .

The quantities ut∗ and H̄t∗ have natural interpretations: roughly speaking, ūt∗ is the asymptotic equiva-
lent of Ŷ conditional on t̂ ∈ T̂u consistently discovering t∗; while H̄t∗ is the asymptotic equivalent of the
Hessian −∇2Yt conditional on the same event. (See Section 11.3 for a more precise claim to this effect.)

Result 3 (Theorem 3, informal). Under the smooth signal-plus-noise model of Section 2.1 with high-
curvature asymptotics δn → 0, and the regularity conditions of Section 3.1, given that t̂ ∈ T̂u is the unique
εn-consistent discovery of t∗ ∈ T ∗, the following approximations hold as n → ∞:

• The conditional density of the height Ŷ is about

p(y) ≈ 1(y > u) · 1√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2 (y − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗))2)

Ψ
(
u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

) .

• The conditional density of the location t̂ given Ŷ = y is about

p(t|y) ≈
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2(t − t)′Gt∗|y(t − t∗)

)
.

The densities p(y) and p(t|y) are examples of post-selection distributions, since they condition (among
other things) on the event that a peak t̂ ∈ T̂ nearby t∗ is also a discovery, i.e. that it has height Ŷ > u.
In each case, the approximations are accurate up to second-order relative error. We defer a more detailed
interpretation of these post-selection distributions to Section 3.4, where we compare them to the marginal

3For readers familiar with RFT in the non-stationary setting as in Adler and Taylor (2007), these terms describes the
Levi-Civita connection of the metric induced by the random field ϵt. Thus, the first two terms in Ht|y are nothing but the
Riemannian Hessian of µ at t. We have decided to work in fixed coordinates here to ease exposition somewhat.
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distribution of the height and location of a peak t̂ ∈ T̂ nearby t∗, which does not condition on selection.
This comparison reveals several effects of selection, some of which (to the best of our knowledge) have not
previously been observed in work on post-selection inference.

On a more practical level, we can construct asymptotically pivotal quantites and valid confidence regions
by taking the limiting distributions in Result 3 and plugging in estimates for nuisance parameters. Con-
cretely, to infer the height µt∗ we propose to use the Truncated Gaussian (TG) pivot

Ŝµt∗ (Ŷ ) :=
Ψ(Ŷ − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂))
Ψ(u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂))
, (8)

and to infer the location t∗ we propose to use the (studentized) Wald pivot

Ŵt∗(t̂) = (t̂ − t∗)′ĤΛ−1
t̂

Ĥ(t̂ − t∗), (9)

where we have written Ĥ = −∇2Yt̂ for the Hessian of the field at t̂. The TG pivot is asymptotically
pivotal, and the Wald pivot is also asymptotically pivotal provided that u − µt∗ – which controls the
probability of discovery – not be too large.

Result 4 (Theorem 4, informal). Under the conditions of Result 3, Ŝµ(Ŷ ) d→ Unif(0, 1). If additionally
(u − µt∗)+δn → 0, then Ŵt∗(t̂) d→ χ2

d.

As an immediate consequence, the confidence regions

It̂ :=
{

µ ∈ R : α

2 ≤ Ŝµ(Ŷ ) ≤ 1 − α

2
}

, Ct̂ :=
{

t ∈ Rd : Ŵt(t̂) ≤ qχ2
d
(1 − α)

}
, (10)

have asymptotically nominal conditional coverage: given that t̂ is the unique εn-consistent discovery of t∗,
Ct̂ will contain t∗, and It̂ will contain µt∗ , each with probability approaching (1 − α). Notice that achieving
conditional coverage is conceptually distinct from controlling either null- or ε-PCER, and that conditional
coverage can be achieved even when u ̸= uTG.

2.5 Overall coverage guarantees
In addition to providing conditional coverage, our overall method for peak detection and localization
by post-selection inference – summarized for the reader’s convenience in Algorithm 1 – also controls a
marginal notion of miscoverage, which we call the per-comparison miscoverage rate (PCMR). To define
PCMR let t∗(t) := argmint∗∈T ∗ ∥t − t∗∥ denote the true peak closest to t ∈ T : then the PCMR for location
and height respectively is

PCMRT ∗(u, v) := E[N(t ∈ T̂u : t∗(t) ̸∈ Ct)]
E[N(T̂v)]

, and PCMRµT ∗ (u, v) :=
E[N(t ∈ T̂u : µt∗(t) ̸∈ It)]

E[N(T̂v)]
. (11)

In other words, PCMRT ∗ is the expected number of confidence regions which fail to contain the location
of a nearby true peak, over the expected number of points at which inference is conducte, and an analo-
gous interpretation holds for PCMRµT ∗ (u, v).

Result 5 (Theorem 5, informal). Under the conditions of Result 2,

lim
n→∞

PCMRµT ∗ (uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α. (12)

If additionally supt∗∈T ∗(u − µt∗)+δn → 0, then

lim
n→∞

PCMRT ∗(uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α. (13)

These overall bounds on marginal miscoverage are implied by the various results described above. The
logic is simple. Among null selections, only an 100α% (in expectation) will be declared significant. Among
εn-consistent discoveries, only a 100α% (in expectation) will produce confidence regions that do not cover
the truth. And under suitable regularity conditions the contribution of all other discoveries is negligible.
Thus, the overall PCMR is at most α.

9



Algorithm 1 Peak detection and localization via post-selection inference
Require: Field Y , gradient covariance Cov[∇ϵt], pre-threshold v ∈ R, significance level α ∈ (0, 1).

1: Select peaks T̂v by pre-thresholding.
2: At each peak t ∈ T̂v, test the null hypothesis H0,t using the TG test, making discoveries T̂uTG(α,v).
3: For each significant peak t̂ ∈ T̂uTG(α,v), return a confidence interval It̂ for the height, and a confidence

ellipsoid Ct̂ for the location, of a nearby true peak.

3 Local expansion of intensity via the Kac-Rice formula
Our various criteria for error are stated in terms of expectations involving the point process

NI(B) = N(t ∈ T̂ ∩ B : Yt ∈ I),

which counts the number of local maxima in B ⊆ T with height in I ⊆ R. The main result of this section,
Theorem 1, establishes an approximation ρ̄(t, y) of the intensity ρ(t, y) of this point process that is locally
accurate around true peaks t∗ ∈ T ∗ up to second-order relative error. This approximation is subsequently
used to derive both the asymptotics of εn-PCER (in Section 4), and the asymptotic post-selection distri-
butions summarized in Result 3 (in Section 5). Thus our guarantees on consistent peak estimation, and
conditional and marginal asymptotic miscoverage, all ultimately flow from Theorem 1.

3.1 Preliminaries
Regularity conditions and asymptotics. In addition to the basic signal plus noise model of Sec-
tion 2.1, we will work under certain regularity conditions. These conditions assert that the signal is smooth
and well-conditioned in some fixed radius ball around each true peak, and that all peaks belong strictly to
the interior of T .

(A1) Define T ∗
r :=

⋃
t∗∈T ∗ Bd(t∗, r). There exists a constant c1 > 0 such that the mean µ ∈ C4(T ∗

c1
) for all

n ∈ N.

(A2) The covariance K(·, ·) ∈ C5(Rd × Rd). Moreover, there exists a constant C1 < ∞ such that
supt∈Rd ∥K(t, ·)∥C5(Rd) < C1.

(A3) There exists a constant c2 > 0 and a constant C2 < ∞ such that for all n ∈ N,

sup
t∗∈T ∗

λmax(−∇2µt∗) · δt∗ ≤ C2, sup
t∗∈T ∗

sup
t∈B(t∗,c2)

(∥∇3µt∥, ∥∇4µt∥) · δt∗ ≤ C2. (14)

(A4) There exists a constant c3 > 0 such that dist(T ∗, ∂T ) > c3 for all n ∈ N.

Additionally, as a reminder, our local expansions will be asymptotically accurate as the curvature of µ
grows around peaks t∗.

(A5) Let δn := supt∗∈T ∗ δt∗ . Assume δn → 0.

Assumptions 1-5 are comparable to classical assumptions made in the asymptotic analysis of M-estimators (Van der
Vaart, 2000), but they allow for the signal to have multiple peaks and for the domain T to change with
n. The amount of smoothness assumed on µ and C in Assumptions 1 and 2 is used to obtain second-order
accuracy. Assumption 3 ensures that µ is well-conditioned in a neighborhood of each peak. Note that an
implication of Assumption 3 is that all true peaks are well-separated, meaning there exists some constant
c > 0 such that inft∗ ̸=s∗:t∗,s∗∈T ∗ ∥t∗ − s∗∥ > c.

Finally, in order to more concisely state our upper bound on the relative error between ρ̄(t, y) and ρ(t, y),
we make an additional technical assumption.
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(A6) There exists a constant C3 < ∞ such that for all n ∈ N,

sup
t∗∈T ∗

λmax
(
H̄t∗

)
δn ≤ C3. (15)

This assumption is made strictly for ease of exposition, since it means that the single asymptotic param-
eter δn will ultimately govern asymptotic error. Note that (15) is violated if supt∗∈T ∗(u − µt∗)δn → ∞
i.e. if the threshold is too large relative to the signal; however the TG test would be extremely unlikely to
detect such a peak in the first place. We emphasize that all subsequent local expansions are correct even if
Assumption 6 does not hold, the upper bounds on error simply become more complicated.

Notation. It will be useful to introduce some notation to more compactly write the local expansion
ρ̄(t, y). This local expansion will depend in part on higher-order derivatives of K(s, t). These are encoded
in the tensors Kij(s, t) := Cov[∇iϵs, ∇jϵt], which (written in Euclidean coordinates) are (i + j)-arrays, hav-
ing entries [Kij(s, t)]ab = Cov[DaYs, DbYt] for multi-indices a, b. We use the following compact notation for
array-vector composition: if A is a k-array and v ∈ Rd is a vector, then A(v) will denote the (k − 1)-array
with entries

A(v)a1,...,ak−1 =
d∑

j=1
Aa1,...,ak−1,jvj ,

Additionally, A(v, v) = (A(v))(v), A(v, v, v) = ((A(v))(v))(v), and so forth. We let Ȧt denote the derivative
of an array-valued mapping At : T → Rd×d×···×d, which has entries [Ȧt]i1i2...ikm = [DmAt]i1i2...ik

.

We will use C to represent a constant that may change from line to line, and that may depend on the
covariance K(t, s) and the dimension d (and sometimes, on the level α used in our inferential procedures),
but that does not depend on n. We will use the phrase “for all n sufficiently large” to mean “for all n ≥
C where C is constant that may depend on K(t, s), d and α.” Finally, for convenience we will let c0 =
min{c1, c2, c3} and C0 = max{C1, C2, C3, C4}.

3.2 Kac-Rice formula
In developing an approximation to the intensity of Nu(B), our starting place will be the Kac-Rice theorem
as stated in Adler and Taylor (2007), which is valid under the smoothness conditions of Section 2.1 and
gives the exact formula

E[Nu(B)] =
∫

B
E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(Yt > u) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] · f∇Yt(0) dt. (16)

Here we have adopted the notational shorthand Nu(B) = N(u,∞)(B), and write f∇Yt
(·) for the Gaus-

sian density of ∇Yt. Since we are interested in the joint distribution of location and height, it is useful to
rewrite this as E[Nu(B)] =

∫
B
∫∞

u
ρ(t, y) dy dt where the intensity function

ρ(t, y) = E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] · f∇Yt,Yt
(0, y)

= E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] · f∇Yt
(0) · fYt

(y),
(17)

and in the second line we have used the assumption that ϵt has constant variance – and thus Cov[∇ϵt, ϵt] =
0 and ∇ϵt and ϵt are independent – to factorize f∇Yt,Yt

(0, y) = f∇Yt
(0) · fYt

(y).

3.3 Local expansion of intensity
Our approximation ρ̄(t, y) to ρ(t, y) is a second-order accurate local expansion of (17) around a true peak
t = t∗, and around the limiting height y = ūt∗ .To define the distance at which this expansion is valid, we
introduce the notation

εn = δn

√
6σ2

1 log(λn), ∆n :=
√

6 log(λn), (18)
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where we recall λn = 1/δn. (The choice of constant 6 in the definitions of εn and ∆n is arbitrary, and the
results should continue to hold for any constant > 4.) The first-order terms in the local expansion are

T ρ
01(y) := T det

01 (y) = (y − ūt∗)tr
(
H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)

T ρ
10(h) := T det

10 (h) + T ∇Y
10 (h) = tr

(
H̄−1

t∗ Ḣt∗|ūt∗ (h)
)

− 1
2tr
(
Λ−1

t∗ Λ̇t∗(h)
)

T ρ
30(h) := T ∇Y

30 (h) = h′∇2µt∗Λ−1
t∗ {∇3µt∗(h, h)} − h′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ {Λ̇t∗(Λ−1
t∗ h)}h

T ρ
21(h, y) := T Y

21(h, y) = 1
2(y − ūt∗)h′∇2µt∗h,

(19)

where Ḣt∗|ūt∗ (h) = −∇3µt∗(h) + (ū − µt∗)Λ̇t∗(h) − Γt∗(∇2µt∗(h)) denotes the derivative of the mapping
t 7→ Ht|ūt∗ evaluated at t = t∗. The multi-index notation in (19) suggests terms in a Taylor expansion,
while the superscripts indicate correspondence to terms in (16). The relative error incurred by the approxi-
mation is determined by

ErrY (h, y) := C
((

|y − ūt∗ | + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |
)
λn∥h∥3 + λ2

n∥h∥4 + |y − ūt∗ |2λ2
n∥h∥4

)
Errdet(h, y) := C

((
|y − ūt∗ |2 + 1

)
δ2

n + ∥h∥2
)

Err∇Y (h) := C
(

∥h∥2 + ∥h∥4λ2
n

)
.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1-6, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large the following statement holds: at all
t∗ ∈ T ∗, h ∈ Bd(0, εn), y ∈ ūt∗ ± ∆n,∣∣∣ρ(t∗ + h, y) − ρ̄(t∗ + h, y)

∣∣∣
ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) ≤ C

(
Errdet(h, y) + ErrY (h, y) + Err∇Y (h)

)
:= Errρ(h, y).

where

ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) :=

1(y > u) ·
det(H̄t∗)

(
1 + T ρ

01(y) + T ρ
10(h) − 1

2 T ρ
30(h) + T ρ

21(h, y)
)√

(2π)d+1 det(Λt∗)
exp

(
− (y − µt∗)2

2

)
· exp

(
− h′Ḡt∗h

2

)
.

(20)

Theorem 1 is proved in Section 9. Roughly speaking, the approximation ρ̄(t, y) is derived by local expan-
sion of each of the three terms in (16) – the expectation of the Hessian determinant, the gradient density
f∇Yt(0) and the height density fYt(y) – about t = t∗, y = ūt∗ , followed by a careful analysis of the relative
magnitude of all terms in the resulting expansions. Several remarks are in order.

Remark 1. The terms in (19) are labeled “first-order” because they are each Õ(δn), whereas the approxi-
mation is accurate up to second-order relative error, meaning4

sup
h∈Bd(0,εn),y∈ūt∗ ±∆n

Errρ(h, y) = Õ
(

δ2
n + (ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2

n

)
.

More precisely, under negligible or moderate selection pressure (meaning u ≪ µt∗ or u = µt∗ + O(1)
respectively) the error is Õ(δ2

n) and the approximation is second-order accurate; under strong selection
pressure (u ≫ µt∗ but u/µt∗ → 1) the error is Õ((ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2

n) and the approximation is between first-
and second-order accurate; and under very strong selection pressure (u/µt∗ → C > 1) the error is in fact
also Õ(δn). In a slight abuse of terminology we will sometimes simply summarize these different cases by
saying that ρ̄(t, y) is “second-order accurate.”

4A more careful analysis removes the log(λn) factor, see Theorem 3.
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Remark 2. There exist many second-order accurate approximations to the distribution of a maximum
likelihood estimator, either unconditionally or conditional on an ancillary statistic (see (Barndorff-Nielsen
and Cox, 1979; Cox, 1980; Barndorff-Nielsen, 1983; Skovgaard, 1985, 1990) among many others). To
a certain extent ρ̄(t, y) resembles some of these approximations, though it is not a direct consequence of
any of them. Some distinctive features of ρ̄(t, y) are: (i) it is correct even when Y is not a well-specified
likelihood; (ii) it approximates the intensity of local maxima of height at least u, and thus accounts for
selection and the possibility of multiple peaks; (iii) it is accurate up to second-order relative error, and
valid even when u = Cµt∗ for C > 1 which corresponds to a large-deviations event, (iv) it is derived
via expansion of a Kac-Rice formula. As far as we know, the Kac-Rice formula has not seen much use in
higher-order parametric statistical theory, with the notable exception of (Skovgaard, 1990) who rederives
the Kac-Rice formula and elucidates a connection to Barndorff-Nielsen’s p∗-formula (Barndorff-Nielsen,
1983). Indeed we believe that many classical results in higher-order parametric statistics could be recovered
from the Kac-Rice perspective, but this is out of the scope of the present work.

Remark 3. Inspection of the proof of Theorem 1 shows that the leading-order asymptotic behavior of
ρ(t, y) is entirely determined by the density term f∇Yt(0) · fYt(y) in (16). This is because under high-
curvature asymptotics the observed Hessian −∇2Yt is close to deterministic, and the “determinant term”
E[(det(−∇2Yt)) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0] is close to det(H̄t∗). The fluctuations of the Hessian about
its deterministic limit contribute to ρ̄(t, y) only through T ρ

01(y) = T det
01 (y), which is the first-order term in a

Taylor expansion of the determinant term about det(H̄t∗).

3.4 Distributional effect of selection: insights and connections
Looking ahead, later in Section 5 we will show that up to a constant of proportionality ρ̄(t, y) gives the
asymptotic post-selection density of the height and location of a peak nearby t∗. This conditional density
is defined on the event that (i) there is a unique t̂ ∈ T̂ within distance εn of t∗, (ii) the peak t̂ is discov-
ered, meaning Ŷ survives the threshold u, and (iii) Ŷ ∈ [ūt∗ −∆n, ūt∗ +∆n]. It is instructive to compare this
to the density conditional only (i); indeed with probability tending to one there is a unique t̂ ∈ T̂ within
distance εn of t∗ with, so that it is only very slightly incorrect to think of this as the asymptotic marginal
density of (t̂, Ŷ ). We now make a detailed comparison between conditional and marginal densities, reveal-
ing various effects of selection on the distribution of (t̂, Ŷ ), and drawing connections where possible to
related previous work on RFT and conditional inference.

Leading-order effect of selection: truncation and Goldilocks precision. By ignoring the first-
order terms in (20), we obtain a simpler approximation to the intensity that is only first-order accurate,
but nonetheless asymptotically valid, and which, when truncated to y ∈ (u, ∞) reads

ρ(t∗ + h, y)1(y > u) ∝ (1 + Õ(δn)) · 1(y > u) exp
(

− (y − µt∗)2

2

)
· exp

(
−

h′Gt∗|ūt∗ h

2

)
.

The aforementioned marginal density is obtained by setting u = −∞ in the above expression, while taking
u > −∞ gives the density that conditions on selection. We draw the following conclusions.

• To a leading order Ŷ and t̂ are independent, both marginally and conditionally on selection.

• The leading-order effect of selection on the distribution of Ŷ is to truncate its limiting Gaussian
distribution to (u, ∞). This is intuitive and will be familiar to readers with a background in post-
selection inference, as it is exactly analogous to the selection effect in the “file drawer” problem
of Fithian et al. (2014).

• The leading-order effect of selection on the distribution of the location t̂ is different: conditioning on
selection preserves asymptotic Normality and unbiasedness of t̂ but changes its asymptotic precision,
from

(−∇2µt∗)Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗) to Ḡt∗ = Gt∗|ūt∗ = (−∇2µt∗)Λ−1

t∗ (−∇2µt∗) + (ūt∗ − µt∗)(−∇2µt∗).

In particular we can see that conditioning on selection has the (surprising and welcome) effect of
increasing the precision with which t̂ estimates t∗. Intuitively, this is because selection biases the
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observed Hessian Ĥ upwards, to be nearer to H̄t∗ = E[−∇2Yt∗ |Yt∗ = ūt∗ ] than to its marginal limit
−∇2µt∗ , and this upwards bias in curvature increases asymptotic precision.

Less happily, the bias in Ĥ also poses challenges for inference. When selection is guaranteed, the asymp-
totic precision of the location is (−∇2µt∗)Λ−1

t∗ (−∇2µt∗) (as shown originally in Amemiya (1985); Daven-
port et al. (2022)), and moreover this is consistently estimated by the sandwich estimator ĤΛ−1

t̂
Ĥ. How-

ever, under selection pressure this sandwich estimator has the wrong asymptotic limit: H̄t∗Λ−1
t∗ H̄t∗ rather

than Ḡt∗ . We refer to the correct asymptotic precision Ḡt∗ as the “Goldilocks” precision, since routine
algebra establishes

Ḡt∗ = H̄t∗Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗),

revealing that Ḡt∗ is a perfect compromise between the two incorrect sandwich forms of precision, i.e.

(−∇2µt∗)Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗) ⪯ Ḡt∗ ⪯ H̄t∗Λ−1

t∗ H̄t∗ .

Remark 4. Conditional distributions where conditioning preserves asymptotic Normality and unbiasedness,
but changes the limiting precision, are unusual in the study of either post-selection conditional inference or
RFT. However, there are close parallels between these phenomena and those seen in a distinct conditional
inference problem: maximum likelihood inference in curved exponential families (Efron, 1975). In this
latter context, a classical line of work (Fisher, 1925; Efron and Hinkley, 1978) recommends conditioning
on an (approximately) ancillary statistic, and shows that while the MLE is conditionally asymptotically
Normal and unbiased, the expected Fisher information is not the right measure of conditional precision.
We condition on Ŷ > u for an entirely different purpose, but the effect is similar: after conditioning, the
expected Hessian −∇2µt∗ alone does not determine the precision of t̂.

First-order effect of selection: mean-shift and conditional Goldilocks. We now turn to inter-
preting the first-order terms in (19).

• Both T ρ
10(h) and T ρ

30(h) are first-order corrections to the distribution of t̂. While these terms must be
accounted for to produce a second-order accurate approximation to the distribution of t̂, a fortunate
symmetry means these terms have no effect on the asymptotic distribution of the Wald pivot Ŵt∗(t̂),
and thus, no effect on the accuracy of our asymptotic inferences.

• The term T ρ
10(y) = T det

10 (y) is a first-order correction to the distribution of Ŷ , that originates from
the determinant term in (16), and which roughly speaking reflects upwards bias due to evaluating at
a local maximum. This kind of bias will be familiar to readers familiar with RFT, since it is present
even under the null µ ≡ 0. This bias manifests itself in a mean shift of size tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗) under both
null and alternative (with H̄t∗ = vΛt∗ under the null when thresholding at v).

• Finally, the term T ρ
21(h, y) = T Y

21(h, y) term is a first-order correction to the distribution of both
t̂ and Ŷ that originates from the height density fYt

(y) in (16). Roughly speaking, it reflects down-
wards bias in Ŷ due to evaluating Y at a point t̂ ≠ t∗ where µt̂ < µt∗ . This kind of bias is not
present under the null µ ≡ 0, and manifests as an additional shift in the mean of Yt̂ near points
t∗ ∈ T ∗. It also reflects a change in the conditional variance of t̂|Ŷ , which can be positive or negative
depending on whether Ŷ > ūt∗ or Ŷ < ūt∗ .

In obtaining local expansions to the post-selection densities p(y) and p(t|y) we show precisely that at
t∗ ∈ T ∗ the total effect of these first-order terms is to shift the (pre-selection) mean of Ŷ from

µt∗ to µt∗ + 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)

and to change the conditional precision of t̂|Ŷ = y from

Ḡt∗ to Gt∗|y = Ḡt∗ + (y − ūt∗)(−∇2µt∗).

The change in the conditional precision of t̂|Ŷ = y reflects the fact that t̂ and Ŷ are not second-order
independent, due to the T ρ

21(h, y) term.
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4 Peak detection and estimation
In this section, we combine the results of Section 3 with a more classical RFT analysis under the null H0,t

to show that the peak detection part of our method – i.e application of the TG test to peaks selected by
pre-thresholding – controls εn-PCER. We copy the definition of ε-PCER here for convenience:

PCER(ε, u, v) = E[N(t ∈ T̂u : dist(t, T ∗) > ε)]
E[N(T̂v)]

.

To prove control of εn-PCER, we first show that the null distribution of Yt|t ∈ Ŷv is asymptotically Trun-
cated Gaussian, and so the TG test controls the expected number of null discoveries. On the other hand,
the local expansion ρ̄(t, y) of Section 3 can be used to derive a lower bound on the expected number of
εn-consistent discoveries. Finally, under the following assumptions the expected number of all other discov-
eries – peaks that are neither null nor εn-consistent – is negligible in comparison.

(A7) Define the null region T0 = {t : ∃r > 0 such that µs = 0 ∀s ∈ Bd(t, r)}, and let

gn(ε) := inf
t∈T :d(t,T ∗)>ε, d(t,T0)>0

∥∇µt∥.

Assume that for any fixed ε > 0, gn(ε) → ∞, log λn/{gn(ε)}2 → 0, and log |Tn|/{gn(ε)}2 → 0.

(A8) There exists a constant C4 such that supt∈T λmax(−∇2µt) ≤ C4λn for all n ∈ N.

(A9) The global maximum of µ is achieved at an interior critical point: supt∈T µt = maxt∗∈T ∗ µt∗ for all
n ∈ N.

Theorem 2. Fix α ∈ (0, 1), and suppose vn → ∞. Under Assumptions 1-9, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

PCER(εn, uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α + C
( 1

v2
n

+ δ2
n + sup

t∗∈T ∗
(ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2

n

)
.

To make the argument outlined above rigorous, we partition T into three regions:

1. the null region T0 defined in Assumption 7,

2. the ε-consistent discovery region T ∗
εn

=
⋃

t∗∈T ∗ B(t∗, εn), and

3. the high-gradient region Gεn = T \ (T0 ∪ T ∗
εn

),5

and write εn-PCER in terms of the expected number of thresholded peaks, and discoveries, in each region:

PCER(εn, u, v) :=
E[Nu(T )] − E[Nu(T ∗

εn
)]

E[Nv(T )] = E[Nu(Gεn
)] + E[Nu(T0)]

E[Nv(T ∗
εn

)] + E[Nv(Gεn
)] + E[Nv(T0)] .

In the subsequent sections we derive bounds on each expectation in the expression above, finally establish-
ing Theorem 2 in Section 4.4. We comment more on Assumptions 7-9 in Section 4.3.

4.1 Null per-comparison error rate
Recall that PCER0(u, v) is the expected number of null discoveries over the expected number of peaks
selected by pre-thresholding. Peak detection via the TG test asymptotically controls the null-PCER as the
pre-threshold vn → ∞.

Proposition 1. Fix α ∈ (0, 1), and suppose vn → ∞. For all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

PCER0(uTG(α, vn), vn) ≤ α + C

v2
n

.

5We call Gεn the high-gradient region because under Assumptions 3 and 7, gn(εn) → ∞.
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Proposition 1 is proved in Sections 10.1-10.6. The proof begins from the exact distribution of Yt|t ∈ T̂v;
formally speaking this is a Palm distribution with density (Adler et al., 2010; Cheng and Schwartzman,
2017)

pv(y|t) = E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y]
E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(Yt > v, ∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0] · fYt

(y) · 1(y > v). (21)

Careful analysis of the determinant term above shows that the survival function of this Palm distribution
agrees with the mean-shifted TG survival function Sv(u, d/v) up to second-order relative error, at which
point integrating over t ∈ T0 yields the claim of Proposition 1.

Previous work (Schwartzman et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2016; Cheng and Schwartzman, 2017) has used
either the exact distribution (21), or exponentially accurate approximations, to calibrate tests for H0,t or
the global null H0 : µ ≡ 0. Indeed our mean-shifted TG approximation can be obtained by extracting
the first few terms from the asymptotic approximation of Cheng and Schwartzman (2015). The accuracy
of the resulting approximation is a middle ground between Cheng and Schwartzman (2015), and the clas-
sic Exp(1) approximation (Adler, 2010) of the normalized overshoot distribution of Yt. The insight here
is that second-order accuracy can be obtained by a simple mean shift in the reference distribution. One
reason this insight is valuable is that it also applies – locally, near high-curvature peaks – under the alter-
native, where using the exact distribution (21) for inference appears more challenging.

4.2 εn-consistent discoveries, and power
The results of Section 3 can be used to lower bound E[Nu(T ∗

εn
)], which is the total expected number of

εn-consistent discoveries. In fact, we prove a slightly stronger result. Integrating ρ̄(t, y) over t ∈ Bt∗ :=
Bd(t∗, εn) and y ∈ It∗ := (ūt∗ ± ∆n) ∩ (u, ∞) gives a second-order accurate asymptotic approximation of
E[NIt∗ (Bt∗)], which is the expected number of εn-consistent discoveries of t∗ that also have height falling
within ∆n of ūt∗ . Of course E[Nu(Bt∗)] ≥ E[NIt∗ (Bt∗)], and some additional work shows that in fact
the difference between the two is asymptotically negligible. To lighten notation, we let St∗ := Bt∗ × It∗ ,
N(St∗) := NIt∗ (Bt∗), and

Errρ(St∗) := C
(

|ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2
n + δ2

n

)
.

Truncρ(It∗) := Cδ2
n.

Proposition 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:

|E[N(St∗)] − Ē[N(St∗)]|
Ē[N(St∗)]

≤ Errρ(St∗) + Truncρ(It∗) := ErrE[N(St∗ )], and

|E[Nu(Bt∗) − E[N(St∗)]|
Ē[N(St∗)]

≤ Truncρ(It∗),
(22)

where

Ē[N(St∗)] :=

√
det(H̄t∗)

det(−∇2µt∗) exp
(

− 1
2(ūt∗ − µt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

Ψ
(

u − µt∗ − 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

. (23)

Thus, E[Nu(T ∗
εn

)] ≥ (1 − Cδ2
n − C| supt∗ ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2

n) ·
∑

t∗∈T ∗ Ē[N(St∗)].

The proof of Proposition 2 is given in Section 10.7.

Remark 5. As mentioned previously, under the high-curvature asymptotic assumptions of Theorem 1,
with probability tending to one there will be a unique t̂ ∈ T̂ that εn-consistently estimates a given t∗. Equa-
tion (23) can thus be interpreted as the asymptotic probability that the TG test, applied at t̂, correctly re-
jects the null H0,t; in other words, as an asymptotic approximation to power. Some routine calculations
show that if (ūt∗ − µt∗)δn → 0 then

Ē[N(St∗)] =
(
1 + O(|ūt∗ − µt∗ |2δ2

n)
)

· Ψ
(

u − µt∗ − 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗
))

. (24)
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Once again, we see that an up to second-order accurate approximation – this time to asymptotic power – is
given by applying a first-order mean-shift to a reference distribution, this time to Ψ(u − µt∗) = P(Yt∗ > u).

4.3 High-gradient discoveries
Finally, the expected number of high-gradient discoveries is small relative to the expected number of εn-
discoveries, under the regularity conditions of Section 3.1 and Assumptions 7-9.

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions 1-9, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:

E[Nu(Gεn)]∑
t∗∈T ∗ Ē[N(St∗)]

≤ Cδ2
n. (25)

Assumption 7 resembles a typical condition made in the analysis of M-estimators (see e.g. Van der Vaart
(2000) Theorem 5.9), but is weaker in that it allows for the possibility of multiple peaks and a non-empty
null region T0. Assumption 8 prevents the signal from being dramatically curvier away from a true peak,
implying a uniform upper bound on the determinant term in the Kac-Rice formula. Assumption 9 ensures
that the global maximum of µt is achieved by an interior local maximum and not a boundary point with
large gradient. Notice that these assumptions do not rule out the global null hypothesis µ ≡ 0; they simply
assert that any peaks that are present are asymptotically well-separated from the null.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 2
Propositions 1-3 immediately imply an upper bound on the εn-PCER: letting uTG ≡ uTG(α, vn),

E[NuTG(Gεn
)] + E[NuTG(T0)]

E[NuTG(T ∗
εn

)] + E[Nvn(T0)] ≤ C

∑
t∗∈T ∗ Ē[N(St∗)]δ2

n + (1 + C/v2
n)α · E[Nvn

(T0)]
(1 − Cδ2

n − C(supt∗∈T ∗ ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2
n) ·

∑
t∗∈T ∗ Ē[N(St∗)] + E[Nvn

(T0)]

≤ α + C
( 1

v2
n

+ δ2
n + sup

t∗∈T ∗
(ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2

n

)
,

(26)
for all n ∈ N large enough that C(δ2

n + supt∗∈T ∗(ūt∗ − µt∗)δn) ≤ 1/2. This is the claim of Theorem 2.

5 Post-selection inference with εn-consistent discoveries
We now turn to localizing peaks via post-selection inference; more explicitly, inference that is valid con-
ditional on t̂ ∈ T̂u being the unique εn-consistent discovery of a true peak t∗ ∈ T ∗, with height Ŷ within
±∆n of ūt∗ . The conditional distribution of such a peak is given by

QSt∗ (A) := P
(

(t̂, Ŷ ) ∈ A
∣∣N(St∗) = 1

)
= P(N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1)

P(N(St∗) = 1) , A ⊆ St∗ . (27)

The smoothness assumptions of Section 2.1 suffice to guarantee that (t̂, Ŷ ) are continuous under QSt∗ .
The joint density of (t̂, Ŷ ), marginal density of Ŷ , and conditional density of t̂|Ŷ = y are respectively
(writing νd for the Lebesgue measure of Bd(0, 1))

p(t, y) := lim
r→0

1
2|r|d+1νd

QSt∗
(

Bd(t, r)×[y−r, y+r]
)

, p(y) =
∫

Bt∗

p(t, y) dt, p(t|y) = p(t, y)
p(y) , (t, y) ∈ St∗

(28)

Theorem 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large the following statements
hold at all t∗ ∈ T ∗, h ∈ Bd(0, εn), y ∈ ūt∗ ± ∆n:

• The joint density of (t̂, Ŷ ) given N(St∗) = 1 satisfies∣∣∣p(t∗ + h, y) − p̄(t∗ + h, y)
∣∣∣

p̄(t∗ + h, y) ≤ C
(

Errρ(h, y) + ErrE[N(St∗ )]

)
:= Errp(h, y), (29)
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where
p̄(t∗ + h, y) := ρ̄(t∗ + h, y)

Ē[N(St∗)]
. (30)

• The marginal density of Ŷ given N(St∗) = 1 satisfies

|p(y) − p̄(y)|
p(y) ≤ C

(
Errρ(y) + ErrE[N(St∗ )]

)
:= Errp(y), (31)

where Errρ(y) is defined in (82), and

p̄(y) := 1(y > u) · 1√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2 (y − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗))2)

Ψ
(
u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

) . (32)

• The conditional density of t̂ given N(St∗) = 1 and Ŷ = y satisfies∣∣∣p(t∗ + h|y) − p̄(t∗ + h|y)
∣∣∣

p̄(t∗ + h|y) ≤ C
(

Errρ(h, y) + Errρ(y)
)

:= Errp(h|y), (33)

where

p̄(t∗ + h|y) :=
(

1 + T ρ
10(h) − 1

2T ρ
30(h)

)
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
. (34)

The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Section 11.1. Intuitively, in the high-curvature limit δn → 0, we are
very likely to observe exactly one peak in Bt∗ (see Proposition 4). Consequently, the post-selection density
p(t, y) of this unique peak is exponentially well approximated by ρ(t, y)/E[N(St∗)], which is the intensity
of the expected number of such peaks, normalized to integrate to one. Thus the local expansions of The-
orem 3 follow from Theorem 1 and Proposition 2. We refer back to Section 3.4 for more explanation and
interpretation of these asymptotic formulae.

Remark 6. Calculations similar to those used to prove Theorem 3 also lead to a second-order accurate local
expansion of the post-selection density of t̂ that does not condition on Ŷ :

p̄(t∗ + h) :=
(

1 + T ρ
10(h) − 1

2T ρ
30(h)

)
·

√
det(Ḡt∗)√

(2π)d
· exp

(
− 1

2h′Ḡt∗h
)

.

Comparing this to (34) shows that the effect of conditioning on Ŷ = y is to change the post-selection
precision from Ḡt∗ = Gt∗|ūt∗ to Gt∗|y = Gt∗|ūt∗ + (y − ūt∗)(−∇2µt∗), which is a first-order change in the
precision. However this will not affect our approach to subsequent inference: both Ḡt∗ and Gt∗|y depend on
nuisance parameters, so for inference we must plug in an estimate of precision, and for either Ḡt∗ or Gt∗|y

we will use the estimated precision Ĝ = ĤΛ−1
t̂

Ĥ. Henceforth we will deal only with the conditional local
expansion p̄(t∗ + h|y).

5.1 Pivotal quantities for height and location
Theorem 3 implies that under QSt∗ ,

S̄µt∗ (Ŷ ) :=
Ψ
(
Ŷ − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)
Ψ
(
u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

) d→ Unif(0, 1),

while additionally conditional on Ŷ = y,

W̄t∗(y, t̂) := (t̂ − t∗)′Gt∗|y(t̂ − t∗) d→ χ2
d,
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In each case the rate of convergence is up to second-order. However, neither S̄µt∗ nor W̄t∗ can be directly
used for inference as they depend on unknown nuisance parameters. To conduct inference for the height,
we will plug in the estimates Ĥ = −∇2Yt̂ for H̄t∗ and Λt̂ for Λt∗ , resulting in the asymptotic Truncated
Gaussian (TG) pivot

Ŝµt∗ (Ŷ ) = Ŝµt∗ (Ŷ , t̂, Ĥ) :=
Ψ(Ŷ − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂))
Ψ(u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂))
.

To conduct inference for the location we will plug in Ĥ for both H̄t∗ and −∇2µt∗ , resulting in the asymp-
totic Wald pivot

Ŵt∗(t̂) = Wt∗(t̂, Ĥ) := (t̂ − t∗)′Ĝ(t̂ − t∗), Ĝ := ĤΛ−1
t̂

Ĥ.

Theorem 4. Fix α ∈ (0, 1). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:∣∣∣QSt∗
(
Ŝµt∗ (Ŷ ) ≤ α

)
− α

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(
|ūt∗ − µt∗ | + ∆n + 1

)
εnδn := ErrS. (35)

If additionally (ūt∗ − µt∗)δn → 0, then∣∣∣QSt∗
(

Ŵt∗(t̂) ≤ qχ2
d

(α)|Ŷ = y
)

− α + A · (y − ūt∗) + (ūt∗ − µt∗)
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
∣∣∣

≤ C
(

δ2
n(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |2)

)
:= ErrW (y),

(36)

where qχ2
d
(α) is the αth quantile of χ2

d distribution, and A := α − 1
dE[∥Z∥2 · 1{∥Z∥ ≤ qχ2

d
(α)}], Z ∼ N(0, 1)

is a positive constant.

The proof of Theorem 4 is given in Sections 11.3-11.10. Theorem 4 implies that Ŝµt∗ (Ŷ ) is up to nearly
second-order pivotal for µt∗ . On the other hand, the Wald-pivot Ŵt∗(t̂) is at most first-order pivotal for t∗,
due to the term

A · (y − ūt∗) + (ūt∗ − µt∗)
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗) = Õ(|ū − µt∗ |δn).

The failure of Ŵt∗(t̂) to be second-order pivotal is caused by plugging in a biased estimate Ĥ for the nui-
sance parameter −∇2µt∗ in estimating the precision Gt∗|y.

5.2 Conditional coverage
Confidence intervals for peak height, and confidence ellipsoids for peak location, are constructed at each
discovery t̂ ∈ T̂u by inverting tests based on the TG and Wald pivots:

It̂ :=
{

µ ∈ R : α

2 ≤ Ŝµ(Ŷ ) ≤ 1 − α

2

}
, Ct̂ :=

{
t ∈ Rd : Ŵt(t̂) ≤ qχ2

d
(1 − α)

}
. (37)

These confidence regions have asymptotic (1 − α) coverage under the conditions of Theorem 4.

Corollary 1. Under the conditions of Theorem 4,∣∣QSt∗ (µt∗ ∈ It̂) − (1 − α)
∣∣ ≤ ErrS, and∣∣∣QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂) − (1 − α)
∣∣∣ ≤ A · (ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗) + Cδ2

n

(
1 + (ūt∗ − µt∗)2),

where ESt∗ [Ŷ ] denotes the expectation of Ŷ under QSt∗ .

Corollary 1 implies that It̂ has up to nearly second-order accurate coverage, as ErrS = Õ(δ2
n + (ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2

n).
Under negligible selection pressure (µt∗ ≫ u) coverage of the location t∗ is also nearly second-order accu-
rate: in this case ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗ = O(δn) and Corollary 1 implies QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂) − (1 − α) = Õ(δ2

n). However if
selection pressure is not negligible, then coverage of the location is at best nearly first-order accurate; and
under very strong selection pressure, Ct̂ does not achieve nominal coverage, even asymptotically.
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Clearly, an important and challenging part of conducting valid inference for peaks involves dealing with
nuisance parameters, particularly −∇2µt∗ . In more traditional post-selection inference problems, a com-
mon strategy (Fithian et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2016) is to condition on a sufficient statistic for the nuisance
parameters, so that the resulting conditional distributions do not depend on the nuisance. This approach
is effective when the data generating process belongs to a well-specified exponential family. However in
our setting this strategy fails: the minimal sufficient statistic for the nuisance −∇2µt∗ is the entire field Y
itself, and any inference conducted conditional on Y is trivial. Instead, in Section 6 we pursue an approach
based on auxiliary randomization, which leaves behind enough information after selection to accurately
estimate −∇2µt∗ .

5.3 Marginal coverage
We measure marginal (mis)coverage of the overall method using per-comparison miscoverage rate (PCMR),
defined in (11) and copied here for convenience: recalling that t∗(t) := argmint∗∈T ∗ ∥t∗ − t∥ denotes the true
peak closest to a point t,

PCMRT ∗(u, v) := E[N(t ∈ T̂u : t∗(t) ̸∈ Ct)]
E[N(T̂v)]

, and PCMRµT ∗ (u, v) :=
E[N(t ∈ T̂u : µt∗(t) ̸∈ It)]

E[N(T̂v)]
.

In other words, PCMR measures the expected number of confidence regions that fail to cover the location
or height of the nearest peak, compared to the expected number of peaks at which inference is conducted.

The conditional coverage guarantees of Corollary 1 hold for any threshold u satisfying the conditions of
Theorem 3, and do not specifically require that u = uTG be chosen to calibrate the TG test for signifi-
cance. Taking u = uTG results in asymptotic marginal coverage: Theorem 2 implies that at most 100α%
of selected peaks are falsely declared significant without being unique εn-consistent estimates of some
t∗ ∈ T ∗, while Corollary 1 implies that at most 100α%-percent of εn-consistent estimate have correspond-
ing confidence regions that fail to cover the truth. Together, these imply asymptotic control of PCMR at
level

PCMR(α, vn) :=
∑

t∗∈T ∗ P(N(St∗) = 1) · α + α · E[Nvn(T0)]∑
t∗∈T ∗ P(Nvn

(Bt∗) = 1) + E[Nvn
(T0)] ≤ α.

Theorem 5. Fix α ∈ (0, 1), and suppose vn → ∞. Under Assumptions 1-9, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:

PCMRµT ∗ ≤ PCMR(α, vn) + C
( 1

v2
n

+
(

sup
t∗∈T ∗

(ūt∗ − µt∗) + ∆n + 1
)
εnδn

)
. (38)

If additionally supt∗∈T ∗(ūt∗ − µt∗)δn → 0, then

PCMRT ∗(α, vn) ≤ PCMR(α, vn) + C
( 1

v2
n

+ δ2
n + A · sup

t∗∈T ∗
(ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)δn + sup

t∗∈T ∗
(ūt∗ − µt∗)2δ2

n

)
. (39)

For the proof of Theorem 5 see Section 11.12. When there is asymptotically negligible selection pres-
sure – i.e. mint∗∈T ∗ µt∗ − uTG(α, vn) → ∞ – then inft∗∈T ∗ P(N(St∗) = 1)/P(Nv(Bt∗) = 1) → 1 and
PCMR(α, vn) → α. This corresponds to a limiting regime where there is exactly one selected peak t̂ ∈ T̂v

that consistently estimates each t∗ ∈ T ∗, and that is declared significant with probability tending to one;
in this case limiting miscoverage will be exactly the nominal level α. Otherwise PCMR(α, vn) < α and
the overall procedure will be conservative, since some consistent selections t̂ ∈ T̂v may not be declared
significant by the TG test.

6 Peak inference with a randomized field
There are at least two issues with our non-randomized method for selective peak inference. First, the confi-
dence intervals for the height are based on a Truncated Gaussian distribution, and may therefore be quite
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wide, particularly if there is strong selection pressure (Kivaranovic and Leeb, 2021). Second, the confi-
dence regions for location may not have nominal coverage, even asymptotically. Both problems become
more dramatic as the significance threshold u increases. One way of understanding this is through the idea
of left over (Fisher) information (Fithian et al., 2014). Intuitively, as u increases and selection pressure
grows, there is less information left over for µt∗ , and consequently less information for the Hessian ∇2µt∗

as well. Less information for µt∗ leads to wider intervals for the height; less information for ∇2µt∗ leads
to less accurate estimates of nuisance parameters, a less pivotal Wald statistic, and ultimately confidence
regions with less accurate coverage.

A conceptually simple way of achieving valid inferences after selection is data splitting (Cox, 1975; Wasser-
man and Roeder, 2009; Kriegeskorte et al., 2009, 2010), which always sets aside some information for
inference. However, in our generic problem setup there is only replicate which cannot further be split. A
separate issue is that in post-model-selection inference it has been observed that data splitting can be
ineffecient (Fithian et al., 2014). We propose an alternative method for randomized peak inference that
addresses both issues. Roughly speaking the method works as follows: first, synthetic randomization is
injected in a way that is designed to mimic the effects of data splitting, similar to Tian and Taylor (2018);
Rasines and Young (2023); Leiner et al. (2025). The peak detection portion of Algorithm 1 – i.e. pre-
thresholding followed by significance testing using the TG test – is then applied to this randomized field.
Finally, post-selection inference for height and location is conducted using the resulting discoveries, in
a way that is designed to use all of the information left over for inference, along the lines of data carv-
ing (Fithian et al., 2014; Tian and Taylor, 2018).

As in the non-randomized setting, our method for peak inference after randomized selection will be based
on asymptotic expansions of the density of (randomized) peaks. We derive these expansions heuristically
in Section 12, but do not provide explicit upper bounds on the relative error, nor theoretical guarantees
on coverage. Instead we confirm experimentally in Section 7 that the method achieves close to nominal
coverage, both conditionally and marginally.

6.1 Randomized peak detection
Our randomized method for peak detection works as follows. First we sample ω ∼ N(0, C), independently
of Y . We then use ω to “split” the field Y into two parts,

Y sel
t := Yt + √

γ · ωt, Y inf
t := Yt − 1

√
γ

· ωt,

where γ ∈ (0, ∞) is a user-determined parameter controlling the degree of randomization. Notice that by
construction, the fields Y sel

t and Y inf
t are independent. We produce a set of candidate peaks for inference

by first pre-thresholding the peaks of Y sel
t ,

qTv := {t ∈ T : Y sel
t > v, ∇Y sel

t = 0, ∇2Y sel
t ≺ 0},

and then applying the TG test for peak detection to thresholded peaks ť ∈ qTv, resulting in discoveries

qTu = {t ∈ T : Y sel
t > u, ∇Y sel

t = 0, ∇2Y sel
t ≺ 0}.

Just as in the non-randomized setting, the randomized peaks detected by the TG test tend to consistently
discover true peaks. Concretely, the results of Section 4 imply that applying the TG test to each ť ∈ qTv,
with significance threshold uTG(α, v) · σγ asymptotically controls the εγ

n-PCER, where σγ :=
√

1 + γ,
εγ

n := δγ
n

√
6σ2

1 log(1/δγ
n) and δγ

n = δn · σγ .

Randomization guarantees that at least 1/Var[Y inf
t ] = γ/(1 + γ) := π fraction of the total information is left

over for inference, regardless of the degree of selection pressure. But there is a tradeoff: more randomiza-
tion increases the information left over for inference, but can also result in less power for discovering true
peaks (at the same nominal level α).
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6.2 Post-selection peak inference via data carving
Our high-level goal for inference after randomized peak detection remains the same as in the non-randomized
setting: we would like to construct confidence regions for the location and height of some t∗ ∈ T ∗ that is
nearby a discovery ť ∈ qTu, given that such a true peak happens to exist. One way of achieving this, in the
spirit of data splitting, is to only use Y inf to form the regions. Since Y inf and Y sel are independent, the
distribution of peaks of Y inf is unaffected by selection, and (second-order accurate) confidence regions can
be derived from the marginal distribution of peaks of Y inf . We give a concrete method along these lines in
Section 12.1, which we term selective peak inference via data splitting (despite the fact that in our setup
there is only one replicate Y .)

We now propose an alternative that is more similar in spirit to data carving (Fithian et al., 2014; Tian and
Taylor, 2018). As in data splitting, in data carving only Y sel is used for peak detection. However, data
carving forms confidence regions using the full data Y , incorporating information from both Y sel and Y inf .
Intuitively, by using all the information left after selection for conditional inference, data carving leads to
more powerful inferences and tighter confidence regions than data splitting, while maintaining the same
asympotic coverage guarantees. We demonstrate this experimentally in Section 7.

Conditional distribution after randomized selection. To construct confidence regions we examine
the post-randomized selection distribution of a full-data peak t̂ ∈ T̂ about a true peak t∗ ∈ T ∗. Roughly
speaking, this is the conditional distribution given that there is a unique randomized peak ť ∈ qT that
εγ

n-consistently discovers t∗.6 Heuristic calculations carried out in Section 12 suggest that a second-order
accurate approximation to the post-randomized selection density of Ŷ is

p̄carve(y) :∝ Ψ
(u − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

√
γ

)
· 1√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗ − 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))2
)

, (40)

while a second-order accurate approximaton to density of t̂|Ŷ = y is

p̄carve(t∗ + h|y) := (1 + T carve
10 (h) + T carve

30 (h)) ·
√

det(Gt∗|y)
√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2h′Gt∗|yh
)

. (41)

(The first-order terms T carve
10 (h), T carve

30 (h) are defined in Section 12.) We call these calculations heuristic
as we do not provide formal upper bounds on the error; we expect that they could be made fully rigorous
using similar techniques to those used to prove the results of Sections 3-5, but leave this to future work.

Examining these asymptotic densities reveals the effect of randomization on the post-selection distribu-
tion of height and location. Comparing (40) to (32) shows that the effect of randomization on the post-
selection density of Ŷ is to replace the indicator 1(y > u) by the “soft-truncation” Gaussian survival
function.7 This is a familiar consequence of randomization in post-selection inference problems (Tian and
Taylor, 2018; Panigrahi and Taylor, 2023). We call the asymptotic post-randomized selection distribution
of Ŷ a soft Truncated Gaussian (soft TG) distribution. To a leading order, the soft TG asymptotic limit
matches the distribution of Yt∗ |Y sel

t∗ > u, as might be expected. Our analysis suggests that once again
second-order accuracy is achieved through applying a first-order mean-shift to this reference distribution.

On the other hand (41) suggests that the post-randomized selection distribution of t̂|Ŷ = y has the same
conditional Goldilocks precision matrix as under non-randomized selection. However under randomized
selection Ŷ has a different deterministic limit – ūγ

t∗ = πūt∗ + (1 − π)µt∗ rather than ūt∗ – and thus under
randomized selection the conditional Goldilocks matrix is closer to

Gt∗|ūγ

t∗
= (−∇2µt∗)Λt∗(−∇2µt∗) + (1 − π)(ūt∗ − µt∗)Λt∗ ,

6More precisely, the distribution conditions on the event that (i) there is a unique randomized peak ť ∈ qT that εγ
n-

consistently discovers t∗; (ii) there is a unique full-data peak t̂ ∈ T̂ that εn-consistently discoveres t∗; (iii) Y sel
ť

∈ ūγ
t∗ ± ∆n, (iv)

Ŷ ∈ ūγ
t∗ ± ∆n where ūγ

t∗ = (1 − π)ūt∗ + πµt∗ . However (ii) - (iv) occur with high probability as δn → 0 and thus do not have
a large effect on the conditional distribution. See Section 12.2 for more details.

7Here we are borrowing terminology from Panigrahi and Taylor (2023), who refer to likelihoods with a similar functional
form to (40) as “soft-truncated” likelihoods.
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Algorithm 2 Selective peak inference via data carving
Require: Field Y , gradient covariance Cov[∇ϵt], pre-threshold v ∈ R, significance level α ∈ (0, 1), random-

ization level γ > 0.
1: Select peaks qTv by pre-thresholding Y sel.
2: At each peak t ∈ qTv, test the null hypothesis µt = 0 by applying the TG test to Y sel with significance

threshold σγ · uTG(α, v), making discoveries qTuTG(α,v).
3: For each discovery ť ∈ qTuTG(α,v), let t̂ := argmin

t∈T̂
∥t − ť∥ be the nearest peak in Y . Compute a confi-

dence region Icarve
t̂

for the height, and a confidence ellipsoid Ccarve
t̂

for the location, using (42)-(44).

than to Ḡt∗ . Since (−∇2µt∗)Λt∗(−∇2µt∗) ≺ Gt∗|ūγ

t∗
≺ Ḡt∗ , we see that randomized selection increases

precision for the location, but by a smaller amount than non-randomized selection. On the other hand,
after randomized selection we can use Y inf to construct an estimate of precision that is asymptotically
unbiased even under strong selection pressure.

Pivots and confidence regions. To construct approximate pivots, we use the limiting distributions
suggested by (40) and (41), and then plug in estimates for nuisance parameters. For the height, this leads
to the soft TG pivot:

ŜTGµt∗ (y) :=

∫ y

−∞ Ψ
(

u−z− γ
2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂)√

γ

)
· 1√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2 (z − µt∗ − 1
2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂))2

)
dz∫∞

−∞ Ψ
(

u−z− γ
2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂)√

γ

)
· 1√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2 (z − µt∗ − 1
2 tr(Ĥ−1Λt̂))2

)
dz

. (42)

(This is not available in closed-form but can be calculated numerically.) For the location, we again use a
Wald-type pivot; but now plug in the estimate Ĥ inf := −∇2Y inf

t̂
for the nuisance parameter −∇2µt∗ :

Ŵ carve
t∗ (t) := (t − t∗)′ĤΛ−1

t̂
Ĥ inf(t − t∗). (43)

As in the non-randomized setting, we can construct confidence regions by inverting tests based on the soft
TG and Wald pivots, resulting in

Icarve
t̂

:=
{

µ : α

2 ≤ ŜTGµ(Ŷ ) ≤ 1 − α

2

}
, and Ccarve

t̂
:=
{

t : Ŵ carve
t (t̂) ≤ qχ2

d
(1 − α)

}
. (44)

For convenience, we summarize this method for peak inference via data carving in Algorithm 2.

We expect that randomization should improve post-selection inference for both height and location, but in
different ways. For the height, we expect that Icarve

t̂
should have asymptotic up to second-order accurate

coverage, which is the same order of accuracy achieved by the non-randomized It̂. However we expect the
post randomized-selection intervals to be significantly shorter under strong selection pressure, as is the
case in more traditional post-selection inference problems (Tian and Taylor, 2018; Panigrahi and Taylor,
2023; Rasines and Young, 2023). For the location, the distribution of Ĥ inf is only weakly affected by selec-
tion – since Ĥ inf depends on Y sel only through the location t̂ at which it is evaluated – and in particular
Ĥ inf should be an asymptotically unbiased estimate of −∇2µt∗ , with relative error converging to 0 in prob-
ability. As a result we expect that Ccarve

t̂
should have asymptotically up to second-order accurate coverage,

even under non-negligible selection pressure, which improves on the coverage of the non-randomized Ct̂. In
Section 7 we verify both of these improvements experimentally.

7 Experiments
We conduct some experiments on simulated data to first empirically evaluate the finite-curvature accuracy
of our asymptotic theory, and then to compare the performance of our various proposals for selective peak
inference.
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7.1 Validation of asymptotic theory
To evaluate the finite-curvature accuracy of the asymptotic theory of Section 5, we draw 50000 indepen-
dent replicates of a two-dimensional random field Y ∼ N(µ, C) defined over domain T = [−1, 1]2, with
signal and covariance kernel

µt = µ0 · K(0, t), K(s, t) = exp
(

− ∥s − t∥2

2 · 0.152

)
,

so that T ∗ = {0} and µt∗ = µ0. We retain only those replicates where there is a single peak t̂ ∈ T̂u

within distance εn of t∗ = 0. This is repeated for µ0 ∈ {3, 4, 5, · · · , 11} to study the effect of stronger
signal/higher curvature, and thresholds u ∈ {µ0 − 2, µ0, µ0 + 2}, to compare results under weak, moderate,
and strong selection pressure. The results are displayed in Figure 2.

For the location, we compare how often the quantities

χ2
d

(
(t̂ − t∗)′Ḡt∗(t̂ − t∗)

)
, χ2

d

(
(t̂ − t∗)′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ ∇2µt∗(t̂ − t∗)
)
, and χ2

d

(
(t̂ − t∗)′H̄t∗Λ−1

t∗ H̄t∗(t̂ − t∗)
)

fall below the particular choice α = 0.2, to evaluate how close empirical precision is to the asymptotically
correct Ḡt∗ , as opposed to the sandwich precision with either the marginal Hessian −∇2µt∗ or the condi-
tional Hessian H̄t∗ . As predicted by the asymptotic theory, the precision is increasingly close to Ḡt∗ as
µ0 is increased, across different choices of u. In contrast, neither of the sandwich precision matrices are
correct under moderate or strong selection pressure.

For the height, we compare the distribution of

S̄µt∗ (Ŷ ) =
Ψ(Ŷ − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗))

Ψ(u − µt∗ − 1
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))
,

Ψ(Ŷ − µt∗)
Ψ(u − µt∗) , and Ψ(Ŷ − µt∗).

The asymptotically correct S̄µt∗ (Ŷ ) is well calibrated for all µ0, while the naive choice Ψ(Ŷ − µt∗), which
does not account for selection, is not calibrated under moderate or strong selection pressure. Addition-
ally, at lower signal strength and under weak and moderate selection pressure, the first-order mean-shift
correction 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗) noticeably improves calibration.

Additional experiments presented in Section 14 demonstrate that these conclusions are robust to the
choice of α, and are qualitatively similar in a one-dimensional setting.

7.2 Conditional coverage
Our second experiment compares the performance of our three proposals for post-selection peak infer-
ence: the non-randomized method outlined in Algorithm 1, and the two randomized methods, carve (Al-
gorithm 2) and split (Algorithm 3). For the latter two methods the randomization tuning parameter is
set to be γ = 1, which would correspond to a 50/50 split if Y were constructed by averaging independent
replicates. The distribution of Y and choices of threshold are the same as in our first experiment, but
we now examine coverage and size of confidence regions conditional on selection. (Notice that the condi-
tional distributions underlying each method differ in what precisely is conditioned on; see (27) and (135)
respectively.) The results are displayed in Figure 3.

For the location: all methods achieve nominal coverage when the signal strength is large and selection
pressure is weak. Split inference is noticeably worst at the smallest signal strengths: this is due to the
fact that, after standardization, the curvture of the field Y inf that split uses for inference is smaller than
the curvature of the full data field Y . Under moderate or strong selection pressure, the non-randomized
method also has inflated type I error, even when the signal is strong, as predicted by our theory.

For the height: all methods achieve very close to nominal coverage across different signal strengths and
sample sizes, except for split and carve at the very smallest signal strengths. However, the split intervals
are always wider than the carved intervals, and the standard intervals are much wider than either under
strong selection pressure.
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Figure 2: Distribution of candidate quantities for location (top row) and height (bottom row). Different
columns corresponds to different thresholds u. Details of experimental setup and takeaways are in the
main text.
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Additional experiments presented in Section 14.2 demonstrate that these conclusions are qualitatively
similar in a one-dimensional setting. They also evaluate performance in a setup where the signal is wider
than the covariance kernel. In this last setting, the relative performance of the non-randomized, carve, and
split methods is similar, but all methods perform worse at low signal strengths. This makes sense as the
wider signal has much smaller curvature, making the problem more challenging.

7.3 Multiple peaks and overall performance
Our third and final experiment compares the performance of the non-randomized, carve, and split meth-
ods in a more realistic experiment with multiple peaks. In this experiment the signal is a superposition of
nine compactly supported unimodal functions of various peak heights. Additionally, in this experiment we
do not set the threshold u ad-hoc, but instead set u = uTG(α, v) based on theory, to control null-PCER at
α = 0.1. Figure 4 shows both conditional coverage on a per-peak basis and overall miscoverage, for both
height and location.

For the location: both non-randomized and split methods have inflated miscoverage on a per-peak, con-
ditional basis, while carved is closer to nominal. Marginally, however, all methods have nominal coverage,
with split and carve even being conservative. This conservatism is expected because this is a setting where
not all true peaks are discovered with high probability; see the discussion after Theorem 5.

For the height: all methods achieve very close to nominal coverage on a conditional, per-peak basis and
are marginally conservative. However the carved intervals are smallest, particularly at the true peaks
which have the lowest heights.

8 Summary and discussion
This article lays out several procedures for peak detection followed by localization via formal statistical in-
ference. These procedures account for the fact that peaks were subjected to thresholding and significance
testing prior to inference. As a result, they are valid, both marginally and in a post-selective, conditional
sense, even in regimes where some peaks will be falsely selected and discovery of true peaks is not guaran-
teed.

We conclude by mentioning a few interesting directions in which our theory and methodology might be
extended. First, our procedures assume that the field Y is standardized, and assume knowledge of Λt

in constructing confidence regions. If the true covariance kernel K is unknown, then the field must be
standardized using an estimate of variance, and an estimate of Λ must be used; it is not clear to us the
effect this will have on subsequent inferences. Second, the TG peak detection procedure is calibrated to
control PCER rather than a more stringent criterion like FWER or FDR. We believe that a larger choice
of significance threshold u, based on a Bonferroni/BH-like procedure, should result in control of either
FWER or FDR. A likely downstream consequence of this would be that our overall method for inference
– with this larger choice of u – would control asymptotic false coverage rate rather than the focus of this
paper, which is the per-comparison miscoverage rate. Finally, it would be interesting to consider post-
selection peak inference using methods for identifying signal regions that are more sophisticated than
simply thresholding peaks.
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Figure 3: Comparing miscoverage and width of non-randomized, carve, and split methods for peak infer-
ence. Top two rows correspond to inference for location, bottom two rows to inference for height. “Width”
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9 Proofs for Section 3
In this section we build to the proof of Theorem 1. Sections 9.1 and 9.2 contain some preliminary esti-
mates on the asymptotic behavior of the signal and covariance. In Section 9.3 we show that conditional on
there being a discovery t̂ ∈ T̂u that consistently estimates t∗, the relative error between the Hessian −∇2Yt

and H̄t∗ converges to 0 uniformly over t in a neighborhood of t∗. In Section 9.4 we state two Lemmas,
Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, that give local expansions of the determinant and density terms in the Kac-Rice
formula for ρ(t, y). Lemma 1 is proved in Section 9.5 and Lemma 2 is proved in Section 9.6; both proofs
rely on the results of Sections 9.1-9.3. Combined these local expansions imply Theorem 1, as shown in
Section 9.7.

Throughout, we will assume that n ∈ N is large enough that each of the following is true: (14) is satisfied,
Bt∗ ⊆ B(t∗, c0), and C

√
log(λn) ≤ λn where C is some constant to be determined later. Notice that these

are all true if n ≥ C. In the future, we will not be as explicit about what lower bounds n must satisfy, and
will often simply revert to stating that n is “sufficiently large.”

9.1 Asymptotics of signal
We consider Taylor expansion of µt, ∇µt, ∇2µt around t = t∗ for some t∗ ∈ T ∗. By Assumption 3, the
remainder terms in these expansions are bounded as follows:

sup
h∈B(0,c2)

∣∣∣µt∗+h − µt∗ − 1
2h′∇2µt∗h

∣∣∣ ≤ C∥h∥3λt∗ ,

sup
h∈B(0,c2)

∥∇µt∗+h − ∇2µt∗h − 1
2∇3µt∗(h, h)∥ ≤ C∥h∥3λt∗ ,

sup
h∈B(0,c2)

∥∇2µt∗+h − ∇2µt∗ − ∇3µt∗(h)∥ ≤ C∥h∥2λt∗ .

(45)
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We will use the following consequences of (45) and Assumption 3: there exists a constant c > 0 such that
for all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

sup
h∈B(0,c)

∥∇2µt∗+h∥ ≤ Cλt∗ ,

sup
h∈B(0,c)

{∥∇µt∗+h∥
∥h∥

}
≤ Cλt∗ ,

sup
h∈B(0,c)

{ |µt∗+h − µt∗ |
∥h∥2

}
≤ Cλt∗ .

(46)

9.2 Asymptotics of covariance
We begin by recalling some notation from the main text, and introducing some new notation as well. Re-
call that Λt = Cov[∇ϵt] ∈ Rd×d and that we write Kij(t, s) := Cov[∇iϵt, ∇jϵs]; from now on we abbreviate
Kij(t) := Kij(t, t). Let Γt := Cov[∇2ϵt, ∇ϵt]Λ−1

t = K21(t)Λ−1
t ; this is a d × d × d array with entries

(Γt)ijk =
∑d

m=1[K21(t)]ijm[Λ−1
t ]mk.

Assumption 2 (and in the case of Γt, Equation (2)) imply that Λt, Γt and the first and second derivatives
of these array-valued mappings are bounded above by constants:

sup
t∈Rd

∥Λt∥ < C, sup
t∈Rd

∥Λ̇t∥ < C, sup
t∈Rd

∥Λ̈t∥ < C,

sup
t∈Rd

∥Γt∥ < C, sup
t∈Rd

∥Γ̇t∥ < C, sup
t∈Rd

∥Γ̈t∥ < C.
(47)

We also note that for any points t, t′,

∥K20(t, t′) − Λt∥ ≤ C sup
t̃∈B(t,∥t′−t∥)

∥K21(t, t̃)∥ · ∥t′ − t∥ ≤ C∥t′ − t∥,

∥K21(t, t′) − K21(t)∥ ≤ C sup
t̃∈B(t,∥t′−t∥)

∥K22(t, t̃)∥ · ∥t′ − t∥ ≤ C∥t′ − t∥.

9.3 Asymptotics of Hessian
In the main text we have observed that conditional on the selection event N(St∗) = 1, the observed Hes-
sian Ĥ is a biased estimate for −∇2µt∗ and instead has deterministic limit H̄t∗ = E[−∇2Yt∗ |Yt∗ = ūt∗ ]. In
this section, we prove the related claim: conditional on {Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0} at some t ∈ Bd(t∗, εn), y ∈
ūt∗ ± ∆n, the relative error between −∇2Ys and H̄t∗ converges to 0 in P-probability, uniformly over
s ∈ Bd(t∗, εn). In fact we derive explicit bounds on the rate of convergence, see (53). Later in Section 11.3
we show that this implies Ĥ has deterministic limit H̄t∗ = E[−∇2Yt∗ |Yt∗ = ūt∗ ] under QSt∗ .

Projection/residual decomposition. To describe the asymptotic behavior of the process −∇2Ys

nearby a selected peak t ∈ T̂u, we make use of the following decomposition of the negative Hessian of the
noise:

−∇2ϵs = −K20(s, t)ϵt − K21(s, t)(Λ−1
t ∇ϵt) + Rt

s.

By construction the residual Rt
s is a symmetric, mean-zero Gaussian random matrix that is independent

of (ϵt, ∇ϵt). The covariance between Rt
s, Rt

s′ – either marginally or conditionally on (ϵt, ∇ϵt) – is an array
Kt

22(s, s′) ∈ Rd×d×d×d, having elements

[Kt
22(s, s′)]ijkl := Cov

(
[Rt

s]ij , [Rt
s′ ]kl

)
= [K22(s, s′)]ijkl−[K20(s, t)]ij [K20(s′, t)]kl−

∑
m,o

[K21(s, t)]klm[Λ−1
t ]mo[K12(t, s′)]oij .

(48)
Conditional on {ϵt = y − µt, ∇ϵt = −∇µt}, we have that

−∇2ϵs
d= −K20(s, t)(y − µt) + K21(s, t)(Λ−1

t ∇µt) + Rt
s,
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and therefore conditional {Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0} we have that

−∇2Ys
d= Ht

s(y)+Rt
s, Ht

s(y) := −∇2µs −K20(s, t)(y−µt)+K21(s, t)(Λ−1
t ∇µt), Rt

s ∼ Nd×d(0, Kt
22(s, s)).

(49)
We note that the pinned mean Ht

t (y) is equal to the deterministic Hessian Ht|y defined in (7). Notation-
ally, hereafter when evaluating the pinned mean Ht

s(y) and residual Rt
s at t = s, we will drop the super-

script, writing Ht|y for Ht
t (y) and Rt for Rt

t.

Asymptotic deterministic equivalent: signal region. We now consider the Hessian −∇2Ys in the
neighborhood of a true peak t∗. Recall the notation from the main text Bt∗ := Bd(t∗, εn) and It∗ :=
ut∗ ± ∆n ∩ (u, ∞). We will show that conditional on {Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0} for any t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ , with
high probability the process −∇2Ys is uniformly close to H̄t∗ over all s ∈ Bt∗ . To show this we proceed
from the projection/residual decomposition in (49). We will show first that the relative error between the
pinned mean Ht

s(y) and the deterministic Hessian H̄t∗ is uniformly small. Then we will show that with
high probability, uniformly over s ∈ Bt∗ , the residual Hessian Rt

s ∈ Rt∗ := Bd×d(0, ξn) ∩ Rd×d
sym, where

Bd×d(0, r) denotes an r-ball in the set of symmetric matrices Rd×d
sym = {A ∈ Rd×d : A = A′}, the radius

ξn := σ22 · ∆n

√
d,

and the variance term is
σ2

22 := sup
s,t∈Rd

sup
x∈Sd−1

Var[x′Rt
sx] < ∞. (50)

We begin with the pinned mean. Observe that Ht
s(y) is Lipschitz in its lower argument; to bound its Lips-

chitz constant, we combine the following:

sup
s,t∈Bt∗

∥∇2µs − ∇2µt∥ ≤ Cλt∗∥s − t∥

sup
s,t∈T

∥K20(s, t) − K20(t, t)∥ ≤ C∥s − t∥

sup
s,t∈T

∥K21(s, t) − K21(t, t)∥ ≤ C∥s − t∥,

to conclude via the triangle inequality that

sup
s,t∈Bt∗

∥Ht
s(y) − Ht|y∥

= sup
s,t∈Bt∗

∥∇2µt − ∇2µs + (y − µt)(K20(t, t) − K20(s, t)) + (K21(s, t) − K21(t, t))Λ−1
t ∇µt∥

≤ sup
s,t∈Bt∗

C
(

λt∗∥s − t∥ + |y − µt| · ∥s − t∥ + ∥∇µt∥ · ∥s − t∥
)

(i)
≤ sup

s,t∈Bt∗
C
(

λt∗∥s − t∥ +
(
|y − ūt∗ | + |ūt∗ − µt∗ | + λt∗∥t − t∗∥

)
∥s − t∥ + λt∗ · ∥t − t∗∥ · ∥s − t∥

)
(ii)
≤ C

(
λt∗εn + ∆nεn + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |εn

)
(iii)
≤ C∆n.

Above (i) uses the upper bounds on |µt − µt∗ | and ∥∇µt∥ stated in (46), in (ii) and (iii) we have absorbed
asymptotically negligible terms into the constant C, and in (iii) we observe that λt∗εn ≤ C∆n. Essentially
the same analysis bounds the difference between Ht|y and H̄t∗ uniformly over t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ :

sup
t∈Bt∗ ,y∈It∗

∥Ht|y−H̄t∗∥ ≤ sup
t∈Bt∗ ,y∈It∗

C
(

λt∗∥t−t∗∥+(|y−ūt∗ |+|ūt∗−µt∗ |)·∥t−t∗∥+λt∗∥t−t∗∥2
)

≤ C
(

λt∗εn

)
≤ C∆n.

(51)
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To show that the residual Rt
s is relatively small with high probability, we will apply the Borell-TIS inequal-

ity as stated in (152), which applies as Kt
22(s, ·) ∈ C1(Rd) for all s ∈ Rd by Assumption 2, and implies that

for any constant η > 0, there exists a constant C(η) such that

P
(

sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(Rt
s) ≥ ξn

)
≤ P

(
sup

s∈B(t∗,1)
sup

x∈Sd−1
x′Rt

sx ≥ ξn

)
≤ C(η) exp

(
ηξ2

n − ξ2
n

2σ2
22

)
.

(52)

Combining our analyses of the pinned mean and pinned residual, we conclude the following: conditional on
{Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0} for any t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ , η > 0,

sup
s∈Bt∗

∥ − ∇2Ys − H̄t∗∥
∥H̄t∗∥

≤ Cδt∗(∆n + ξn) ≤ Cεn, (53)

with probability at least 1 − C(η) exp(ηξ2
n − ξ2

n/(2σ2
22)).

First-order Taylor expansion of Hessian. So far we have derived an upper bound on the difference
between the observed Hessian −∇2Yt and the deterministic Hessian H̄t∗ . To obtain second-order accu-
rate approximations of the density p(t, y), we will need to compute a first-order Taylor expansion of the
observed Hessian about H̄t∗ . Conditional on {Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0, Rt = R}, the observed Hessian is equal to

−∇2Yt = Ht|y + R.

The first-order Taylor expansion of the right hand side about (t = t∗, y = ūt∗ , R = 0) is

H̄t(y, R) := H̄t∗ + T H
10(t − t∗) + T H

01(y − ūt∗) + R,

T H
10(h) = −∇3µt∗(h) + (ūt∗ − µt∗)Λ̇t∗(h) − Γt∗(∇2µt∗(h)), T H

01(y − ūt∗) = (y − ūt∗)Λt∗ .
(54)

To upper bound the error incurred by Taylor expansion, we combine the following:

∥∇2µt∗+h − ∇2µt∗ − ∇3µt∗(h)∥ ≤ Cλt∗∥h∥2,

∥Γt∗+h(∇µt∗+h) − Γt∗(∇2µt∗h)∥ ≤ Cλt∗∥h∥2,

∥(y − µt∗)Λt∗ + (ūt∗ − µt∗)Λ̇t∗(h) − (y − µt∗+h)Λt∗+h∥ ≤ C(|y − ūt∗ |∥h∥ + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |∥h∥2),

to conclude that the Taylor expansion remainder term is upper bounded by

C
(

λt∗∥t − t∗∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |∥t − t∗∥ + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |∥t − t∗∥2
)

≤ C
(

λn∥t − t∗∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |∥t − t∗∥
)

. (55)

The second inequality above follows from the upper bound |ūt∗ − µt∗ | ≤ Cλn assumed in Assumption 6.
Finally, notice that the first-order terms in the Taylor expansion have magnitude at most

∥T H
10(h)∥ ≤ Cλn∥h∥ ≤ C

√
log λn, ∥T H

01(y)∥ ≤ |y − ūt∗ | ≤ ∆n ≤ C
√

log λn, ∥R∥ ≤ C
√

log λn, (56)

and so these terms are asymptotically negligible compared to the leading order term H̄t∗ ≍ λn. Thus,
for all n ∈ N sufficiently large that C

√
log λn < λn/4, it follows that ∥H̄t(y, R) − H̄t∗∥ ≤ λn/2 and

so ∥H̄t(y, R)∥ ≥ λn/2. We conclude that for all such n ∈ N, the relative error in a first-order Taylor
expansion of the observed Hessian is at most

∥Ht|y + R − H̄t(y, R)∥
∥H̄t(y, R)∥

≤ C
(
∥h∥2 + δn|y − ūt∗ |∥h∥

)
:= ErrH(h, y). (57)
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Local expansion of determinant. Applying the results of the preceding paragraph leads to a local
expansion of the determinant of the observed Hessian det(Ht|y + R) about (t = t∗, y = ūt∗ , R = 0). Let
Et(y) = Ht|y + R − H̄t(y, R), and suppose n ∈ N is large enough that C(δ2

n log λn) ≤ 1/4, where C is the
constant from (55), and C

√
log λn ≤ λn/4. It follows that ∥Et(y)∥/∥H̄t(y, R)∥ ≤ 1/2. As a result we can

apply (154) to conclude that∣∣∣ det(Ht|y + R) − det(H̄t(y, R))
∣∣∣ ≤ C det(H̄t(y, R)) · ∥Et(y)∥

λmin(H̄t(y, R))
≤ C det(H̄t∗) · ErrH(h, y).

Now let’s express H̄t(y, R) = H̄t∗ + Ē(h, y, R), where Ē(h, y, R) = T H
10(h) + T H

01(y) + R. As stated earlier
if n is large enough so that C

√
log λn ≤ λn/4, then ∥Ē(h, y, R)∥ ≤ ∥Ht∗∥/2. We may therefore apply (154)

again, concluding that∣∣∣det(H̄t(y, R)) − det
(
H̄t∗)(1 + tr(H̄−1

t∗ Ē(h, y, R)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C det(H̄t∗) · ∥Ē(h, y, R)∥2

λmin(H̄t∗)2

≤ C det(H̄t∗)(∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + ∥R∥2δ2

n).

In the latter inequality we have inserted the upper bounds in (56). Additionally, recognize that tr(H̄−1
t∗ Ē(h, y, R)) =

T det
10 (h) + T det

01 (y) + tr(H̄−1
t∗ R). In summary, we have shown that∣∣∣det(Ht∗+h|y + R) − det(H̄t∗)

(
1 + T det

10 (h) + T det
01 (y) + tr(H̄−1

t∗ R)
)∣∣∣

≤ C det(H̄t∗)
(

∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + ∥R∥2δ2

n

)
:= Errdet(h, y, R).

(58)

We will use this local expansion in the proof of Lemma 1.

9.4 Proof of Theorem 1: Expansions of determinant and density terms
We are now ready to develop the local expansions of the determinant and density terms in the Kac-Rice
formula for ρ(t, y), which we copy here for convenience:

ρ(t, y) = E
[

det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0
]

· fYt,∇Yt
(y, 0)

Determinant term. The expectation of the determinant of a Gaussian random matrix, multiplied
by the indicator that the matrix is negative definite, is in general difficult to compute. However, in our
high-curvature asymptotic setup, at points t nearby true peaks t∗ the probability that ∇2Yt is negative
definite is exponentially close to 1. We are thus left with the conditional expectation of a determinant
of a Gaussian matrix which can be effectively approximated by local expansion. To concisely write the
first-order terms in this expansion, we recall notation from the main text:

T det
10 (h) = tr

(
H̄−1

t∗ Ḣt∗|ūt∗ (h)
)
, T det

01 (y) = (y − ūt∗)tr
(
H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗),

where Ḣt∗|ūt∗ ∈ Rd×d×d is the derivative of the deterministic Hessian,

Ḣt∗|ūt∗ (h) = −∇3µt∗(h) + (ūt∗ − µt∗) · Λ̇t∗(h) + Γt∗(∇2µt∗h). (59)

Lemma 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, at points t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ , writing h = t − t∗:∣∣∣E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0] − det(H̄t∗)
(
1 + T det

10 (h) + T det
01 (y)

)∣∣∣
det(H̄t∗)

≤ Errdet(h, y), (60)

where
Errdet(h, y) := C

((
|y − ūt∗ |2 + 1

)
δ2

n + ∥h∥2
)

.

The proof of Lemma 1 is given in Section 9.5. The linear terms and error term have respective magnitude

sup
t∈Bt∗

T det
10 (h) ≤ Cεn, sup

y∈It∗
T det

01 (y) ≤ Cεn, sup
t∈Bt∗ ,y∈It∗

Errdet(h, y) ≤ Cε2
n. (61)

This is why we refer to T det
10 (h), T det

01 (y) as first-order terms, while the error is only second-order.
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Density term. Standard asymptotic analysis (carried out in Section 9.6) shows that under Assump-
tion 3, at points t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ , the density of both the height and gradient are locally well-approximated
by Taylor expansion around t = t∗, y = ūt∗ . We again recall the notation introduced in the main text for
the first-order terms in this expansion:

T Y
21(h, y) := 1

2(y − ūt∗)h′∇2µt∗h

T ∇Y
10 (h) := −1

2tr
(
Λ−1

t∗ Λ̇t∗(h)
)
,

T ∇Y
30 (h) := h′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ {∇3µt∗(h, h)} − h′∇2µt∗Λ−1
t∗ {Λ̇t∗(h)}Λ−1

t∗ h

Lemma 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, at points t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ , writing h = t − t∗:∣∣∣fYt
(y) − f̄Yt

(y)
∣∣∣

f̄Yt
(y)

≤ C
((

|y − ūt∗ | + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |
)
λn∥h∥3 + λ2

n∥h∥4 + |y − ūt∗ |2λ2
n∥h∥4

)
:= ErrY (h, y), (62)

and ∣∣∣f∇Yt
(0) − f̄∇Yt

(0)
∣∣∣

f̄∇Yt
(0)

≤ C
(

∥h∥2 + ∥h∥4λ2
n

)
:= Errf∇Y

(h), (63)

where
f̄Yt

(y) := (1 + T Y
21(h, y))√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2

{
(y − µt∗)2 − (ūt∗ − µt∗)h′∇2µt∗h

})
, (64)

and
f̄∇Yt

(0) :=
(

1 − T ∇Y
30 (h)

2 + T ∇Y
10 (h)

) 1√
(2π)d det(Λt∗)

exp
(

− 1
2h′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ ∇2µt∗h

)
, (65)

The proof of Lemma 2 is given in Section 9.6. Theorem 1 is essentially an immediate consequence of Lem-
mas 1 and 2; for completeness, we include a proof in Section 9.4.

9.5 Proof of Lemma 1
We begin by rewriting the determinant term using the decomposition in (49):

E
[

det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0
]

=
∫
Rsym

d×d

det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) · fRt
(R) dR, (66)

where fRt
(R) is the Gaussian density of the pinned residual Rt defined in (48). We derive a local expan-

sion of this integral via an approach that we will use repeatedly in the proofs to come: truncate the inte-
gral to a range at which a local expansion of the integrand is valid, apply this local expansion, then “undo”
the truncation. This yields∫

det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) · fRt(R) dR

= det(H̄t∗)(1 + T det
10 (h) + T det

01 (y))

−
∫

Rc
t∗

det(H̄t∗)(1 + T det
10 (h) + T det

01 (y)) · fRt
(R) dR

+
∫

Rt∗

(
det(Ht|y + R)1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) − det(H̄t∗)

(
1 + T det

10 (h) + T det
01 (y)

))
· fRt

(R) dR

+
∫

Rc
t∗

det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) · fRt
(R) dR.

The first term on the right hand side of the equality above is the claimed local expansion, and so what
remains is to bound the various sources of error, due to local expansion, truncation, and undoing the
truncation.
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Error due to local expansion. For all n large enough such that C
√

log λn < λn, the positive definite
requirement Ht|y + R ≻ 0 is automatically satisfied for all t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ , R ∈ Rt∗ . (Recall that
Rt∗ = Bd×d(0, ξn) ∩ Rd×d

sym). Moreover, Rt∗ is symmetric about 0 and tr(H̄−1
t∗ R) is an odd function of R, so∫

Rt∗
tr(H̄−1

t∗ R)fRt(R) dR = 0. Thus the error due to local expansion is∫
Rt∗

(
det(Ht|y + R)1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) − det(H̄t∗)(1 + T det

10 (h) + T det
01 (y)

))
· fRt

(R) dR

=
∫

Rt∗

(
det(Ht|y + R) − det(H̄t∗)

(
1 + T det

10 (h) + T det
01 (y) + tr(H̄−1

t∗ R)
))

· fRt
(R) dR

≤
∫

Rt∗

Errdet(t, y, R)fRt
(R) dR

=
∫

Rt∗

C det(H̄t∗)
(

∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + δ2

n∥R∥2
)

fRt
(R) dR

≤ C det(H̄t∗)
(

∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + δ2

n

)
:= Errdet(h, y, Rt∗).

(67)

The final inequality follows since fRt
(R) is a probability density of a mean-zero random matrix, with

variance Var([Rt]ij) ≤ σ2
22 for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , d}.

Truncation error. The error due to truncation and the error due to undoing the truncation can both
be bounded using the moderate-deviation inequality (52). The error due to undoing the truncation is at
most ∫

Rc
t∗

det(H̄t∗)(1 + T det
10 (h) + T det

01 (y)) · fRt
(R) dR

= det(H̄t∗)(1 + T det
10 (h) + T det

01 (y)) · P
(

∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn

)
(i)
≤ C det(H̄t∗) · P

(
∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn

)
≤ C det(H̄t∗) · P

(
λmax(Rt) ≥ 1

d
ξn

)
(ii)
≤ C det(H̄t∗) · exp

(
− ξ2

n

3dσ2
22

)
= C det(H̄t∗)δ2

n := Truncdet,

where (i) follows from the bounds on T det
10 (h), T det

01 (y) set out in (61), and (ii) invokes (52) with a proper
choice of constant η. A similar analysis takes care of the first truncation error term, with the slight compli-
cation that we need to properly account for the (polynomial) growth of the determinant term:∫

Rc
t∗

det(Ht|y + R)fRt(R) dR
(i)
≤
(∫

Rc
t∗

| det(Ht|y + R)|q1fRt(R) dR
)1/q1

·
(
P(∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn)

)1/q2

≤
(∫

Rd×d
sym

| det(Ht|y + R)|q1fRt(R) dR
)1/q1

·
(
P(∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn)

)1/q2

≤
(∫

Rd×d
sym

(∥Ht|y∥d + ∥R∥d)q1fRt(R) dR
)1/q1

·
(
P(∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn)

)1/q2

(ii)
≤ C

(∫
Rd×d

sym

(λdq1
n + ∥R∥dq1)fRt

(R) dR
)1/q1

·
(
P(∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn)

)1/q2

(iii)
≤ C

(
λdq1

n + 1
)1/q1

·
(
P(∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn)

)1/q2

≤ C det(H̄t∗) ·
(
P(∥Rt∥ ≥ ξn)

)1/q2

(iv)
≤ C det(H̄t∗)δ2

n := Truncdet.
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Above (i) is Hölder’s inequality, and holds for any conjugate exponents 1/q1 + 1/q2 = 1; (ii) relies on (51)
to upper bound ∥Ht|y∥p ≤ C∥H̄t∗∥p for all n sufficiently large and (t, y) ∈ St∗ ; (iii) follows because fRt(R)
is the probability density of a mean-zero Gaussian random matrix with variance Var([Rt]ij) ≤ σ2

22 for all
i, j ∈ {1, . . . , d}; and (iv) follows from a sufficiently small (but constant) choice of conjugate exponent q2.

Summing up the three sources of error gives Errdet(h, y), and completes the proof of Lemma 1.

9.6 Proof of Lemma 2
We separately derive (64) and (65).

Density of height. The density of the height is

fYt
(y) = 1√

2π
· exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt)2
)

. (68)

We substitute the second-order Taylor expansion of µt about t = t∗ into the quadratic, incurring error∣∣∣(y − µt

)2 − (y − µt∗ + 1
2h′∇2µt∗h)2

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

λ2
n∥h∥5 + |y − µt∗ |λn∥h∥3

)
.

Expanding the square gives∣∣∣(y − µt∗ − 1
2h′∇2µt∗h)2 − (y − µt∗)2 − (y − µt∗)h′∇2µt∗h

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

λ2
n∥h∥4

)
,

so that by the triangle inequality∣∣∣(y − µt

)2 − (y − µt∗)2 − (y − µt∗)h′∇2µt∗h
∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
λ2

n∥h∥4 + |y − µt∗ |λn∥h∥3
)

.

The right hand side of the above equation is at most Cδ2
n(log λn)2, which is less than 1/2 for all n suf-

ficiently large. In that case, exponentiating both sides of the above inequality and invoking the bound
| exp(x) − 1| ≤ exp(1/2)|x| for all |x| ≤ 1/2 yields

fYt
(y) − f̃Yt

(y)
f̃Yt

(y)
≤ C(λ2

n∥h∥4 + |y − µt∗ |λn∥h∥3),

where

f̃Yt
(y) := 1√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗)2 + 1
2(y − µt∗)h′∇2µt∗h

)
= 1√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗)2 + 1
2(ūt∗ − µt∗)h′∇2µt∗h

)
exp

(1
2(y − ūt∗)h′∇2µt∗h

)
.

Finally, invoking the bound∣∣∣ exp
(1

2(y − ūt∗)h′∇2µt∗h
)

−
(
1 + 1

2(y − ūt∗)h′∇2µt∗h
)∣∣∣ ≤ C|y − ūt∗ |2λ2

n∥h∥4,

again valid for all n sufficiently large, gives the desired approximation f̄Yt(y).

Density of gradient. The density of the gradient ∇Yt evaluated at 0 is

f∇Yt
(0) = 1√

(2π)d det(Λt)
exp

(
− 1

2∇µ′
tΛ−1

t ∇µt

)
. (69)

A first-order Taylor expansion of Λ−1
t about t = t∗ implies

∥Λ−1
t∗+h − Λ−1

t∗ + Λ−1
t∗ {Λ̇t∗(h)}Λ−1

t∗ ∥ ≤ C∥h∥2,
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where the bound on the remainder term holds as (2) implies that ∥Λ−1
t ∥ is uniformly bounded away from

0. Inserting this along with a second-order Taylor expansion of ∇µt about t = t∗ into the quadratic, we
obtain∣∣∣∇µ′

tΛ−1
t ∇µt −

(
∇2µt∗h + 1

2∇3µ(h, h)
)′(Λ−1

t∗ − Λ−1
t∗ {Λ̇t∗(h)}Λ−1

t∗

)(
∇2µt∗h + 1

2∇3µ(h, h)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
λ2

n∥h∥4).
Expanding the resulting quadratic gives∣∣∣(∇2µt∗h+1

2∇3µ(h, h))′(Λ−1
t∗ −Λ−1

t∗ {Λ̇t∗(h)}Λ−1
t∗ )(∇2µt∗h+1

2∇3µ(h, h))−
(

h′∇2µt∗Λ−1
t∗ ∇2µt∗h+T ∇Y

30 (h)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
λ2

n∥h∥4
)

,

and so by the triangle inequality∣∣∣∇µ′
tΛ−1

t ∇µt −
(

h′∇2µt∗Λ−1
t∗ ∇2µt∗h + T ∇Y

30 (h)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
λ2

n∥h∥4
)

.

On the other hand, a first-order Taylor expansion of {det(Λt)}−1/2 about t = t∗ implies∣∣∣ 1√
det(Λt)

− 1√
det(Λt∗)

(1 − 1
2tr(Λ−1

t∗ Λ̇t∗(h)))
∣∣∣ ≤ C∥h∥2,

where (2) implies that det(Λt) is uniformly bounded away from 0. We have thus established an approxi-
mation to the log of f∇Yt

(0); from here, analysis similar to that used in tackling the density of the height
yields the claimed result (65).

9.7 Finishing off the proof of Theorem 1
After applying Lemmas 1 and 2, some routine calculations yield the upper bound

ρ(t, y) − ρ̄(t, y)
ρ̄(t, y) ≤ C

(
{T ρ

01(y)}2+{T ρ
10(h)}2+{T ρ

30(h)}2+{T ρ
21(h, y)}2+Errdet(h, y)+ErrY (h, y)+Err∇Y (h)

)
.

As one would anticipate, each of the squared first-order terms above is second-order:

{T ρ
01(y)}2 ≤ C|y − ūt∗ |2δ2

n

{T ρ
10(h)}2 ≤ C∥h∥2

{T ρ
30(h)}2 ≤ Cλ4

n∥h∥6

{T ρ
21(h, y)}2 ≤ C|y − ūt∗ |2λ2

n∥h∥4,

all of which are at most a constant times Errdet(h, y) + Err∇Y (h). Thus we have shown that ρ(t,y)−ρ̄(t,y)
ρ̄(t,y) is

upper bounded by Errρ(h, y), and the corresponding lower bound follows similarly.

10 Proofs for Section 4
10.1 Proof of Proposition 1
We begin by deriving a second-order accurate Truncated Gaussian approximation to the Palm density
defined in (21). The approximation is derived by local expansion, and will be valid at points y ∈ v ±

√
3 log v

for all v ∈ R sufficiently large. (Here and henceforth, we use the phrase “for all v sufficiently large” to
mean “for all v ≥ C”, where as always C is a constant that depends only on the covariance kernel K,
dimension d and level α.)

Lemma 3. For all v sufficiently large, for any t ∈ T0 and y ∈ v ±
√

3 log v,

|p̄v(y|t) − pv(y|t)|
p̄v(y|t) ≤ C

( (y − v)2

v2 + 1
v2

)
:= Errp(y|t) (70)

where
p̄v(y|t) = 1

Ψ(v − d/v) · 1√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2(y − d/v)2

)
. (71)
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The proof of Lemma 3 is given in Section 10.2. The survival function corresponding to this density is
P(Yt > u|t ∈ T̂v) =

∫∞
u

pv(y|t) dy. Using Lemma 3 and a truncation argument it can be shown that this
survival function is close to a Truncated Gaussian survival function with mean parameter d/v.

Lemma 4. For any constant B > 0, the following statement holds: for all v sufficiently large, for any
v ≤ u ≤ v + B/v,

sup
t∈T0

∣∣∣P(Yt > u|t ∈ T̂v) − Sv(u, d/v)
∣∣∣

Sv(u, d/v) ≤ C

v2 ,

where C depends on B.

The proof of Lemma 4 is given in Section 10.3. We assume an upper bound on u in Lemma 4 in order to
get an upper bound on the relative, rather than absolute, error. It is likely that the result can be strength-
ened to hold for a wider range of u – thus allowing α → 0 in Proposition 1 – but we will not pursue this
further.

The final step in our analysis is to use Lemma 4 to show that the null false positive rate is close to α. This
is straightforward. The expected number of null discoveries made by the TG test is

E[NuTG(α,v)(T0)] =
∫

T0

∫ ∞

uTG(α,v)
ρv(t, y) dy dt =

∫
T0

{∫ ∞

uTG(α,v)
pv(y|t) dy

}
·
∫ ∞

v

ρv(t, y) dy dt. (72)

For any fixed α ∈ (0, 1), let Bα be the twice the (1 − α)th quantile of the Exp(1) distribution. For all n ∈ N
sufficiently large uTG(α, vn) ≤ vn + Bα

vn
. We can therefore apply Lemma 4 to conclude that∣∣∣ ∫ ∞

uTG(α,vn)
pv(y|t) dy −

∫ ∞

uTG(α,vn)
p̄v(y|t) dy

∣∣∣ ≤ C
Svn

(uTG(α, vn), d/vn)
v2

n

≤ C

v2
n

.

Replacing pv(y|t) by p̄v(y|t) in (72), and recognizing that
∫∞

uTG(α,v) p̄v(y|t) dy = Sv(uTG(α, v), d/v) = α and∫
T0

∫∞
v

ρv(t, y) dy dt = E[Nv(T0)] , we deduce that∣∣∣E[NuTG(α,vn)(T0)] − α · E[Nvn
(T0)]

∣∣∣ ≤ C

v2
n

E[Nvn
(T0)].

After dividing both sides of the previous inequality by E[Nvn
(T0)], and recognizing that PCER0(u, v) =

E[Nu(T0)]/Nv(T )] ≤ E[Nu(T0)]/Nv(T0)], we arrive at the claim of Proposition 1.

10.2 Proof of Lemma 3
Recall the Palm density defined in (21),

pv(y|t) = E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y]
E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(Yt > v, ∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0] · fYt

(y) · 1(y > v) = ρv(t, y)∫∞
v

ρv(t, y) dy
.

To prove Lemma 3 we give a local expansion of ρv(t, y) about y = v that is accurate at points t ∈ T0.

Lemma 5. For all v sufficiently large, for any t ∈ T0 and y ∈ v ±
√

3 log v,∣∣∣ρv(t, y) − ρ̄(t, y)
∣∣∣

ρ̄(t, y) ≤ C
( (y − v)2

v2 + 1
v2

)
. (73)

where

ρ̄(t, y) :=
vd
√

det(Λt) exp(−d)
(2π)(d+1)/2 exp

(
− 1

2(y − d/v)2
)

. (74)

The proof of Lemma 5 is given in Section 10.4. It follows similar steps to the proof of Theorem 1, but is
simpler because we only compute a local expansion in the second argument of ρv(t, y).

To compute the normalizing constant ρv(t) =
∫∞

v
ρv(t, y) dy – which can be thought of as the marginal

intensity function of the counting process Nv – we combine Lemma 5 with a truncation argument.
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Lemma 6. For all v sufficiently large, for any t ∈ T0,

|ρv(t) − ρ̄v(t)|
ρ̄v(t) ≤ C

v2 .

where

ρ̄v(t) =
vd
√

det(Λt) exp(−d)
(2π)d/2 · Ψ(v − d/v).

The proof of Lemma 6 is given in Section 10.5. Lemma 3 follows immediately from Lemmas 5 and 6.

10.3 Proof of Lemma 4
The survival function of Yt|t ∈ T̂v can be written in terms of the marginal intensity ρv(t):

P(Yt > u|t ∈ T̂v) = ρu(t)
ρv(t) .

Lemma 6 upper bounds the relative error incurred by substituting ρ̄v(t) for ρv(t). Exactly the same anal-
ysis used to prove Lemma 6, but substituting u for v everywhere in the proof of that lemma, also implies
that

|ρ̄u(t) − ρu(t)|
ρ̄u(t) ≤ C

u2 , (75)

where to be perfectly explicit

ρ̄u(t) =
ud
√

det(Λt) exp(−d)
(2π)d/2 · Ψ(u − d/u).

It remains to upper bound the relative error between ρ̄u(t) and

ρ̃u(t) =
vd
√

det(Λt) exp(−d)
(2π)d/2 · Ψ(u − d/v),

and it is here we use the condition that v ≤ u ≤ v + B
v . Specifically, this condition along with Taylor

expansion implies that for all v ≥ C
√

log v sufficiently large:

∣∣ud − vd
∣∣ ≤ Cvd (u − v)

v
≤ Cvd

v2 ,

and ∣∣∣Ψ(u − d

u

)
− Ψ

(
u − d

v

)∣∣∣ ≤ Ψ
(

u − d

v

)
· (u − v)

v
≤ CΨ

(
u − d

v

) 1
v2 ,

from which we deduce that
|ρ̃u(t) − ρ̄u(t)|

ρ̃u(t) ≤ C

v2 . (76)

Together (75), (76) and Lemma 6 imply the result of Lemma 4.

10.4 Proof of Lemma 5
At null points t ∈ T0, the Kac-Rice formula of the intensity ρ(t, y) simplifies:

ρ(t, y) = E
[

det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y
]

· fYt
(y) · f∇Yt

(0)

= E
[

det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y
]

· 1√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2y2

)
· 1

(2π det(Λt))d/2 .
(77)

To prove Lemma 5, we compute a local expansion of the determinant term in the above expression.
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Lemma 7. For all v sufficiently large, for any t ∈ T0 and y ∈ v ±
√

3 log v,∣∣∣∣∣E[ det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y
]

−
(

1 + (y − v) d
v

)
det(v · Λt)

∣∣∣∣∣
det(v · Λt)

≤ C
( (y − v)2

v2 + 1
v2

)
. (78)

The proof of Lemma 7 is given in Section 10.6. Now we show how the first-order expansion of the deter-
minant term translates into a mean shift in the Gaussian density in (77). For all v large enough so that
d
√

3 log v/v ≤ 1, we have that for all y ∈ v ±
√

3 log v,∣∣∣1 + (y − v)d

v
− exp

(
(y − v)d

v

)∣∣∣ ≤ C
(y − v)2

v2 . (79)

On the other hand,∣∣∣exp(− 1
2 y2)

√
2π

· exp
(

(y − v)d

v

)
− exp(−d)√

2π
exp

(
− 1

2(y − d/v)2
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

v2 exp
(

− 1
2(y − d/v)2

)
. (80)

Combining (78)-(80) gives the claim of Lemma 5.

10.5 Proof of Lemma 6
We expand the marginal intensity ρv(t) of the counting process Nv as follows:

ρv(t) =
∫ ∞

v

ρv(t, y) dy =
∫ ∞

v

ρ̄(t, y) dy+
∫ ∞

v+
√

3 log v

ρ̄(t, y) dy+
∫ v+

√
3 log v

v

ρv(t, y)−ρ̄(t, y) dy+
∫ ∞

v+
√

3 log v

ρv(t, y) dy.

Above ρ̄(t, y) is the approximate intensity defined in (74). The first term on the right hand side of the
previous equation is the main term:∫ ∞

v

ρ̄(t, y) dy = det(Ht|v) exp(−d)Ψ(v − d/v)f∇Yt
(0) = ρ̄v(t). (81)

The remaining terms represent error due to truncating the integral to [v, v +
√

3 log v], replacing ρv(t, y) by
the local expansion ρ̄(t, y), and undoing the truncation. The error due to truncation is at most∫ ∞

v+
√

3 log v

ρv(t, y) dy =
∫ ∞

v+
√

3 log v

E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0] · 1√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2y2

)
f∇Yt

(0) dy

(i)
≤ C

∫ ∞

v+
√

3 log v

yd · exp
(

− 1
2y2) dy

(ii)
≤ CvdΨ(v +

√
3 log v)

(iii)
≤ CvdΨ(v) · exp(−1

2v)

≤ Cρ̄v(t) · exp(−1
2v).

Above, (i) uses the fact that f∇Yt
(0) ≤ C/

√
det(Λt) ≤ C is upper bounded by a constant, while the

determinant term grows polynomially in y, i.e. for all v ≥ 1 and y > v +
√

3 log v,

E[det(−∇2Yt)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] ≤ C(yd + 1) ≤ Cyd;

(ii) follows from the bound on the moments of a Truncated Gaussian as given in (146); and (iii) applies
the upper bound on Mills’ ratio as stated in (144). Very similar arguments imply that∫ ∞

v+
√

3 log v

ρ̄(t, y) dy = C det(v · Λt) · Ψ(v +
√

3 log v − d/v) ≤ Cρ̄v(t) · exp(−1
2v).
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Finally, Lemma 5 upper bounds the relative error between ρ̄(t, y) and ρv(t, y). Integrating this yields the
following upper bound:∫ v+

√
3 log v

v

|ρv(t, y) − ρ̄(t, y)| dy ≤ C

∫ ∞

v

ρ̄(t, y)
( (y − v)2

v2 + 1
v2

)
dy

≤ C det(v · Λt) · Ψ(v − d/v)
v2

≤ Cρ̄v(t) · 1
v2 ,

with the second and third inequalities following by (146) and (144) respectively. Combining these bounds
yields the claim of Lemma 6.

10.6 Proof of Lemma 7
The proof of Lemma 7 is similar to the proof of Lemma 1. The determinant term is∫

Rd×d

det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) · fRt
(R) dR,

where we recall that the density of the pinned residual fRt
(R) is defined in (48). Let R0 := Bd×d(0, d ·√

3 log v). We expand the determinant term as follows:∫
det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) · fRt

(R) dR

= det(Ht|v)
(

1 + d(y − v)
v

)
−
∫

Rc
0

det(Ht|v)
(

1 + d(y − v)
v

)
· fRt(R) dR

+
∫

R0

det(Ht|v)
(

tr({Ht|v}−1R)
)

· fRt
(R) dR

+
∫

R0

(
det(Ht|y + R)1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) − det(Ht|v)

(
1 + d(y − v)

v
+ tr({Ht|v}−1R)

)
· fRt

(R) dR

+
∫

Rc
0

det(Ht|v + R) · 1(Ht|v + R ≻ 0) · fRt
(R) dR.

The first term on the right hand side of the equality above is the claimed local expansion of the determi-
nant term. The second term on the right hand side is the error due to “undoing” truncation to R0. The
third term integrates an odd function over a set that is symmetric about the origin, and is thus zero. The
fourth term is error due to local expansion, and the last term is error due to truncating to R0. Thus it
remains only to bound the various sources of error, due to local expansion, truncation, and undoing the
truncation.

In bounding the error due to local expansion, we apply a first-order Taylor expansion of det(Ht|y + R) about
y = v, R = 0 to conclude that for all v > C

√
log v the following is true: for all t ∈ T0, y ∈ v ±

√
3 log v and

R ∈ Bd×d(0,
√

3 log v)∣∣∣det(Ht|y + R) − det(Ht|v) ·
(

1 + d(y − v)
v

+ tr({Ht|v}−1R)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

( (y − v)2

v2 + ∥R∥2

v2

)
,

and moreover Ht|y + R ≻ 0. Thus error due to local expansion is at most∫
R0

(
det(Ht|y + R)1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) − det(Ht|v)

(
1 + d(y − v)

v
+ tr({Ht|v}−1R)

)
· fRt(R) dR

≤ C

∫
R0

( (y − v)2

v2 + ∥R∥2

v2

)
· fRt(R) dR

≤ C
( (y − v)2

v2 + 1
v2

)
.
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Arguments similar to those used in the proof of Lemma 1 show that the error due to truncation and undo-
ing the truncation are both at most C det(Ht|v)/v2. This completes the proof of Lemma 7.

10.7 Proof of Proposition 2
We begin by deriving the upper bound on the relative error between Ē[N(St∗)] and E[N(St∗)], and then
proceed to upper bound the error between E[Nu(Bt∗)] and E[N(St∗)].

10.7.1 Error between Ē[N(St∗)] and E[N(St∗)].

Define ρ(y) :=
∫

Bt∗
ρ(t, y) dt. One can think of this as the intensity function of peaks of height y across Bt∗ .

The following Lemma computes a local expansion ρ̄(y) to ρ(y) by integrating ρ̄(t, y) over Rd. There are
two types of error incurred: error due to replacing ρ(t, y) by ρ̄(t, y), and error due to integrating over Rd

rather than Bt∗ . These are bounded by the following:

Errρ(Bt∗ , y) := C
(

|y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2

n + δ2
n

)
Truncρ(Bt∗ , y) := Cδ2

n

Lemma 8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large, for any y ∈ It∗ ,∣∣ρ(y) − ρ̄(y)
∣∣

ρ̄(y) ≤ Errρ(Bt∗ , y) + Truncρ(Bt∗ , y) := Errρ(y), (82)

where

ρ̄(y) := Ē[N(St∗)] · 1√
2π

exp
(

− 1
2
(
y − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)2
)

Ψ(u − µt∗ − 1
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))
· 1(y > u). (83)

The proof of Lemma 8 is given in Section 10.8. Now we want to use Lemma 8 to bound the difference
between E[N(St∗)] =

∫
It∗

ρ(y) dy and Ē[N(St∗)]. To do so we substitute ρ̄(y) for ρ(y) and undo the trunca-
tion in the integral defining E[N(St∗)], yielding the decomposition:∫

It∗

ρ(y) dy =
∫ ∞

u

ρ̄(y) dy −
∫

(u,∞)\It∗

ρ̄(y) dy +
∫

It∗

ρ(y) − ρ̄(y) dy. (84)

Direct calculation shows that the first term on the right hand side above is exactly
∫∞

u
ρ̄(y) dy = Ē[N(St∗)].

The remaining terms represent error due to local expansion and undoing the truncation, and we now
bound each.

Error due to local expansion. The error due to approximation of ρ(y) by ρ̄(y) is at most∫
It∗

|ρ(y) − ρ̄(y)| dy ≤
∫

It∗

Errρ(y) · ρ̄(y) dy ≤ Cδ2
n

(
(1 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |) · Ē[N(St∗)] +

∫
It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2ρ̄(y) dy
)

.

The remaining integral can be upper bounded using the Truncated Gaussian moment bounds in Sec-
tion 13.1: letting m = µt∗ + 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗),∫

It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2ρ̄(y) dy ≤ Ē[N(St∗)]
Ψ(ūt∗ − m)

∫ ∞

u

|y − ūt∗ |2√
2π

· exp
(

− 1
2
(
y − m

)2
)

dy

= Ē[N(St∗)]
Ψ(ūt∗ − m)

∫ ∞

u−m

|z − (ūt∗ − m)|2ϕ(z) dz

≤ C · Ē[N(St∗)].

Thus, the relative error due to local expansion is at most∫
It∗

|ρ(y) − ρ̄(y)| dy ≤ C · Ē[N(St∗)] ·
(

|ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2
n + δ2

n

)
.
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Error due to undoing the truncation. Now we bound the error due to integrating over (u, ∞) rather
than over It∗ . In bounding this error we will use the fact that tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗) ≤ Cδn, and we will assume that
n ∈ N is sufficiently large so that Cδn < 1. We partition the complement of this interval, Ic

t∗ = (u, ∞) \ It∗ ,
into Ic

− := [u, max(ūt∗ − ∆n, u)) and Ic
+ := (ūt∗ + ∆n, ∞), so that the truncation error is the sum of lower

and upper truncation error terms,∫
(u,∞)\It∗

ρ̄(y) dy =
∫

Ic
−

ρ̄(y) dy +
∫

Ic
+

ρ̄(y) dy.

The lower truncation error is zero if u ≥ µt∗ , since in that case u > ūt∗ − ∆n. Otherwise µt∗ > u and
ūt∗ = µt∗ , and so Ψ(u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λn)) ≥ Ψ(−1/2) > 1/4. In this case the lower truncation error is at

most ∫
Ic

−

ρ̄(y) dy = Ē[N(St∗)]√
2π

∫
Ic

−

exp
(

− 1
2
(
y − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)2
)

Ψ(ūt∗ − µt∗ − 1
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))
dy

≤ Ē[N(St∗)]√
2π

∫
Ic

−

exp
(

− 1
2 (y − µt∗)2

)
Ψ(ūt∗ − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗))

dy

≤ Ē[N(St∗)] · Φ(−∆n)
Ψ(u − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗))

≤ 4 · Ē[N(St∗)]Φ(−∆n)
(i)
≤ 4 · Ē[N(St∗)] exp

(
− 1

2∆2
n

)
≤ 4 · Ē[N(St∗)] · δ3

n,

with (i) following from a standard bound on Mills’ ratio – recorded in (144) for convenience.

A corresponding bound on upper truncation error can again be deduced using standard bounds on Mills’
ratio:∫

Ic
+

ρ̄(y) dy = Ē[N(St∗)]√
2π

·
Ψ(ūt∗ + ∆n − µt∗ − 1

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗))

Ψ(ūt∗ − µt∗ − 1
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))
≤ Ē[N(St∗)] exp

(
− 1

2∆2
n

)
≤ Ē[N(St∗)]δ3

n.

We conclude that the error due to undoing truncation to It∗ is at most CĒ[N(St∗)]δ3
n, of a lower order

than the error due to local expansion.

10.7.2 Upper bound on E[Nu(Bt∗)] − E[N(St∗)].

It remains to upper bound the difference between the expected number of εn-consistent discoveries, and
the expected number of εn-consistent discoveries that also have height Yt ∈ ūt∗ ± ∆n:

E[Nu(Bt∗)] − E[N(St∗)] =
∫

Bt∗

∫
Ic

t∗

ρ(t, y) dy dt =
∫

Bt∗

∫
Ic

−

ρ(t, y) dy dt +
∫

Bt∗

∫
Ic

+

ρ(t, y) dy dt.

We will upper bound each of the two error terms above, the lower truncation error and the upper trun-
cation error, separately. In obtaining these bounds, we cannot rely on Theorem 1 because the range of
integration is over y ̸∈ ūt∗ ± ∆n. Instead, we will bound each term in the Kac-Rice formula for ρ(t, y), and
integrate these bounds. For both lower and upper truncation error, the following bound on the determi-
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nant term in the Kac-Rice formula will be useful:

E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0] =
∫

det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0)fRt
(R) dR

≤ C
(

det(Ht|y) + 1
)

≤ C
(

det(Ht∗|y) + 1
)

≤ C
(

det(H̄t∗) + (y − ūt∗)d
+ + 1

)
≤ C

(
det(H̄t∗) + (y − ūt∗)d

+

)
(85)

where in the last inequality we have assumed that n ∈ N is large enough so that λn ≥ 1. We will also
assume that n ∈ N is large enough that

∇µ′
t∗+hΛ−1

t∗ ∇µt∗+h ≥ 1
2h′∇2µt∗Λ−1∇2µt∗h,

µt∗ − µt∗+h ≤ 1/2 ≤
√

1/3 · ∆n,

(86)

for all h ∈ Bd(0, εn).

Lower truncation term. If u ≥ µt∗ then ūt∗ = u, ūt∗ − ∆n < u and so the lower truncation term is 0.
Otherwise u < µt∗ , ūt∗ = µt∗ , H̄t∗ = −∇2µt∗ . We apply the upper bound (85) on the determinant term
– noting that y < ūt∗ for all y ∈ Ic

− – and use the bounds from (86) to upper bound the density of the
height and gradient, giving∫

Bt∗

∫
Ic

−

ρ(t, y) dt dy

≤ C det(H̄t∗)
∫

Bd(0,εn)

∫ µt∗ −∆n

−∞
exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗ +
√

1/3 · ∆n)2
)

· exp(−1
4h′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ ∇2µt∗h) dy dh

≤ C det(H̄t∗)
∫

Bt∗

∫ µt∗ −∆n

−∞
fYt

(y) · f∇Yt
(0) dy dt

≤ C det(H̄t∗)Φ
(

−
√

2
3∆n

)∫
B(0,εn)

exp(−1
4h′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ ∇2µt∗h) dh

≤ CΦ
(

−
√

2
3∆n

)
≤ Cδ2

n.

with the final inequality following by Mills’ inequality (144) and the definition of ∆n. Finally, since µt∗ >
u it can be verified that Ē[N(St∗)] ≥ c > 0, so that the lower truncation term is at most C · Ē[N(St∗)] · δ2

n.

Upper truncation term. For the upper truncation term, applying (85) and integrating over y ∈ [ūt∗ +
∆n, ∞):∫

Bt∗

∫
Ic

+

ρ(t, y) dt dy ≤ C

∫
Bt∗

∫ ∞

ūt∗ +∆n

(det(H̄t∗) + (y − ūt∗)d) · fYt
(y) · f∇Yt

(0) dy dt

≤ C

∫
Bt∗

∫ ∞

ūt∗ +∆n

(det(H̄t∗) + ∆d
n + (y − ūt∗ − ∆n)d) · fYt

(y) · f∇Yt
(0) dy dt

(i)
≤ C(det(H̄t∗) + ∆d

n)
∫

Bt∗

Ψ(ūt∗ − µt + ∆n) · f∇Yt
(0) dt

≤ C det(H̄t∗)
∫

Bt∗

Ψ(ūt∗ − µt + ∆n) · f∇Yt
(0) dt.
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where (i) relies on the bound on Truncated Gaussian moments in (146). If ūt∗ − µt∗ ̸→ ∞, then the
remaining argument is very similar to the analysis of the lower truncation term, and so we focus on the
case where ūt∗ − µt∗ → ∞. Applying the upper bound (144) on Mills’ ratio again:

Ψ(ūt∗ − µt + ∆n) ≤ C
exp(− 1

2 ∆2
n − 1

2 (ūt∗ − µt)2)
ūt∗ − µt + ∆n

≤ C exp
(

− 1
2∆2

n

)exp
(

− 1
2 (ūt∗ − µt∗)2)

ūt∗ − µt∗

≤ C exp
(

− 1
2∆2

n

)
Ψ(ūt∗ − µt∗).

Plugging this into our previous bound on the upper truncation term, using the bound from (86) to upper
bound f∇Yt(0), and integrating over t ∈ Bt∗ , we conclude that the upper truncation error is at most

C exp
(

− 1
2∆2

n

)
Ψ(ūt∗ − µt∗) ≤ C · Ē[N(St∗)] · exp

(
− 1

2∆2
n

)
≤ C · Ē[N(St∗)] · δ3

n.

10.8 Proof of Lemma 8
Recall that ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) is defined in (20). Let

ρ̃(t∗ + h, y) :=
det(H̄t∗)

(
1 + T ρ

01(y) + T ρ
21(h, y)

)
√

(2π)d+1 det(Λt∗)
· exp

(
− (y − µt∗)2

2

)
· exp

(
− h′Ḡt∗h

2

)
· 1(y > u).

Note that the only difference between ρ̃(t∗ + h, y) and ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) is that the former omits the first-order
terms T ρ

10(h) and T ρ
30(h). We write ρ(y) in terms of a main term and three error terms:

ρ(y) =
∫
Rd

ρ̃(t∗+h, y) dh−
∫

Bc
t∗

ρ̃(t∗+h, y) dh+
∫

Bt∗

ρ̃(t∗+h, y)−ρ̄(t∗+h, y) dh+
∫

Bt∗

ρ(t∗+h, y)−ρ̄(t∗+h, y) dh.

The second of the three error terms is zero,∫
Bt∗

ρ̃(t∗ + h, y) =
∫

Bt∗

ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) dh,

because T ρ
10(h), T ρ

30(h) are odd functions of h and Bt∗ is symmetric about the origin. We proceed to bound
the relative error between the main term and ρ̄(y), and then bound the magnitude of the remaining two
error terms. In doing so, we will at times use the fact that the first-order terms in the definition of ρ̄(t∗ +
h, y) are indeed asymptotically vanishing, as

T ρ
01(y) ≤ C∆nδn ≤ Cεn

T ρ
10(h) ≤ Cεn

T ρ
30(h) ≤ Cδn{log(λn)}3/2 ≤ Cεn log(λn)

T ρ
21(h) ≤ Cδn{log(λn)}3/2 ≤ Cεn log(λn).

We assume n ∈ N is large enough that Cεn log(λn) ≤ 1/2.

Main term. Direct computation shows that the main term is∫
Rd

ρ̃(t∗ + h, y) dh =
(

1 + T ρ
01(y) + (y − ūt∗)

2 tr(Ḡ−1
t∗ ∇2µt∗)

)
· det(H̄t∗)√

det(Ḡt∗Λt∗)
· 1√

2π
exp

(
− (y − µt∗)2

2

)

=
(

1 + 1
2T ρ

01(y)
)

·

√
det(H̄t∗)

det(−∇2µt∗) · 1√
2π

exp
(

− (y − µt∗)2

2

)
=: ρ̃(y).

(87)
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with the second equality following upon recalling that Ḡt∗ = −∇2µt∗Λ−1
t∗ H̄t∗ .

We have shown that the main term ρ̃(y) =
∫
Rd ρ̃(t∗ + h, y) dh is a valid first-order expansion of ρ(y) about

y = ūt∗ . We now show that this expansion can be rewritten as a Gaussian density with a first-order
shift in the mean, at the cost of another second-order error term. Assuming n ∈ N is large enough that
Cεn < 1/2, it follows from first-order Taylor expansion that supx≤Cεn

|1 + x − exp(x)| ≤ 2x2. Plugging in
x = 1

2 T ρ
01(y), we conclude that∣∣∣∣(1 + 1

2T ρ
01(y)

)
− exp

(1
2(y − µt∗) · tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗) − 1
2(ūt∗ − µt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
(y − ūt∗)2δ2

n

)
.

Multiplying the second term inside the absolute value by exp(− 1
4 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)2) costs only an additional
factor of Cδ2

n. Plugging the result back into (87), we conclude that

∣∣ρ̃(y) − ρ̄(y)
∣∣ ≤ C

√
det(H̄t∗)√

(2π) det(−∇2µt∗)
· exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗)2
)(

(y − ūt∗)2δ2
n + δ2

n

)
≤ Cρ̄(y) ·

(
(y − ūt∗)2δ2

n + δ2
n

)
.

(88)

Error due to local expansion. The error due to integrating the local expansion ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) rather than
ρ(t∗ + h, y) is at most∫

Bt∗

ρ̄(t∗ + h, y) − ρ(t∗ + h, y) dh

≤
∫

Bt∗

Errρ(h, y) · ρ̄(h, y) dh

(i)
≤ C det(H̄t∗) exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗)2
)∫

Bt∗

Errρ(h, y) exp
(

− 1
2h′Ḡt∗h

)
· dh

≤ C det(H̄t∗) exp
(

− 1
2(y − µt∗)2

)∫
Bt∗

(
Errdet(h, y) + ErrY (h, y) + Err∇Y (h, y)

)
exp

(
− 1

2h′Ḡt∗h
)

dh

(ii)
≤ C

det(H̄t∗)√
det(Ḡt∗)

exp
(

− 1
2(y − µt∗)2

)(
|y − ūt∗ |2δ2

n + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2
n + δ2

n

)
(iii)
≤ Cρ̄(y)

(
|y − ūt∗ |2δ2

n + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2
n + δ2

n

)
.

(89)
In obtaining (i) we have applied the upper bound ρ̄(t, y) ≤ C det(H̄t∗) exp(− 1

2 h′G(y)h) · exp(− 1
2 (y − µt∗)2);

in (ii) we have integrated each component of Errρ(t, y), and in (iii) we have applied the upper bound

det(H̄t∗)√
det(Ḡt∗)

exp
(

− 1
2(y − µt∗)2

)
≤ Cρ̄(y).

Error due to truncation. In bounding the truncation error, observe that εn ≥ {λmin(Ḡt∗)}−1√
6 log λn.

Therefore,√
det(Ḡt∗)

∫
Bc

t∗

exp
(

− h′Ḡt∗h

2

)
dh ≤

∫
Rd\Bd(0,

√
6 log λn)

exp
(

− ∥z∥2

2

)
dz ≤ Cλ−2

n = Cδ2
n, (90)

the latter inequality following by (150). Similarly, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,√
det(Ḡt∗)

∫
Bc

t∗

∥h∥2 exp
(

− h′Ḡt∗h

2

)
dh ≤

(∫
Rd

∥h∥4ϕ0,Ḡ−1
t∗

(h) dt
)1/2(∫

Bc
t∗

ϕ0,Ḡ−1
t∗

(h) dt
)1/2

≤ Cδ4
n,
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where we have written ϕ0,Ḡ−1
t∗

(h) for the density of a Nd(0, Ḡ−1
t∗ ) distribution. The overall error due to

truncation is thus at most
det(H̄t∗)√

(2π) det(Λt∗Ḡt∗)
· exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗)2
)∫

Bc
t∗

(
1 + T ρ

01(y) + T ρ
21(h, y)

)
ϕ0,Ḡ−1

t∗
(h) dh

≤ Cρ̄(y)
∫

Bc
t∗

(
1 + T ρ

01(y) + T ρ
21(h, y)

)
ϕ0,Ḡ−1

t∗
(h) dh

≤ Cρ̄(y)
∫

Bc
t∗

(
1 + ∥h∥2λmax(−∇2µt∗)

)
ϕ0,Ḡ−1

t∗
(h) dh

≤ Cρ̄(y)δ2
n.

This completes the proof.

10.9 Proof of Proposition 3
Throughout this proof we will assume that n ∈ N is large enough that λn ≥ 1. Our goal is to upper bound
the expected number of peaks in the high-gradient region. An exact identity for this expectation is given
by the Kac-Rice formula:

E[Nu(Gεn
)] =

∫
Gεn

∫ ∞

u

ρ(t, y) dy dt

=
∫

Gεn

∫ ∞

u

E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] · f∇Yt
(0) · fYt

(y) dy dt.

Intuitively, this should be small relative to E[Nu(Tεn
)] because ∥E[∇Yt]∥ = ∥∇µt∥ is growing at all t ∈ Gεn

.
However, obtaining the correct bound requires careful handling of the determinant and height density
terms above. The determinant term can be upper bounded using Assumption 8, which upper bounds the
curvature of the signal:

E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] =
∫

det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0)fRt
(R) dR

≤
∫

(∥Ht|y∥d + ∥R∥d)fRt
(R) dR

≤ C(det(Ht|y) + 1)
≤ C(∥∇2µt∥d + |y − µt|d + ∥∇µt∥d + 1)
≤ C(λd

n + |y − µt|d + ∥∇µt∥d).

Plugging this in to our exact expression for E[Nu(Gεn
)] and marginalizing over y ∈ (u, ∞) yields the upper

bound
E[Nu(Gεn

)] ≤ C

∫
Gεn

(λd
n + (u − µt)d

+ + ∥∇µt∥d)Ψ(u − µt)f∇Yt
(0) dt, (91)

where we have used (146) to upper bound
∫∞

u
|y − µt|dfYt

(y) dy ≤ C(1 + (u − µt)d
+)Ψ(u − µt).

From here, we will apply Assumption 7 to upper bound the density of the gradient f∇Yt
(0). The precise

nature of the analysis, and how it contributes to the ultimate upper bound, depends on how far t is from
T ∗. So we further partition Gεn

into two subregions, and bound the expectation over each. By (45), there
exist constants ε0 > 0, n0 such that for all n ≥ n0,

∇µ′
t∗+hΛ−1

t∗ ∇µt∗+h ≥ 3
4h′∇2µt∗Λ−1

t∗ ∇2µt∗h, ∥∇µt∗+h∥ ≤ 2∥∇2µt∗∥∥h∥, 0 ≤ µt∗ − µt∗+h ≤ 1/2,

for all t∗ ∈ T ∗, h ∈ Bd(0, ε0). We partition Gεn into G0
εn

and G1
εn

, where G0
εn

consists of points t ∈ Gεn that
are within distance ε0 of T ∗, while G1

εn
consists of all other points t ∈ Gεn :

G0
εn

= Gεn
\ Gε0 , and G1

εn
= Gεn

∩ Gε0 . (92)
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By Assumption 7, there exists a constant n1 such that {gn(ε0)}2 ≥ 6σ2
1(log |T | + (d + 2) log λn) for all

n ≥ n1. Moreover, there exists a constant n2 such that 3{gn(ε0)}2 − 3dσ2
1 log gn(ε0) ≥ {gn(ε0)}2 for all

n ≥ n2. Hereafter we will assume n ≥ max(n0, n1, n2).

Upper bound on E[N(G0
εn

)]. Let Gt∗ := B(t∗, ε0)\B(t∗, εn). For all t ∈ Gt∗ , (λd
n +(u−µt)d

+ +∥∇µt∥d) ≤
C det(H̄t∗). Therefore, the expected number of points in Gt∗ is at most

C det(H̄t∗)
∫

Gt∗

Ψ(u − µt)f∇Yt
(0) dt ≤ C det(H̄t∗) · Ψ(u − µt∗) ·

∫
Gt∗

f∇Yt
(0) dt

≤ C det(H̄t∗) · Ψ(u − µt∗) ·
∫

B(0,ε0)\B(0,εn)
exp(−3

8h′∇2µt∗Λ−1
t∗ ∇2µt∗h) dh

≤ C det(H̄t∗) · Ψ(u − µt∗) ·
∫

B(0,ε0)\B(0,εn)
exp(−3λ2

n

8σ2
1

∥h∥2) dh

(i)
≤ C · Ψ(u − µt∗) ·

∫
Rd\B(0,

√
5 log λn)

exp(−1
2∥z∥2) dz

(ii)
≤ C · Ψ(u − µt∗) · {log(λn)}d/2δ5/2

n

≤ C · Ψ(u − µt∗) · δ2
n,

where (i) follows by changing variables from h to z =
√

3λn/4σ2
1h, and (ii) follows by a Chernoff bound as

stated in (150). Summing over t∗ ∈ T ∗, we conclude that E[N(G0
εn

)] ≤ C
∑

t∗∈T ∗ Ē[N(St∗)]δ2
n.

Upper bound on E[N(G1
εn

)]. To upper bound E[N(G1
εn

)], we will want to invoke Assumption 9 to up-
per bound the product of the determinant term and the Gaussian survival function in (91). Let t∗∗ =
argmaxt∗∈T ∗ µt. At all points t ∈ T such that u − µt <

√
d,

(λd
n + (u − µt)d

+ + ∥∇µt∥d)Ψ(u − µt) ≤ C(λd
n + ∥∇µt∥d)Ψ(u − µt) ≤ C(λd

n + ∥∇µt∥d) · Ψ(u − µt∗∗), (93)

with the last inequality following by Assumption 9. Otherwise if u − µt >
√

d then µt 7→ ((u − µt)d
+ +

λd
n)Ψ(u − µt) is monotonically increasing in µt, and so for all such points t ∈ T

(λd
n + (u − µt)d

+ + ∥∇µt∥d)Ψ(u − µt) ≤ C(λd
n + (u − µt∗∗)d

+ + ∥∇µt∥d) · Ψ(u − µt∗∗). (94)

Therefore the upper bound in (91) is at most

C

∫
G1

εn

(λd
n +(u−µt∗∗)d

+ +∥∇µt∥d)Ψ(u−µt∗∗)f∇Yt(0) dt ≤ C

∫
G1

εn

(det(H̄t∗∗)+∥∇µt∥d)Ψ(u−µt∗∗)f∇Yt
(0) dt.

(95)
We now apply Assumption 7, which lower bounds inft∈G1

εn
∥∇µt∥ ≥ gn(ε0). As a result,

inf
t∈G1

εn

∥∇µt∥d · f∇Yt
(0) ≤ C exp

(
− ∥∇µt∥2

2σ2
1

+ d log(∥∇µt∥)
)

≤ C exp
(

− 1
3σ2

1
{gn(ε0)}2

)
,

with the latter inequality following because 3{gn(ε0)}2 − 3dσ2
1 log gn(ε0) ≥ {gn(ε0)}2. As a result (95) is

further upper bounded by

C · |T |Ψ
(
u − µt∗∗

)
det(H̄t∗∗) · exp

(
− 1

3σ2
1

{gn(ε0)}2
)

≤ C · |T | · λd
n · Ψ

(
u − µt∗∗

)
· exp

(
− 1

3σ2
1

{gn(ε0)}2
)

≤ C · Ψ
(
u − µt∗∗

)
exp

(
− 1

3σ2
1

{gn(ε0)}2 + log |T | + d log λn

)
≤ C · Ψ

(
u − µt∗∗

)
δ2

n,

with the final inequality following because {gn(ε0)}2 ≥ 6σ2
1(log |T | + (d + 2) log λn). Thus E[N(G1

εn
)] ≤

CĒ[N(St∗∗)]δ2
n ≤ Cδ2

n ·
∑

t∗∈T ∗ Ē[N(St∗)]. Combining the upper bounds on E[N(G0
εn

)] and E[N(G1
εn

)] yields
the claim of Proposition 3.
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11 Proofs for Section 5
Section 5 contains four main results: Theorem 3 on the asymptotic conditional distribution of peaks; Theo-
rem 4 on the asymptotic distribution of pivots; Corollary 1 on conditional coverage; and Theorem 5 which
bounds the asymptotic PCMR. The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Sections 11.1-11.2. The proof of Theo-
rem 4 is given in Sections 11.3-11.10. The proof of Corollary 1 is given in 11.11. The proof of Theorem 5
is given in Section 11.12.

11.1 Proof of Theorem 3
As mentioned in the main text, under the assumptions of Section 3.1, as δn → 0 the P-probability of
observing a unique peak t̂ ∈ T̂ that consistently estimates t∗ and has height Ŷ ∈ µt∗ ± ∆n tends to one.
This is a consequence of the following stronger result.

Proposition 4. Under Assumptions 1-5, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:

sup
A

|P
(
N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1

)
− E[N(A)]|

E[N(A)] ≤ C exp
(

− cλ2
n

)
, (96)

where the supremum is over all measurable subsets A of St∗ .

The proof of Proposition 4 is given in Section 11.2. Note that taking u = −∞, A = St∗ in Proposition 4
shows that

P(Nµt∗ ±∆n
(Bt∗) = 1) ≥ E[Nµt∗ ±∆n

(Bt∗))]
(
1 − O(exp(−λ2

n))
)

≥ 1 − O(δ2
n),

with the latter inequality following from Proposition 2. In other words, each true peak t∗ will be εn-
consistently estimated by a unique observed peak t̂ ∈ T̂ , with asymptotic probability one.

We now use Proposition 4 to derive (29), which upper bounds the relative error between p(t, y) and p̄(t, y).
First, application of Proposition 4 with A = St∗ upper bounds |P(St∗ = 1)/E[N(St∗)] − 1|. A second
application of Proposition 4 with A = Bd(t, r) × [y − r, y + r] then implies∣∣∣P(N(Ar) = 1, N(St∗) = 1)/E[N(St∗)] − E[N(Ar)]/E[N(St∗)]

∣∣∣
E[N(Ar)]/E[N(St∗)] ≤ C exp

(
− cλ2

n

)
. (97)

Combining these two results and taking the limit as r → 0 gives∣∣∣p(t, y) − ρ(t, y)/E[N(St∗)]
∣∣∣

ρ(t, y)/E[N(St∗)] ≤ C exp
(

− cλ2
n

)
. (98)

The local expansion p̄(t, y) = ρ̄(t, y)/Ē[N(St∗)], with the bound on relative error (29) following from (98),
Theorem 1 and Proposition 2. We do not give the specific calculations involved explicitly, because they
are similar to the bookkeeping carried out explicitly in the proof of Theorem 1. Similarly, the local ex-
pansion p̄(y) = ρ̄(y)/Ē[N(St∗)], with the bound on relative error (31) following from (98), Lemma 8 and
Proposition 2.

The same is essentially also true for p̄(t|y) and Errp(t|y), but the details are slightly more complicated.
Recall that in the proof of Lemma 8, we introduced

ρ̃(y) =

√
det(H̄t∗)√

(2π) det(−∇2µt∗)
· exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗)2
)(

1 + 1
2T ρ

01(y)
)

.

Now additionally define

p̃(t∗ + h|y) := ρ̄(t∗ + h, y)
ρ̃(y) =

√
det(Gt∗|y)

(2π)d
exp

(
− 1

2h′Gt∗|yh
)(1 + T ρ

10(h) − 1
2 Rρ

30(h) + T ρ
01(y) + T ρ

21(h, y)
1 + 1

2 T ρ
01(y)

)
.

(99)
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Inspecting the proof of Lemma 8 shows that |ρ̃(y) − ρ̄(y)|/ρ̃(y) ≤ Errρ(y). Combining this observation with
Lemma 8, (98) and Theorem 1 implies that for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:

|p̃(t∗ + h|y) − p(t∗ + h|y)|
p̃(t∗ + h|y) ≤ C

(
δ2

n + Errρ(h, y) + Errρ(y)
)
. (100)

Thus p̃(t|y) is a second-order accurate local expansion of p(t|y). An upper bound on the relative error
between p̃(t|y) and p̄(t|y) follows from Taylor expansion of several simple functions involving first-order
terms in p̃(t|y): for all n ∈ N sufficiently large,∣∣∣ 1 + T ρ

01(y)
1 + 1

2 T ρ
01(y)

−
(

1 + 1
2T ρ

01(y)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C{T ρ

01(y)}2 ≤ C · Errρ(h, y),∣∣∣√det(Gt∗|y) −
√

det(Ḡt∗)(1 + 1
2 T ρ

01(y))
∣∣∣√

det(Ḡt∗)
≤ C{T ρ

01(y)}2 ≤ C · Errρ(h, y),

∣∣∣ exp(T ρ
21(h, y)) − (1 + T ρ

21(h, y))
∣∣∣ ≤ C{T ρ

21(h, y)}2 ≤ C · Errρ(h, y),

and therefore
|p̄(t∗ + h|y) − p̃(t∗ + h|y)|

p̃(t∗ + h|y) ≤ C · Errρ(h, y). (101)

Combining (100) and (101) yields (33).

11.2 Proof of Proposition 4
Our goal is to upper bound ∣∣∣E[N(A)] − P(N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1)

∣∣∣.
We begin with a deterministic upper bound: N(A) − 1(N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1) – which is always non-
negative – is at most

N(A) − 1(N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1) ≤ N(A) · 1(N(St∗) > 1) ≤ N(A) · 1
(

sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(∇2Ys) ≥ 0
)

.

Here we are using the fact that if the maximum eigenvalue of ∇2Ys over s ∈ Bt∗ is negative, then Y is
strongly concave in Bt∗ and hence has at most one local maximum. Decomposing the Hessian −∇2Ys =
Ht

s(y) + Rt
s – where we recall the projection/residual notation from (49) – allows us to further upper bound

the final quantity on the right hand side by the counting process

N
(

(t, y) ∈ A : ∇Yt = 0, Yt = y, sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(Rt
s) ≥ inf

s∈Bt∗
λmin(Ht

s(y))
)

,

The results of Section 9.3, specifically (51), further imply that for all n ∈ N large enough such that λn ≥
C∆n, for all t ∈ Bt∗ , y ∈ It∗ :

inf
s∈Bt∗

λmin(Ht
s(y)) ≥ λmin(H̄t∗) − C∆n ≥ λn − C∆n ≥ 1

2λn,

Taking expectations, we conclude that∣∣∣E[N(A)] − P(N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1)
∣∣∣ ≤ E

[
N
(

(t, y) ∈ A : ∇Yt = 0, Yt = y, sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(Rt
s) ≥ 1

2λn

)]
By the Kac-Rice formula, the expectation on the right hand side of the previous display is∫

A
E
[

det(−∇2Yt) · 1
(
∇2Yt ≺ 0, sup

s∈Bt∗
λmax(Rt

s) ≥ 1
2λn

)
|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0

]
· fYt(y) · f∇Yt(0) dy dt.
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We upper bound this via Hölder’s inequality:∫
A
E
[

det(−∇2Yt) · 1
(
∇2Yt ≺ 0, sup

s∈Bt∗
λmax(Rt

s) ≥ 1
2λn

)
|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0

]
· fYt

(y) · f∇Yt
(0) dy dt

≤
∫

A

{
E
[
| det(−∇2Yt)|q1 |Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0

]}1/q1
·
{
P
(

sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(Rt
s) ≥ 1

2λn|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0
)}1/q2

· fYt
(y) · f∇Yt

(0) dy dt,

=
∫

A

{
E
[
| det(−∇2Yt)|q1 |Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0

]}1/q1
·
{
P
(

sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(Rt
s) ≥ 1

2λn

)}1/q2
· fYt(y) · f∇Yt(0) dy dt,

where q1 > 1, q2 > 1, 1/q1 + 1/q2 = 1 are Hölder conjugates, and in the equality we have used the fact
that Rt

s is independent of (Yt, ∇Yt). We proceed to upper bound each term in the previous display. In the
proof of Lemma 1, it was shown that for all (t, y) ∈ St∗ , for all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

E
[
| det(−∇2Yt)|q1 |Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0

]}1/q1
≤ C(λd

n + 1) ≤ C| det(H̄t∗)|.

Lemma 2 implies that for all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

fYt
(y) · f∇Yt

(0) ≤ C exp
(

− (y − µt∗)2

2 −
(t − t∗)′Gt∗|y(t − t∗)

2

)
.

Finally, it is easy to see that (52) holds with ξn replaced by 1
2 λ2

n. Taking η = σ2
22/8 in that equation yields

P
(

sup
s∈Bt∗

λmax(Rt
s) ≥ 1

2λ2
n

)
≤ C exp

(
− λ2

n

8σ2
22

)
.

Thus, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large,∣∣∣E[N(A)
]

− P
(
N(A) = 1, N(St∗) = 1

)∣∣∣
≤ C exp

(
− λ2

n

8q2σ2
22

)∫
A

| det(H̄t∗)| · exp
(

− (y − µt∗)2

2 −
(t − t∗)′Gt∗|y(t − t∗)

2

)
dy dt

≤ C exp
(

− λ2
n

8q2σ2
22

)∫
A

ρ̄(t, y) dy dt

≤ C exp
(

− λ2
n

8q2σ2
22

)∫
A

ρ(t, y) dy dt

= C exp(−cλ2
n) · E[N(A)],

which is exactly the claim of Proposition 4.

11.3 Proof of Theorem 4: deterministic limit of observed Hessian
In this section, we build on the results of Section 9.3 to show that under QSt∗ the relative error between
Ĥ and H̄t∗ converges to 0 in conditional probability, given {t̂ = t, Ŷ = y}.

We begin by writing Ĥ in terms of the projection/residual decomposition defined in Section 9.3:

Ĥ = H
t̂|Ŷ + R̂,

where R̂ = Rt̂. The joint distribution of the triple (R̂, t̂, Ŷ ) under the law QSt∗ is continuous, and we
denote its density by p(R, t, y), and define the conditional density p(R|t, y) := p(R, t, y)/p(t, y), where
p(t, y) is the joint density of location and height defined in (28).

Now we recall the result of (51):
sup

(t,y)∈St∗

∥Ht|y − H̄t∗∥ ≤ C∆n.
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If additionally R ∈ Rt∗ = Bd×d(0, ξn) ∩ Rd×d
sym then

sup
(t,y)∈St∗ ,R∈Rt∗

∥Ht|y + R − H̄t∗∥
∥H̄t∗∥

≤ C
(∆n + ξn)

λn
≤ Cεn. (102)

It remains to upper bound the probability that R̂ ∈ Rc
t∗ under QSt∗ and given {t̂ = t, Ŷ = y}. This

probability can be written as

QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rc
t∗ |t̂ = t, Ŷ = y) = lim

r→0

P(R̂ ∈ Rc
t∗ , N(Ar) = 1)

P(N(St∗) = 1, N(Ar) = 1) .

Here Ar = Bd(t, r) × [y − r, y + r]. By Proposition 4, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large the denominator is at
least 1

2 · E[N(Ar)] for all r > 0. On the other hand, the numerator is upper bounded by

E
[
N
(

(t, y) ∈ Ar : ∇Yt = 0, Yt = y, ∇2Yt ≺ 0, ∥Rt∥ > ξn

)]
≤ Cδ2

n · E[N(Ar)],

with the inequality following by arguments similar to those used to prove Proposition 4. As a result, for
all n ∈ N sufficiently large

QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rc
t∗ |t̂ = t, Ŷ = y) ≤ Cδ2

n, (103)

and in combination with (102) this implies

sup
(t,y)∈St∗

QSt∗
(∥Ĥ − H̄t∗∥

∥H̄t∗∥
≥ Cεn|t̂ = t, Ŷ = y

)
≤ Cδ2

n.

11.4 Proof of Theorem 4: pivot for height
We will work under the assumptions of Theorem 4 and establish (35). Lemma 9 shows that S̄µ(Ŷ ) is ap-
proximately pivotal.

Lemma 9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4,∣∣∣QSt∗
(
S̄µ(Ŷ ) ≤ α

)
− α

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(
|ūt∗ − µt∗ |δ2

n + δ2
n

)
:= ErrS̄. (104)

The proof of Lemma 9 is given in Section 11.5. Lemma 10 bounds the difference between Ŝµ and S̄µ on a
high probability set.

Lemma 10. For all (t, y) ∈ St∗ and R ∈ Rt∗ ,∣∣∣Ŝµ(y, t, Ht|y + R) − S̄µ(y)
∣∣∣ ≤ C(|ū − µt∗ | + ∆n + 1)εnδn := PlugInS. (105)

The proof of Lemma 10 is given in Section 11.6. Now we use Lemmas 9 and 10 to establish (35). Recall
that the quantity we are interested in is

QSt∗
(
Ŝµ(Ŷ , t̂, Ĥ) ≤ α

)
=
∫

St∗

∫
Rd×d

sym

1{Ŝµ(y, t, Ht|y + R) ≤ α} · p(R|t, y) · p(t, y) dR dt dy.

We truncate this integral to the range at which the approximation of Lemma 10 applies; applying this
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lemma and then Lemma 9 gives:

QSt∗
(
Ŝµ(Ŷ , t̂, Ĥ) ≤ α

)
≥
∫

St∗

∫
Rt∗

1{Ŝµ(y, t, Ht|y + R) ≤ α} · p(R|t, y) · p(t, y) dR dt dy

(i)
≥
∫

St∗

∫
Rt∗

1(S̄µ(y) ≤ α − PlugInS) · p(R|t, y) · p(t, y) dR dt dy

≥
∫

St∗

1(S̄µ(y) ≤ α − PlugInS)p(t, y) dt dy − sup
(t,y)∈St∗

∫
Rc

t∗

p(R|t, y) dR

(ii)
≥ α − PlugInS − ErrS̄ − sup

(t,y)∈St∗

∫
Rc

t∗

p(R|t, y) dR

(iii)
≥ α − PlugInS − ErrS̄ − Cδ2

n

Above, (i) follows from Lemma 10, (ii) follows from Lemma 9, and (iii) follows from (103). A symmetric
upper bound follows from essentially equivalent reasoning. Notice that PlugInS + ErrS̄ + Cδ2

n ≤ C · ErrS.
Thus, to establish (35) it remains to prove Lemma 9 and Lemma 10.

11.5 Proof of Lemma 9
The quantity we are after is

QSt∗ (S̄µ(Ŷ ) ≤ α) =
∫

St∗

1(S̄µ(y) ≤ α) · p(t, y) dt dy =
∫

It∗

1(S̄µ(y) ≤ α) · p(y) dy.

Replacing p(y) by p̄(y), and adjusting the limits of integration, we have∣∣∣QSt∗ (S̄µ(Ŷ ) ≤ α) −
∫ ∞

u

1(S̄µ(y) ≤ α) · p̄(y) dy
∣∣∣ ≤

∫
It∗

|p(y) − p̄(y)| dy +
∫

(u,∞)\It∗

p̄(y) dy.

By definition
∫∞

u
1(S̄µ(y) ≤ α) · p̄(y) dy = S̄µ(S̄−1

µ (α)) = α, and so it remains only to bound the error terms
in the previous display. In the proof of Proposition 2, it is shown that∫

It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2ρ̄(y) dy ≤ C · Ē[N(St∗)] and
∫

(u,∞)\It∗

ρ̄(y) dy ≤ C · Ē[N(St∗)]δ3
n

Consequently, the error due to local expansion is at most∫
It∗

|p(y)−p̄(y)| dy ≤
∫

It∗

Errp(y)p̄(y) dy ≤ Cδ2
n

∫
It∗

(
|y−ūt∗ |2+|ūt∗ −µt∗ |+1

)
p̄(y) dy ≤ Cδ2

n(|ūt∗ −µt∗ |2+1),

while the error due to truncation is at most∫
(u,∞)\It∗

p̄(y) dy =
∫

(u,∞)\It∗

ρ̄(y)
Ē[N(St∗)]

dy ≤ Cδ3
n,

which is negligible by comparison.

11.6 Proof of Lemma 10
We find it convenient to introduce the following notation:

m = µt∗ + 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λ)

E1(t, y, R) = 1
2tr(({Ht|y + R}−1 − H̄−1

t∗ )Λt)

E2(t) = 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ {Λt − Λ}),
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so that the estimated survival function is

Ŝµ(y, t, Ht|y + R) = Ψ(y − m − E1(t, y, R) − E2(t))
Ψ(u − m − E1(t, y, R) − E2(t)) .

For all n ∈ N sufficiently large, the following bounds on the magnitude of |E1(t, y, R)| and |E2(t)| hold
uniformly over (t, y) ∈ St∗ , R ∈ Rt∗ :

|E1(t, y, R)| ≤ C∥{Ht|y + R}−1 − H̄−1
t∗ ∥ · ∥Λt∥

(i)
≤ C

∥Ht|y + R − H̄t∗∥
∥H̄t∗∥2

∥Λt∥
(ii)
≤ Cεnδn.

where (i) follows from a first-order Taylor expansion of A 7→ A−1 (stated in (153) for completeness), while
(ii) follows from (102); and more simply

|E2(t)| ≤ ∥H̄−1
t∗ ∥ · ∥Λt − Λ∥ ≤ Cδnεn.

An implication of the upper bounds on |E1(t, y, R)| and |E2(t)| is that uniformly over (t, y) ∈ St∗ and
R ∈ Rt∗ , |y − m| · (|E1(t, y, R)| + |E2(t)|) → 0 and |u − m| · (|E1(t, y, R)| + |E2(t)|) → 0. We can therefore
apply Lemma 14 to both numerator and denominator of Ŝµ(y, t, Ht|y + R), and conclude that for all n ∈ N
sufficiently large

Ψ(y − m − E1(t, y, R) − E2(t)) − Ψ(y − m)
Ψ(y − m) ≤ C((y − m)+ + 1)εnδn,

Ψ(u − m − E1(t, y, R) − E2(t)) − Ψ(u − m)
Ψ(u − m) ≤ C((u − m)+ + 1)εnδn,

(106)

and therefore∣∣∣Ŝµ(y, t, Ht(y) + R) − S̄µ(y)
∣∣∣ ≤ C((y − m)+ + (u − m)+ + 1)εnδn ≤ C(∆n + |ū − µt∗ | + 1)εnδn. (107)

11.7 Proof of Theorem 4: pivot for location
We work under the assumptions of Theorem 4 and establish (36). Consider the studentized peak

Ẑ = Zt̂(Ŷ , R̂) = F̂ (t̂ − t∗), where F̂ = Ft̂(Ŷ , R̂) = Λ−1/2
t̂

Ĥ = Λ−1/2
t̂

(H
t̂|Ŷ + R̂)

The Wald pivot is simply Ŵ := Ŵt∗(t̂) = Ẑ ′Ẑ. We begin with a high-level outline of the derivation of (36).
First we give a second-order accurate local expansion p̄(R|t, y) of the conditional density of R̂ given t̂ =
t, Ŷ = y. Then, we use p̄(R|t, y) and Theorem 3 to derive an approximation to p(t, R|y), the joint density
of (t̂, R̂) given Ŷ = y. We use this to deduce first a local expansion of the density of Ẑ, and then a local
expansion of the distribution of Ŵ . Finally, this limiting distribution of Ŵ is a generalized chi-squared
distribution, that can be approximated by a χ2

d distribution – with loss of second-order accuracy – under
the conditions of Theorem 4.

Local expansion of density of Hessian. As in the proof of Theorem 3, we derive a local expan-
sion of p(R|t, y) by first relating this conditional density to the intensity function of a relevant counting
process. Concretely, arguments similar to the proof of Proposition 4 can be used to show that at any
R ∈ Rt∗ , (t, y) ∈ St∗ , ∣∣∣∣p(R, t, y) − ρ(R, t, y)/E[N(St∗)]

ρ(R, t, y)/E[N(St∗)]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C exp(−cλ2
n).

where
ρ(R, t, y) = det(Ht|y + R) · 1(Ht|y + R ≻ 0) · fRt(R) · fYt(y) · f∇Yt(0), (108)
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is the intensity function of a process that counts peaks of a given height, location, and residual Hessian;
recall that we use fRt(R) to denote the density of Rt, which does not depend on (Yt, ∇Yt) by construction.
In combination with (98) this implies∣∣∣∣p(R|t, y) − ρ(R, t, y)/ρ(t, y)

ρ(R, t, y)/ρ(t, y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C exp(−cλ2
n). (109)

Thus we have related the density of R̂|t̂, Ŷ under QSt∗ to the Palm distribution of R̂, which has density

ρ(R, t, y)
ρ(t, y) =

det(R + Ht|y) · 1(R + Ht|y ≻ 0)
E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(−∇2Yt ≺ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] · fRt(R), (110)

where fRt
(R) is the Gaussian density

fRt
(R) = 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 det(Θt)
exp

(
− 1

2vech(R)′Θ−1
t vech(R)

)
, (111)

and Θt = Var[vech(Rt)] is invertible as a result of the condition τ2
2 > 0. We now derive an approximation

to p(R|t, y) by local expansion of (110) about t = t∗, R = 0. We introduce the following notation for the
first-order terms in this expansion:

T R
10(h) := −1

2tr(Θ−1
t∗ Θ̇t∗(h))

T R
12(h, R) := 1

2vech(R)′Θ−1
t∗ {Θ̇t∗(h)}Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)

T R
01(R) := tr(H̄−1

t∗ R).

Lemma 11. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4, at any t∗ ∈ T ∗, h ∈ Bd(0, εn), y ∈ It∗ and R ∈ Rt∗ ,∣∣∣∣p(R|t∗ + h, y) − p̄(R|t∗ + h, y)
p̄(R|t∗ + h, y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + ∥R∥2δ2

n + ∥R∥2∥h∥2 + δ2
n

)
:= Errp(R|h, y),

where

p̄(R|t∗ +h, y) :=
(

1+T R
10(h)+T R

12(h, R)+T R
01(R)

)
· 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 · det(Θt∗)
exp

(
− 1

2vech(R)′Θ−1
t∗ vech(R)

)
.

(112)

Lemma 11 is proved in Section 11.8.

Joint density of location and residual Hessian. Lemma 11 and Theorem 3 can be used to compute
an approximation to the joint density of (R̂, t̂) given Ŷ , the density of R̂ given Ŷ , and the density of t̂

given (R̂, Ŷ ), which are respectively

p(R, t|y) = p(R|t, y) · p(t|y), p(R|y) =
∫

Bt∗

p(R, t|y) dt, p(t|R, y) = p(R, t|y)
p(R|y) .

To more concisely denote the error involved in these expansions, let

Errp(R, y) := C
(
|y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ | + ∥R∥2)δ2

n

Truncρ(Bt∗) := Cδ2
n

Lemma 12. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4, the following statements hold at any t∗ ∈ T ∗, h ∈
Bd(0, εn), y ∈ It∗ and R ∈ Rt∗ :
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• The joint density of (R̂, t̂) given Ŷ satisfies∣∣∣∣p(R, t∗ + h|y) − p̄(R|t∗ + h, y)
p̄(R|t∗ + h, y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

Errp(R|h, y) + Errp(h|y)
)

:= Errp(R, h|y),

where

p̄(R, t∗ + h|y) :=
(

1 + T R
10(h) + T R

12(h, R) + T R
01(R) + T ρ

10(h) − 1
2T ρ

30(h)
)

× 1√
(2π)d(d+1)/2 det(Θt∗)

exp
(

− 1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)
)

·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
.

(113)

• The conditional density of R̂ given Ŷ satisfies

|p̄(R|y) − p(R|y)|
p̄(R|y) ≤ C

(
Errp(R, y) + Truncρ(Bt∗)

)
:= Errp(R|y),

where

p̄(R|y) =
(

1 + T R
01(R)

)
· 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 · det(Θt∗)
exp

(
− 1

2vech(R)′Θ−1
t∗ vech(R)

)
.

• The conditional density of t̂ given R̂, Ŷ satisfies

|p̄(t∗ + h|R, y) − p(t∗ + h|R, y)|
p̄(t∗ + h|R, y) ≤ C

(
Errp(R, h|y) + Errp(h|y)

)
:= Errp(h|R, y),

where

p̄(t∗ + h|R, y) :=
(

1 + T R
10(h) + T R

12(h, R) + T ρ
10(h) − 1

2T ρ
30(h)

)
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
.

Lemma 12 is proved in Section 11.9.

Density of studentized peak. Recall the studentized peak Ẑ = Zt̂(R̂, Ŷ ). Lemma 12, combined with a
change of variables, yields an approximation to the joint density of (Ẑ, R̂) given Ŷ , the conditional density
of Ẑ given (R̂, Ŷ ), and the conditional density of Ẑ given Ŷ and R̂ ∈ Rt∗ . We introduce some notation to
compactly denote these approximations. We write Ft∗ = Ft∗(y, 0) and Ḟt∗ for ∇tFt(y, 0)|t=t∗ . We let L̃t

be the differential of Λ−1/2
t , meaning any array in Rd×d×d that satisfies {Lt(h)}′Λ−1/2

t + Λ−1/2
t {Lt(h)} =

−Λ−1
t {Λ̇t(h)}Λ−1

t for all h ∈ Rd. We write Lt ∈ Rd×d×d for the array that swaps the second and third
indices of L̃t, so that [Lt]ijk = [L̃t]ikj , and write L̄t = Lt + L̃t. Finally, we denote the first-order terms in
these expansions by

T
pZ|R

01 (z) = T R
10(F −1

t∗ z) + T ρ
10(F −1

t∗ z) − 2 · tr(F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ {Ḣt∗(F −1
t∗ z)}) − tr(F −1

t∗ {L̄t∗(Ht∗F −1
t∗ z)})

= −1
2tr
(
Θ−1

t∗ Θ̇t∗(F −1
t∗ z)

)
+ tr

(
H̄−1

t∗ Ḣt∗|ūt∗ (F −1
t∗ z)

)
+ 1

2tr
(
Λ−1

t∗ Λ̇t∗(F −1
t∗ z)

)
− 2 · tr

(
F −1

t∗ Ḟt∗(F −1
t∗ z)

)
− tr(F −1

t∗ {L̄t∗(Ht∗F −1
t∗ z)})

T
pZ|R

30 (z) = −1
2T ρ

30(F −1
t∗ z) − z′F −1

t∗ Gt∗|yF −1
t∗ Ḟt∗(F −1

t∗ z, F −1
t∗ z)

T
pZ|R

21 (z, R) = z′(F −1
t∗ )′Gt∗|yF −1

t∗ Λ−1/2
t∗ RF −1

t∗ z

T
pZ|R

12 (z, R) = T R
12(F −1

t∗ z, R) = 1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ {Θ̇t∗(F −1
t∗ z)}Θ−1

t∗ vech(R),

T
pZ|R

01 (R) = −tr(F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ R),
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and for the relative error incurred by the expansion

Errp(z, Rt∗ |y) := Cδ2
n

(
1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |

)
Truncp(Rt∗) := Cδ2

n

Truncp(Rt∗) := Cδ2.5
n .

Finally, let Zt∗(y) = {Zt∗+h(0, y) : 2h ∈ Bd(0, εn)}.

Lemma 13. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4, the following statements hold at any y ∈ It∗ , z ∈ Zt∗(y)
and R ∈ Rt∗ :

• The conditional density of Ẑ given R̂ = R, Ŷ = y satisfies∣∣∣p(z|R, y) − p̄(z|R, y)
p̄(z|R, y)

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

Errp(F −1
t∗ z|R, y) + δ2

n(1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + ∥R∥2)
)

:= Errp(z|R, y), (114)

where
p̄(z|R, y) :=

(
1 + T

pZ|R

01 (z) + T
pZ|R

30 (z) + T
pZ|R

21 (z, R) + T
pZ|R

12 (z, R) + T
pZ|R

01 (R)
)

×
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d det(F )

exp
(

− 1
2(F −1

t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1
t∗ z

)
.

• The joint density of Ẑ and R̂ given Ŷ = y satisfies∣∣∣p(z, R|y) − p̄(z, R|y)
p̄(z, R|y)

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

Errp(z|R, y) + Errp(R|y)
)

:= Errp(z, R|y)

where

p̄(z, R|y) :=
(
1 + T

pZ|R

01 (z) + T
pZ|R

30 (z) + T
pZ|R

21 (z, R) + T
pZ|R

12 (z, R) + T
pZ|R

01 (R) + T R
01(R)

)
×

√
det(Gt∗|y)√

(2π)d det(Ft∗)
exp

(
− 1

2(F −1
t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1

t∗ z
)

· 1√
(2π)d(d+1)/2 · det(Θt∗)

exp
(

− 1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)
)

.

(115)

• The conditional density of Ẑ given Ŷ = y and R̂ ∈ Rt∗ satisfies∣∣∣p(z|y) − p̄(z|y)
p̄(z|y)

∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

Errp(z, Rt∗ |y) + Truncp(Rt∗) + Truncp(Rt∗)
)

:= Errp(z|y), (116)

where

p̄(z|y) =
(

1+T
pZ|R

01 (z)+T
pZ|R

30 (z)+1
2tr
(
Θ−1

t∗ {Θ̇t∗(F −1
t∗ z)}

))
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d det(Ft∗)

exp
(

−1
2(F −1

t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1
t∗ z

)
.

Lemma 13 is proved in Section 11.10. To be perfectly clear, the density p(z|y) conditions both on N(St∗) =
1 and on R̂ ∈ Rt∗ , i.e.:

p(z|y) := 1
QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rt∗)

∫
Rt∗

p(z, R|y) dR.

Distribution of studentized Wald pivot. We now turn to the conditional distribution of the stu-
dentized Wald pivot Ŵ , given the selection event St∗ and conditional on the height Ŷ . To additionally
condition on the high-probability event R̂ ∈ Rt∗ , we sandwich

QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q, R̂ ∈ Rt∗ |Ŷ = y) ≤ QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q|Ŷ = y) ≤ QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q, R̂ ∈ Rt∗ |Ŷ = y)+QSt∗ (R̂ /∈ Rt∗ |Ŷ = y).

We note that QSt∗ (R̂ /∈ Rt∗ |Ŷ = y) ≤ Cδ2
n and∣∣∣QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q, R̂ ∈ Rt∗ |Ŷ = y) − QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q|R̂ ∈ Rt∗ , Ŷ = y)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cδ2
n,
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both by (103). Since QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q|R̂ ∈ Rt∗ , Ŷ = y) =
∫

Bd(0,q) p(z|y) dz, we have succeeded in showing that∣∣∣∣QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q|Ŷ = y) −
∫

Bd(0,q)
p(z|y) dz

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cδ2
n.

Notice that Bd(0, q) ⊆ Zt∗ for all n ∈ N sufficiently large. We can therefore apply Lemma 13 to conclude
that ∣∣∣ ∫

Bd(0,q)
p(z|y) dz −

∫
Bd(0,q)

p̄(z|y) dz
∣∣∣ ≤

∫
Bd(0,q)

Errp(z|y)p̄(z|y) dz. (117)

Since each of the first-order terms in the local expansion p̄(z|y) is an odd function of z, they vanish when
integrated over Bd(0, q), leaving us with∫

Bd(0,q)
p̄(z|y) dz =

∫
Bd(0,q)

√
det(Gt∗|y)√

(2π)d det(Ft∗)
exp

(
− 1

2(F −1
t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1

t∗ z
)

dz. (118)

In other words Ŵ has a limiting generalized chi-squared distribution, up to second-order relative error

Cδ2
n +

∫
Bd(0,q)

Errp(z|y)p̄(z|y) dz ≤ C
(

δ2
n(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |)

)
. (119)

Derivation of (36). Equation (118) gives a second-order accurate approximation to QSt∗ (Ŵ ≤ q|Ŷ = y).
We now expand this approximation in y, around y = µt∗ , to obtain the ultimate claim (36), valid when
(ūt∗ − µt∗)δn → 0, y ∈ ūt∗ ± ∆n and therefore (y − µt∗)δn → 0. We begin by simplifying the integrand
of (118). We have that the precision matrix

F −1
t∗ Gt∗|yF −1

t∗ = Λ−1/2
t∗ (−∇2µt∗)H−1

t∗|yΛ1/2
t∗ = I − (y − µt∗)Λ1/2

t∗ H−1
t∗|yΛ1/2

t∗ .

Applying the matrix perturbation bound (153) allows us to bound ∥H−1
t∗|y − H̄t∗∥ ≤ C|y − ūt∗ |δ2

n, and in
turn implies

∥F −1
t∗ Gt∗|yF −1

t∗ −
(

I − (y − µt∗)Λ1/2
t∗ H̄−1

t∗ Λ1/2
t∗

)
∥ ≤ C

(
|y − ūt∗ ||y − µt∗ |δ2

n

)
.

Then a subsequent Taylor expansion of exp(x) around x = 0 – noting that the magnitude of the first-order
term in the previous expression is O((y − µt∗)δn) – implies∥∥∥ exp

(
−1

2(F −1
t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1

t∗ z
)

−
(

1+(y − µt∗)
2 z′Λ1/2

t∗ H̄−1
t∗ Λ1/2

t∗ z
)

exp
(

−1
2z′z

)∥∥∥ ≤ C
(

(y−µt∗)2δ2
n+|y−ūt∗ ||y−µt∗ |δ2

n

)
.

Similarly, √
det(Gt∗|y)
det(Ft∗) =

√
det(−∇2µt∗)

det(Ht∗|y) =
√

det(I − (y − µt∗)H−1
t∗|yΛt∗). (120)

Using a first-order Taylor expansion of det(I + E) about E = 0, as recorded in (154), and again applying
the matrix perturbation bound (153) to upper bound ∥H−1

t∗|y − H̄t∗∥, we have∥∥∥√det(I − (y − µt∗)H−1
t∗|yΛt∗) −

(
1 − (y − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)∥∥∥ ≤ C
(

(y − µt∗)2δ2
n + |y − µt∗ ||y − ūt∗ |δ2

n

)
.

Putting these two approximations together yields the following approximation to the integrand of (118):∣∣∣∣ϕ0,F −1
t∗ Gt∗|yF −1

t∗
(z)−

(
1− (y − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)+(y − µt∗)

2 z′Λ1/2
t∗ H̄−1

t∗ Λ1/2
t∗ z

)
ϕ0,I(z)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

(y−µt∗)2δ2
n+|y−µt∗ ||y−ūt∗ |δ2

n

)
.

(121)
Integrating this approximation over Bd(0, q) gives∫

Bd(0,q)

(
1− (y − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)+ (y − µt∗)

2 z′Λ1/2
t∗ H̄−1

t∗ Λ1/2
t∗ z

)
ϕ0,I(z) dz = χ2

d(q)−A · (y − µt∗)
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗),

which equals P(Ŵ ≤ q|Ŷ = y) up to the second-order error terms in (119) and (121), which are at most
Cδ2

n(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |2).
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11.8 Proof of Lemma 11
The density of the Palm distribution of Rt|{t̂ = t, Ŷ = y} is given in (110); up to an exponential error
term, this agrees with the density of Rt||{t̂ = t, Ŷ = y} under QSt∗ as shown in (109). For all n ∈ N large
enough and (t, y) ∈ St∗ , R ∈ Rt∗ , the matrix Ht∗|y + R will be positive definite, and then the Palm density
is simply the product of a Gaussian density and a determinant term, divided by a normalizing constant:

p(R|t, y) =
det(R + Ht|y)

E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(−∇2Yt ≻ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y]fRt
(R). (122)

We separately approximate the Gaussian density, and the determinant term and normalizing constant.
Throughout we write r = vech(R) and h = t − t∗ for notational convenience.

Gaussian density of residual. Recall that the Gaussian density of the residual Hessian Rt is

fRt
(R) = 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 det(Θt)
exp

(
− 1

2r′Θ−1
t r
)

,

A first-order Taylor expansion of Θ−1
t about t = t∗ implies∣∣∣r′Θ−1

t r − r′(Θ−1
t∗ − Θ−1

t∗ {Θ̇t∗(h)}Θ−1
t∗ )r

∣∣∣ ≤ C∥h∥2∥R∥2,

while first-order Taylor expansion of {det(Θt)}−1/2 about t = t∗ implies∣∣∣ 1√
det(Θt)

− 1√
det(Θt∗)

(1 − 1
2tr(Θ−1

t∗ Θ̇t∗(h))
∣∣∣ ≤ C∥h∥2;

in both cases we are using (2) which implies that λmin(Θt) > τ2
2 > 0. These combine to yield an approxi-

mation to the log of fRt
(R). From here, arguments similar to those of Section 9.6 yield

|fRt
(R) − f̄Rt

(R)|
f̄Rt

(R)
≤ C

(
∥R∥2∥h∥2 + ∥h∥2

)
where

f̄Rt
(R) :=

(
1 − 1

2 tr
(
Θ−1

t∗ Θ̇t∗(h)
)

+ 1
2 r′Θ−1

t∗ {Θ̇t∗(h)}Θ−1
t∗ r
)

√
(2π)d(d+1)/2 det(Θt∗)

exp
(

− 1
2r′Θ−1

t∗ r
)

. (123)

Determinant term and normalizing constant. Recall the result of (58) in Section 9.3:∣∣∣ det(Ht|y + R) − det(H̄t∗)
(
1 + T det

10 (h) + T det
01 (y) + tr(H̄−1

t∗ R)
)∣∣∣

det(H̄t∗)
≤ C

(
∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2

n + ∥R∥2δ2
n

)
.

Combined with Lemma 1, this implies∣∣∣ det(Ht|y + R)
E[det(−∇2Yt) · 1(−∇2Yt ≻ 0)|∇Yt = 0, Yt = y] −

(
1+tr(H̄−1

t∗ R)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2

n +∥R∥2δ2
n +δ2

n

)
.

(124)
Combining (123) and (124) give the approximation p̄(R|t, y) to the claimed order of accuracy.

11.9 Proof of Lemma 12
Throughout this proof we denote r = vech(R) and t = t∗ + h.
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11.9.1 Joint density of residual Hessian and location

Lemma 11 and Theorem 3 imply that for all n sufficiently large:∣∣∣p(R, t|y) − p̄(R|t, y)p̄(t|y)
∣∣∣

p̄(R|t, y)p̄(t|y) ≤ C
(

Errp(R|t, y) + Errp(t|y)
)

.

The product p̄(R|t, y)p̄(t|y) is

p̄(R|t, y)p̄(t|y) =
(

1 + T ρ
10(h) − 1

2T ρ
30(h)

)
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
×
(

1 + T R
10(h) + T R

12(h, R) + T R
01(R)

)
· 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 · det(Θt∗)
exp

(
− 1

2r′Θ−1
t∗ r
)

.

Ignoring the product of all first-order terms in the above equation incurs at most a second-order error,
meaning precisely:

|p̄(R|t, y)p̄(t|y) − p̄(R, t|y)|
p̄(R, t|y) ≤ C

(
Errp(R|t, y) + Errp(h|y)

)
,

and establishing (113). We give an explicit bound on the magnitude of the error term Errp(R, h|y) in
terms of (δn, h, y − ūt∗ , R), for future reference:

Errp(R|h, y) + Errp(h|y)
≤ C(Errp(R|h, y) + Errρ(h, y) + ErrE[N(St∗ )])
≤ C(Errp(R|h, y) + Errdet(h, y) + ErrY (h, y) + Err∇Y (h) + |y − ūt∗ |2λ2

n∥h∥4 + ErrE[N(St∗ )])

≤ C
(

∥h∥2 + |y − ūt∗ |2δ2
n + ∥R∥2δ2

n + ∥R∥2∥h∥2 + δ2
n +

(
|y − ūt∗ | + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |

)
λn∥h∥3 + λ2

n∥h∥4 + |y − ūt∗ |2λ2
n∥h∥4

)
.

(125)

11.9.2 Density of residual Hessian.

Let

p̃(R, t∗+h|y) =
(

1+T R
01(R)

)
· 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 det(Θt∗)
exp

(
−1

2vech(R)′Θ−1
t∗ vech(R)

)
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

·exp
(

−1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
.

The difference between p̃(R, t∗ + h|y) and p̄(R, t∗ + h|y) is that the former omits first-order terms that are
linear in h. The conditional density of the residual Hessian is p(R|y) =

∫
Bt∗

p(R, t|y) dt. We expand this as
the sum of a main term and three error terms:

p(R|y) =
∫
Rd

p̃(R, t|y) dh −
∫

Bc
t∗

p̃(R, t|y) dt +
∫

Bt∗

p̄(R, t|y) − p̃(R, t|y) dt +
∫

Bt∗

p(R, t|y) − p̄(R, t|y) dt.

The main term above
∫
Rd p̃(R, t|y) dt = p̄(R|y). The second error term

∫
Bt∗

p̄(R, t|y) − p̃(R, t|y) dt = 0,
since the integral of any first-order term that is linear in h over Bt∗ vanishes. It remains to bound the two
sources of error, due to local expansion and truncation.

Error due to local expansion. For all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

p̄(R, t|y) ≤ C · p̄(R|y) ·
√

det(Gt∗|y) · exp
(

− 1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
.

Combined with (113), this implies that the error due to local expansion is at most∫
Bt∗

∣∣p(R, t|y) − p̄(R, t|y)
∣∣ dt ≤

∫
Bt∗

Errp(R, h|y) · p̄(R, t|y) dt

≤ C · p̄(R|y)
√

det(Gt∗|y)
∫

B(0,εn)
Errp(R, h|y) · exp

(
− 1

2h′Gt∗|yh
)

dh.
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Inserting the upper bound on Errp(R, h|y) from (125) into the previous display, and integrating over h ∈
Bd(0, εn), shows that the error due to local expansion is at most

C · p̄(R|y)
(

|y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ | + ∥R∥2 + 1)δ2
n.

Truncation error. For all n ∈ N sufficiently large,

p̃(R, t|y) ≤ C · p̄(R|y) ·
√

det(Gt∗|y) · exp
(

− 1
2h′Gt∗|yh

)
.

Moreover, for all n ∈ N sufficiently large, εn ≥ {λmin(Gt∗|y)}−1√
5 log λn. Thus

∫
Bc

t∗
p̃(R, t|y) dt is at most

C·p̄(R|y)
√

det(Gt∗|y)
∫

Bc
t∗

exp
(

−1
2(t−t∗)′Gt∗|y(t−t∗)

)
dt ≤ C·p̄(R|y)

∫
Rd\Bd(0,

√
5 log λn)

exp
(

−∥z∥2

2

)
dz ≤ Cδ2

n,

with the final inequality following by (150).

11.9.3 Conditional density of location

Finally, the local expansion p̄(t|R, y) to the conditional density of t̂|{R̂ = R, Ŷ = y} is obtained by divid-
ing p̄(t, R|y) by p̄(R|y). Proper bookkeeping shows that the ratio of first-order terms can be ignored, at
the cost of a second-order error term that is absorbed into Errp(t|R, y).

11.10 Proof of Lemma 13
We begin with some calculus preliminaries before deriving the local expansions of Lemma 13. For ease
of reading, we suppress all notational dependence on y, writing Ft(R) = Ft(y, R), Zt(R) = Zt(y, R) and
Ht = Ht|y.

11.10.1 Calculus preliminaries.

Change of variables. The Jacobian of the mapping t 7→ Zt(R) is given by

Żt(R) = Ft(R) + Lt

(
(Ht + R)h

)
+ Λ−1/2

t {Ḣt(h)}

and we recall that [Lt]ijk = [L̃t]ikj , and L̃t is the differential of Λ−1/2
t , meaning it is any array in Rd×d×d

that satisfies {Lt(h)}′Λ−1/2
t + Λ−1/2

t {Lt(h)} = −Λ−1
t {Λ̇t(h)}Λ−1

t for all h ∈ Rd. Note that Dt is not the
same as Ḟt. We will use the fact that supt∈Rd ∥Lt(v)∥ ≤ C∥v∥ for any v ∈ Rd, as a result of (2).

For all n ∈ N sufficiently large and any y ∈ It∗ , R ∈ Rt∗ , the minimum eigenvalue of Żt(R) is uniformly
bounded away from 0 over all t ∈ Bt∗ : the minimum eigenvalue of Ft(R) is at least

inf
t∈Bt∗

λmin(Ft(R)) ≥ inf
t∈Bt∗

1√
λmax(Λt)

λmin(Ht + R) ≥ c(λn − ξn) ≥ cλn,

while the norm of Ḟt(R)(t − t∗) is at most

sup
t∈Bt∗

∥Ḟt(R)(t − t∗)∥ ≤ sup
t∈Bt∗

∥At(t − t∗)∥ + C∥Ḣt(t − t∗)∥ ≤ C(λn + ξn)εn ≤ Cλnεn,

and therefore for all n ∈ N sufficiently large:

inf
t∈Bt∗

∥Żt(R)∥ ≥ inf
t∈Bt∗

∥Ft(R)∥ − sup
t∈Bt∗

∥Ḟt(R)(t − t∗)∥ ≥ cλn(1 − Cεn) ≥ cλn.

We conclude that the vector field t 7→ Zt(R) is strongly monotonic: for all s, t ∈ Bt∗ ,

(Zs(R) − Zt(R))′(s − t) ≥ cλn∥s − t∥2,
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and hence t 7→ Zt(R) is injective over Bt∗ . The change of variables formula for one-to-one mappings there-
fore gives the density of Ẑ|R̂, Ŷ : letting Zt∗(R) := {Zt(R) : t ∈ Bt∗}, we have that

p(z|R, y) = p(Tz(R)|R, y)
| det(ŻTz(R)(R))|

, for z ∈ Zt∗(R), (126)

where Tz(R) is the unique point t ∈ Bt∗ satisfying ZTz(R)(R) = z.

Taylor approximation of Tz(R). We now provide a local expansion of the inverse Tz(R) around z =
0, R = 0 by inverting a local expansion of Zt(R) around t = t∗, R = 0. The first-order Taylor expansion of
Ft(R) around t = t∗, R = 0 is

Ft∗ + Ḟt∗(t − t∗) + Λ−1/2
t∗ R,

where we recall that Ft∗ = Ft∗(0) = Λ−1/2
t∗ Ht∗ and Ḟt∗ = Ḟt∗(0). Applying (56) and ∥Lt(v)∥ ≤ C∥v∥, we

conclude that ∥∥∥Ft(R) − Ft∗ − Ḟt∗(t − t∗) − Λ−1/2
t∗ R

∥∥∥ ≤ Cλn∥t − t∗∥2.

Consequently, the first-order local expansion of Zt(R) around t = t∗, R = 0 is

Ft∗(t − t∗) + Ḟt∗(t − t∗, t − t∗) + Λ−1/2
t∗ R(t − t∗),

with error

∥Zt(R) − Ft∗(t − t∗) − Ḟt∗(t − t∗, t − t∗) − Λ−1/2
t∗ R(t − t∗)∥ ≤ C(λn∥t − t∗∥3 + ∥R∥∥t − t∗∥).

Now we “invert” this expansion. To begin, evaluating Zt(R) at t = Tz(R) and applying the above bound:∥∥∥z − Ft∗hz(R) − Ḟt∗(hz(R), hz(R)) − Λ−1/2
t∗ Rhz(R)

∥∥∥ ≤ C(λn∥hz(R)∥3 + ∥R∥ · ∥hz(R)∥), (127)

where hz(R) = Tz(R) − t∗. Substituting F −1
t∗ z for hz(R) in the first-order terms in (127), and observing that

∥hz(R)∥ ≤ Cδn∥z∥, we obtain∥∥∥z − Ft∗hz(R) − Ḟt∗(F −1
t∗ z, F −1

t∗ z) − Λ−1/2
t∗ R(F −1

t∗ z)
∥∥∥ ≤ C

(
λn∥hz(R)∥3 + ∥R∥ · ∥hz(R)∥2 + ∥R∥2 · ∥hz(R)∥

)
≤ Cδ2

n

(
∥z∥3 + ∥R∥ · ∥z∥2 + ∥R∥2∥z∥

)
.

The first inequality above follows since ∥F −1
t∗ z − hz(R)∥ ≤ C∥hz(R)∥2 by (127), and the second inequality

follows since ∥hz(R)∥ ≤ Cδn∥z∥. Finally, application of F −1
t∗ gives the first-order expansion to hz(R):∥∥∥hz(R) − h̄z(R)

∥∥∥ ≤ Cδ3
n

(
∥z∥3 + ∥R∥∥z∥2 + ∥R∥2∥z∥

)
:= Errh(z, R),

h̄z(R) := F −1
t∗ z − F −1

t∗ Ḟt∗(F −1
t∗ z, F −1

t∗ z) − F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ RF −1
t∗ z

(128)

The magnitude of the first-order terms in this expansion are at most

∥F −1
t∗ Ḟt∗(F −1

t∗ z, F −1
t∗ z)∥ ≤ Cδ2

n∥z∥3, ∥F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ RF −1
t∗ z∥ ≤ Cδ2

n∥R∥∥z∥.

11.10.2 Conditional distribution of studentized peak given residual Hessian.

We now derive (114), which gives a local expansion of the conditional density p(z|R, y), by separately
providing approximations to the density term and determinant term in (126).
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Density term. Lemma 12 implies that the relative error between p(Tz(R)|R, y) and

p̄(Tz(R)|R, y) =
(

1+T R
10(hz(R))+T R

12(hz(R), R)+T ρ
10(hz(R))−1

2T ρ
30(hz(R))

)
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

·exp
(

−1
2(hz(R))′Gt∗|yhz(R)

)
,

is at most
|p(Tz(R)|R, y) − p̄(Tz(R)|R, y)|

p̄(Tz(R)|R, y) ≤ Errp(hz(R)|R, y) ≤ C · Errp(F −1
t∗ z|R, y),

with the last inequality following because ∥hz(R)∥ ≤ C∥F −1
t∗ z∥, while Errp(h|R, y) is increasing in ∥h∥.

Substituting h̄z(R) for hz(R) in the above expression incurs error that can be bounded above using (128);
doing this, Taylor expanding exp(1 + x) around x = 0, and disregarding second-order terms, we conclude
that the relative error between p̄(Tz(R)|R, y) and

p̃(z|R, y) =
(

1 + T R
10(F −1

t∗ z) + T R
12(F −1

t∗ z, R) + T ρ
10(F −1

t∗ z) − 1
2T ρ

30(F −1
t∗ z)+

(F −1
t∗ z)′Gt∗|y

(
F −1

t∗ Ḟt∗(F −1
t∗ z, F −1

t∗ z) + F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ RF −1
t∗ z

))
·
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2(F −1

t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1
t∗ z

)
is at most

|p̄(Tz(R)|R, y) − p̃(z|R, y)|
p̃(z|R, y) ≤ C

(
(1+∥R∥2)·Errh(z, R)+δ2

n

(
1+∥z∥6)(1+∥R∥2)) ≤ Cδ2

n

(
1+∥z∥6)(1+∥R∥2).

For future reference, we note that

Errp(F −1
t∗ z|R, y) ≤ Cδ2

n

(
1 + ∥z∥4)(1 + ∥R∥2)(1 + |y − ūt∗ | + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |

)
,

Determinant term. A first order Taylor expansion of Żt(R) about t = t∗, R = 0 gives∥∥∥Żt(R) − Ft∗(h) − Ḟt∗(h) − Λ−1/2
t∗ R − Lt∗Ht∗(h) − Λ−1/2

t∗ {Ḣt∗(h)}
∥∥ ≤ C

(
λn∥h∥2 + ∥R∥∥h∥

)
. (129)

As Ḟt∗(h) = L̃t∗(Ht∗h) + Λ−1/2
t∗ {Ḣt∗(h), we can just as easily write the first-order Taylor expansion as

Ft∗ + 2Λ−1/2
t∗ {Ḣt∗(h)} + L̄t∗(Ht∗h) + Λ−1/2

t∗ R.

From this, we see that the determinant term can be locally expanded as∣∣∣det
(
Żt(R)

)
− det(Ft∗)

(
1 + 2 · tr(F −1

t∗ Λ−1/2
t∗ {Ḣt∗(h)}) + tr(F −1

t∗ {L̄t∗(Ht∗h)}) + tr(F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ R)
)∣∣∣

≤ C det(Ft∗)(λn∥h∥3 + δn∥R∥ · ∥h∥).

Evaluating this at t = Tz(R), substituting h̄z(R) for hz(R), and disregarding second-order terms:∣∣∣det(ŻTz(R)(R)) − det(Ft∗)
(
1 + 2 · tr(F −1

t∗ Λ−1/2
t∗ {Ḣt∗(F −1

t∗ z)}) + tr(F −1
t∗ {L̄t∗(Ht∗F −1

t∗ z)}) + tr(F −1
t∗ Λ−1/2

t∗ R)
)∣∣∣

≤ C det(Ft∗)δ2
n

(
∥z∥3 + ∥R∥ · ∥z∥

)
.

Notice that this can further be upper bounded by C det(Ft∗)δ2
n(1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + ∥R∥2). Combined our analyses

of the density term and determinant term yield the claimed result (114).

11.10.3 Joint distribution of studentized peak, residual Hessian.

The joint density of Ẑ, R̂ given Ŷ = y is

p(z, R|y) = p(z|R, y) · p(R|y).
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Equation (114) gives an approximation to p(z|R, y), while Lemma 12 gives an approximation to p(R|y).
Combined, these results imply (115). The relative error incurred by these approximations is at most

Errp(z, R|y)
= C

(
Errp(z|R, y) + Errp(R|y)

)
≤ C

(
Errp(F −1

t∗ z|R, y) + δ2
n(1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + ∥R∥2) + δ2

n(|y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ | + ∥R∥2)
)

≤ Cδ2
n

(
(1 + ∥z∥4)(1 + ∥R∥2)(1 + |y − ūt∗ | + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |) + (1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + ∥R∥2) + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ | + ∥R∥2)

≤ Cδ2
n

(
(1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + ∥R∥2)(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |)

)
.

11.10.4 Validity in Zt∗ .

So far we have proven the validity of the local expansions p̄(z|R, y) and p̄(z|y) at points z ∈ Zt∗(R). We
now show that for n sufficiently large Zt∗ ⊆ Zt∗(R) for all R ∈ Rt∗ . By definition z ∈ Zt∗ means that
hz(0) = F −1

t∗ z ≤ εn/2. Application of (127) then implies that for all n sufficiently large

∥hz(R)∥ ≤ ∥F −1
t∗ z∥ + ∥F −1

t∗ z − hz(R)∥ ≤ εn

2 + C∥hz(R)∥2 ≤ εn

2 + Cδ2
n∥z∥2 ≤ εn

2 + Cε2
n ≤ εn;

in the second-to-last inequality we have used the fact that Zt∗ ⊆ B(0, λnεn). Thus Tz(R) ∈ Bt∗ , implying
that z ∈ Zt∗(R).

11.10.5 Distribution of studentized peak.

Let

p̃(z, R|y) :=
(
1 + T

pZ|R

01 (z) + T
pZ|R

30 (z) + T
pZ|R

12 (z, R)
)
)

×
√

det(Gt∗|y)√
(2π)d det(Ft∗)

exp
(

− 1
2(F −1

t∗ z)′Gt∗|yF −1
t∗ z

)
· 1√

(2π)d(d+1)/2 · det(Θt∗)
exp

(
− 1

2vech(R)′Θ−1
t∗ vech(R)

)
.

The difference between p̃(z, R|y) and p̄(z, R|y) is that the former omits all first-order terms that are linear
in R. We decompose the density of Ẑ given Ŷ = y into the sum of a main term and four error terms:

p(z|y) = 1
QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rt∗)

∫
Rt∗

p(z, R|y) dR

=
∫
Rd×d

sym

p̃(z, R|y) dR −
∫

Rc
t∗

p̃(z, R|y) dR +
∫

Rt∗

p̄(z, R|y) − p̃(z, R|y) dR +
∫

Rt∗

p̄(z, R|y) − p(z, R|y) dR+(
1 − 1

QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rt∗)

)∫
Rt∗

p(z, R|y) dR.

The main term above is
∫
Rd×d

sym
p̃(z, R|y) dR = p̄(z|y). The second error term above is

∫
Rt∗

p̄(z, R|y) −
p̃(z, R|y) dR = 0, since Rt∗ is symmetric about the origin and so the integral of any odd function in R
vanishes over Rt∗ . It remains to bound the three sources of error, due to local expansion, undoing the
effects of truncation, and using the wrong normalizing constant.

Error due to local expansion. Applying (115), we can upper bound the error due to local expansion:∫
Rt∗

p̄(z, R|y) − p(z, R|y) dR ≤
∫

Rt∗

Errp(z, R|y) · p̄(z, R|y) dR

=
∫

Rt∗

Errp(z, R|y) · p̄(R|z, y) · p̄(z|y) dR

≤ Cδ2
n

∫
Rt∗

(1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + ∥R∥2)(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |) · p̄(R|z, y) · p̄(z|y) dR

≤ Cδ2
n(1 + ∥z∥6)(1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |)p̄(z|y) := Errp(z, Rt∗ |y) · p̄(z|y).
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Error due to truncation. In bounding the truncation error, observe that σ2
22 ≥ λmin(Θt∗) and there-

fore ξn ≥ {λmin(Θt∗)}1/2√
6 log λn. Therefore,∫

Rc
t∗

exp(−1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)) dR ≤
∫

Bd×d(0,
√

6 log λn)c

exp(−1
2∥vech(R)∥2) dR ≤ Cδ2.5

n , (130)

the latter inequality following by (150) for all n ∈ N sufficiently large. This upper bound, along with an
application of Hölder’s inequality with conjugate exponents q1 = 5, q2 = 1.25, implies∫

Rc
t∗

∥R∥2 exp(−1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)) dR

≤
(∫

∥R∥10 exp(−1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)) dR
)1/5

·
(∫

Rc
t∗

exp(−1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)) dR
)1/1.25

≤ Cδ2
n.

(131)

Finally the approximate density

p̃(z, R|y) ≤ C(1 + δn∥R∥2) exp(−1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R)) · p̄(z|y).

Thus the error due to truncation is at most∫
Rc

t∗

p̃(z, R|y) dR ≤
∫

Rc
t∗

C(1 + δn∥R∥2) exp(−1
2vech(R)′Θ−1

t∗ vech(R))p̄(z|y) dR ≤ Cδ2.5
n p̄(z|y) := Truncp(Rt∗) · p̄(z|y).

Error due to normalizing constant. Equation (103) shows that QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rt∗) ≥ 1 − Cδ2
n. On the

other hand, the arguments of the previous paragraph imply that
∫

Rt∗
p(z, R|y) dR ≤ Cp̄(z|y). Therefore,

the error due to using the wrong normalizing constant is at most( 1
QSt∗ (R̂ ∈ Rt∗)

− 1
)∫

Rt∗

p(z, R|y) dR ≤ Cδ2
n · p̄(z|y) := Truncp(Rt∗) · p̄(z|y),

for all n ∈ N sufficiently large.

11.11 Proof of Corollary 1
Conditional coverage of the height µt∗ by It̂ follows immediately from (35). The probability that Ct̂ covers
the true location t∗ is

QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂) =
∫

It∗

QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂|Ŷ = y)p(y) dy.

Theorem 4 gives the approximation

QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂) :=
∫

It∗

(
1 − α − A · (y − ūt∗) + (ūt∗ − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)
p(y) dy

= 1 − α − A · (ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗).

The difference between this approximation and the true coverage probability is at most∣∣∣QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂) − QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂)
∣∣∣ ≤

∫
It∗

ErrW (y) · p(y) dy

≤ Cδ2
n

∫
It∗

(
1 + |y − ūt∗ |2 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |2)

)
p(y) dy.

To bound the integral in the last line above, we first apply Theorem 3 which implies that∣∣∣ ∫
It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2p(y) dy −
∫

It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2p̄(y) dy
∣∣∣ ≤

∫
It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2Errp(y)p̄(y) dy ≤ C(|ūt∗ − µt∗ | + 1)δ2
n,
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with the latter inequality following from (146). On the other hand,∫
It∗

|y − ūt∗ |2p̄(y) dy ≤ C,

again by (146). Thus we conclude that∣∣∣QSt∗ (t∗ ∈ Ct̂) −
(
1 − α − A · (ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)∣∣∣ ≤ Cδ2
n(1 + |ūt∗ − µt∗ |2),

which is the desired claim.

11.12 Proof of Theorem 5
We will explicitly derive the upper bound on PCMRT ∗ in terms of PCMRn as stated in (39). The upper
bound on PCMRµT ∗ in terms of PCMRn, given in (38), is derived in a very similar way and we omit the
proof. Throughout this proof, we write v ≡ vn and uTG ≡ uTG(α, vn).

The proof of (39) will proceed similarly to the proof of Theorem 2: we partition the parameter space T
into regions and consider the expected number of regions produced that fail to cover in each region. We
introduce notation to count the number of points at which a region is produced that fails to cover: for a
set A = (B × I) ⊂ T × R,

V (A) := N(t ∈ T̂ ∩ B : Yt ∈ I, t∗(t) ̸∈ Ct),
and abbreviate Vu(B) = V (B × (u, ∞)). The overall miscoverage rate of our method is

E[VuTG(T )]
E[Nv(T )] =

E[VuTG(T ∗
εn

) + VuTG(Gεn
) + VuTG(T0)]

E[Nv(T ∗
εn

) + Nv(Gεn) + Nv(T0)] .

As Vu(S) ≤ Nu(S), the miscoverage rate is at most

E[VuTG(T ∗
εn

) + NuTG(Tεn
) + NuTG(T0)]

E[Nv(T ∗
εn

) + Nv(T0)] . (132)

Proposition 1 upper bounds the expected number of null false positives E[NuTG(α,v)(T0)] in terms of
E[Nv(T0)]:

E[NuTG(T0)] ≤ (1 + C/v2) · α · E[Nv(T0)].
Propositions 2 and 3 upper bound the expected number of high-gradient peaks E[NuTG(Gεn

)] in terms of
the expected number of εn-consistent estimates E[Nv(T ∗

εn
)]:

E[NuTG(Gεn)] ≤ Cδ2
nE[NuTG(T ∗

εn
)] ≤ Cδ2

nE[Nv(T ∗
εn

)].

For all n ∈ N sufficiently large, T ∗
εn

= ∪t∗∈T ∗B(t∗, εn) is a union of disjoint balls of radius εn. The ex-
pected number of εn-consistent estimates is therefore bounded below by

E[Nv(T ∗
εn

)] =
∑

t∗∈T ∗

E[Nv(Bt∗)] ≥
∑

t∗∈T ∗

P(Nv(Bt∗) = 1).

What is left is to upper bound the expected number of εn-consistent estimates with corresponding confi-
dence regions that fail to cover the truth. Applying Proposition 2 and Proposition 4:

E[VuTG(T ∗
εn

)] =
∑

t∗∈T ∗

E[VuTG(Bt∗)]

≤
∑

t∗∈T ∗

E[V (St∗)] + E[NIc
t∗ (Bt∗)]

≤
∑

t∗∈T ∗

E[V (St∗)] + C
(

(ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2
n + δ2

n

)
E[N(St∗)]

≤
∑

t∗∈T ∗

E[V (St∗)] + C
(

(ūt∗ − µt∗)δ2
n + δ2

n

)
P(N(St∗) = 1).
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Finally, we apply Corollary 1 to upper bound the expected number of εn-consistent estimates of a particu-
lar t∗ ∈ T ∗ with corresponding confidence regions that fail to cover t∗:

E[V (St∗)] = E[V (St∗) · 1(N(St∗) = 1)] + E[V (St∗) · 1(N(St∗) ≥ 1)]
= QSt∗ (t∗ ̸∈ Ct̂) + E[V (St∗) · 1(N(St∗) ≥ 1)]

≤ C
(

α + A · (ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗) + Cδ2
n

(
1 + (ūt∗ − µt∗)2)+ E[N(St∗) · 1(N(St∗) ≥ 1)]

)
≤ C

(
α + A · (ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗) + Cδ2

n

(
1 + (ūt∗ − µt∗)2)+ C exp(−cλ2

n)
)

,

where the last inequality is established in the proof of Proposition 4. Combining all these bounds, basic
algebra implies that

E[VuTG(T )]
E[Nv(T )] ≤ PCMRn + C

( 1
v2 + δ2

n + A · sup
t∗∈T ∗

(ESt∗ [Ŷ ] − µt∗)δn + sup
t∗∈T ∗

(ūt∗ − µt∗)2δ2
n

)
,

establishing (39).

12 Peak inference with randomized selection: details and deriva-
tions

In this section we explain in more detail the data splitting and data carving methods for peak inference
after randomized selection discussed in Section 6, and provide heuristic derivations of the local expan-
sions (40) and (41). Recall that the peak detection portion of both methods is identical, and both meth-
ods will select the same randomized peaks qTu. Thus, for both methods we will be interested in the distri-
bution of peaks nearby t∗ ∈ T ∗, given that t∗ is uniquely εγ

n-consistently estimated by some randomized
peak ť ∈ qTu. (Recall that εγ

n = σγ · εn.) Formally speaking, the event we will condition on is N sel(Ssel
t∗ ) = 1,

where
N sel(A) =

{
(t′, y′) ∈ A : Y sel

t′ = y′, Y sel
t′ > u, ∇Y sel

t′ = 0, ∇2Y sel
t′ ≺ 0

}
, (133)

and
Ssel

t∗ :=
{

(t′, y′) ∈ Rd+1 : t′ ∈ Bd(t∗, εγ
n), y′ ∈ Isel

t∗ }, Isel
t∗ := (ūt∗ ± ∆n) ∩ (u, ∞).

Section 12.1 discusses data splitting, and Sections 12.2-12.6 deal with data carving.

12.1 Peak inference by data splitting
As discussed in the main text, the general principle of data splitting is that the data used for inference
be independent of the data used for selection. In our peak inference context, the data used for selection
is Y sel. Thus, our data splitting method conducts inference using the location and height of peaks of the
independent field Y inf ,

T̃ = {t ∈ T : ∇Y inf
t = 0, ∇2Y inf

t ≺ 0}.

As always, we would like our confidence regions for the location and height of a true peak t∗ ∈ T ∗ to be
valid conditional on t∗ being discovered; in the context of randomized selection, this means valid condi-
tional on N sel(St∗) = 1. To construct these confidence regions, we will be interested in the asymptotic
distribution of the height and location of a peak t̃ ∈ T̃ nearby t∗ conditional on N sel(St∗) = 1; but since
Y sel and Y inf are independent, this is the same as the unconditional asymptotic distribution of t̃.

The asymptotic distribution of t̃ and Ỹ := Yt̃ can be obtained by applying the results of Sections 4 and 5,
with threshold u = −∞, to the field Y inf

t /τγ where τγ =
√

1 + 1/γ. From this we deduce the following: (1)
for each t∗ ∈ T ∗, there will be a unique t̃ ∈ T̃ that τγ · εn-consistently estimates t∗, (2) letting H̃ = −∇2Y inf

t̃

and G̃ = H̃Λ−1
t̃

H̃,

Ψ
( Ỹ − µt∗ − τ2

γ

2 tr(H̃−1Λt̃)
τγ

)
d→ Unif(0, 1), (t̃ − t∗)′G̃(t̃ − t∗) d→ χ2

d.
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Algorithm 3 Selective peak inference via data splitting
Require: Field Y , gradient covariance Cov[∇ϵt], pre-threshold v ∈ R, significance level α ∈ (0, 1), random-

ization level γ > 0.
1: Select peaks qTv by pre-thresholding Y sel.
2: At each peak t ∈ qTv, test the null hypothesis H0,t by applying the TG test to Y sel with significance

threshold σγ · uTG(α, v), making discoveries qTuTG(α,v).
3: For each discovery ť ∈ qTuTG(α,v), let t̃ := argmin

t∈T̃
∥ť − t̃∥ be the nearest peak in Y inf . Return confi-

dence regions

Isplit
t̂

:=
{

µ : α

2 ≤ Ψ
( Ỹ − µt∗ − τ2

γ

2 tr(H̃−1Λt̃)
τγ

)
≤ 1 − α

2

}
Csplit

t̂
:=
{

t : (t̃ − t)′G̃(t̃ − t) ≤ qχ2
d
(1 − α)

}
.

(134)

In each case, the rate of convergence is Õ(δ2
n), meaning these are asymptotic second-order pivotal. Invert-

ing tests based on these asymptotic pivots thus lead to confidence regions that have second-order accurate
asymptotic coverage, both marginally and conditionally on N sel(Ssel

t∗ ) = 1. Our overall method for post-
selection peak inference via data splitting is summarized in Algorithm 3.

12.2 Peak inference by data carving
We calibrate post-selection peak inference via data carving using the conditional distribution

Qcarve(A) := P
(

(t̂, Ŷ ) ∈ A|N sel(Ssel
t∗ ) = 1, N(Sγ

t∗) = 1
)

, (135)

where

Sγ
t∗ :=

{
(t, y) ∈ Rd+1 : t ∈ Bd(t∗, εn), y ∈ Iγ

t∗

}
, Iγ

t∗ := ūγ
t∗ ± ∆n, ūγ

t∗ := (1 − π)ūt∗ + πµt∗ ,

and we recall that π = γ/(1 + γ) corresponds to the fraction of information “left behind” for inference. The
event N sel(Ssel

t∗ ) = 1 corresponds to the event that t∗ is εγ
n-consistently discovered by a randomized peak

ť. The event N(Sγ
t∗) = 1 occurs with asymptotic probability tending to one, and ensures there is a unique

full-data peak nearby t∗.

A formula for the Qcarve-distribution of (t̂, Ŷ ) can be derived from the joint distribution of peaks T̂ , qT . Let
ppair(t, y, t′, y′) be the probability density of (t̂, Ŷ , ť, qY ) under the event N sel(Ssel

t∗ ) = 1, N(Sγ
t∗) = 1: then

Qcarve(A) =
∫

A

∫
Ssel

t∗

ppair(t, y, t′, y′) dt′ dy′, A ⊆ Sγ
t∗

and thus the probability density of (t̂, Ŷ ) under the same event is

pcarve(t, y) =
∫

Ssel
t∗

ppair(t, y, t′, y′) dt′ dy′.

The density of the height, and the conditional density of the location given the height, are correspondingly
given by

pcarve(y) :=
∫

Bt∗

pcarve(t, y) dt, pcarve(t|y) := pcarve(t, y)
pcarve(y) .

Roadmap. We now provide a high-level roadmap of the heuristic derivations of our approximations to
pcarve(t, y), pcarve(y) and pcarve(t|y). As in our analysis of the non-randomized case, a central role is played
by the intensity function of a point process that counts peaks. In this case the relevant point process
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counts pairs of peaks of Y and Y sel. We introduce the vector-valued random field Φt,t′,y,y′ = (Y sel
t′ − y′, Yt −

y, ∇Y sel
t′ , ∇Yt), and notice that pairs of peaks correspond to zeros of Φ:

Npair(A, A′) := N
{

(t, y) ∈ A, (t′, y′) ∈ A′ : Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0, ∇2Yt ≺ 0, ∇2Y sel
t′ ≺ 0

}
. (136)

The Kac-Rice theorem yields a formula for the intensity ρpair(t, y, t′, y′) of Npair(A, A′). In Section 12.3,
we provide a local expansion of ρpair(t, y, t′, y′) around t′ = t, y′ = ūt∗ . Then in Sections 12.4 and 12.5
we marginalize this local expansion over (t′, y′) to obtain approximations ρ̄carve(t, y) and ρ̄carve(y) to the
“marginal” intensity functions

ρcarve(t, y) :=
∫

Iγ

t∗

∫
Bγ

t∗

ρpair(t, y, t′, y′) dt′ dy′, ρcarve(y) :=
∫

Bt∗

ρcarve(t, y) dt.

Finally, our approximations to the conditional densities of interest will be

p̄carve(t|y) = ρ̄carve(t, y)
ρ̄carve(y) , p̄carve(y) ∝ ρ̄carve(y).

yielding the explicit local expansions stated in (40) and (41).

Our calculations will be heuristic in two senses. First, we will not provide explicit upper bounds on the
relative error due to local expansion and truncation, though we expect that the error terms are ultimately
second-order. Second, we are (implicitly) approximating the density pcarve (up to a constant of proportion-
ality) by the intensity ρpair, through

pcarve(t, y, t′, y′) = lim
r→0

1
νr

P(Npair(Ar, A′
r) = 1)

P(Npair(Sγ
t∗ , Ssel

t∗ ) = 1)
≈ lim

r→0

E[Npair(Ar)]
E[Npair(Sγ

t∗ , Ssel
t∗ )]

= ρpair(t, y, t′, y′)
E[Npair(Sγ

t∗ , Ssel
t∗ )]

,

where Ar = B(t, r) × [y − r, y + r] and A′
r = B(t′, r) × [y′ − r, y′ + r] and νr is the (Lebesgue) measure of

Ar × A′
r. This approximation ignores the possibility that Npair(·, ·) > 1. We expect that analysis similar to

that used in the proof of Proposition 4 should confirm that the error thus incurred is at most C exp(−cλ2
n)

but we do not give an explicit bound to that effect.

12.3 Local expansion of ρpair

Under the smoothness assumptions of Section 2.1, the counting process Npair(A, A′) satisfies all of the
conditions of the Kac-Rice theorem, so long as γ > 0 to rule out degenerate cases. Thus we have a Kac-
Rice formula for its intensity function,

ρpair(t, y, t′, y′) = E
[
| det(∇Φt,t′,y,y′)| · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0, ∇2Y sel

t′ ≺ 0)|Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0
]

· fΦt,t′,y,y′ (0). (137)

Above ∇Φt,t′,y,y′ ∈ R2(d+1)×2(d+1) is the Jacobian of Φ, while fΦt,t′,y,y′ (0) is the (Gaussian) density of
Φt,t′,y,y′ evaluated at 0. From this formula we derive a local expansion ρ̄pair(t, y, t + h, y′) around h = 0, y′ =
ūt∗ , as usual by separately computing local expansions of the density and determinant terms.

12.3.1 Determinant term

The determinant term is

E
[
| det(∇Φt,t′,y,y′)| · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0, ∇2Y sel

t′ ≺ 0)|Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0
]
.

The Jacobian ∇Φt,t′,y,y′ is block diagonal and direct calculation shows that det(∇Φt,t′,y,y′) = det(∇2Yt) ·
det(∇2Y sel

t′ ), and therefore the determinant term is

E
[

det(∇2Yt) · det(∇2Y sel
t′ ) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0, ∇2Y sel

t′ ≺ 0)|Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0
]
.
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Ignoring the negative-definite indicators and swapping determinant and expectation gives

E
[

det(∇2Yt) · det(∇2Y sel
t′ ) · 1(∇2Yt ≺ 0, ∇2Y sel

t′ ≺ 0)|Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0
]

≈ det
(
E[∇2Yt|Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0]

)
· det

(
E[∇2Y sel

t′ |Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0]
)

.
(138)

Reasoning similar to that used in the proof of Lemma 1 should justify that the error incurred in (138) is
second-order, but we do not prove this. Instead we move to computing a local expansion of (138) about
t′ = t, y′ = ūt∗ .

Conditional expectation of Hessian. The conditional expectation of −∇2Y sel
t′ given Φt,t′,y,y′ = 0 is

J t,t′,y,y′

t′ :=
(

− ∇2µt′ + Cov[∇2Y sel
t′ , Φt,t′,y,y′ ]

({
Var[Φt,t′,y,y′ ]

}−1E[Φt,t′,y,y′ ]
)

,

where the array Cov[∇2Y sel
t′ , Φt,t′,y,y′ ] has entries Cov[∇2Y sel

t′ , Φt,t′,y,y′ ]ijk = Cov[∂ijY sel
t′ , (Φt,t′,y,y′)k]. We

will show that at points t′ = t + h, h = Õ(δn) and y′ = ūt∗ + Õ(1),

J t,t+h,y,y′

t+h ≈ H̄t + T J
10(h) + T J

01(y′), where H̄t := Ht|ūt∗ .

(The first-order terms T J
10(h) and T J

01(y′) are defined below.) To derive this approximation to J t,t+h,y,y′

t+h ,
we start by taking a first-order Taylor expansion of each term in the definition of J t,t′,y,y′

t′ , which gives the
approximations:

∇2µt+h ≈ ∇2µt + ∇3µt(h)

Var[Φt,t+h(y, y′)] =


1 + γ K(t + h, t) 0 K01(t + h, t)

K(t, t + h) 1 K01(t, t + h) 0
0 K10(t + h, t) (1 + γ)Λt+h K11(t + h, t)

K10(t, t + h) 0 K11(t, t + h) Λt



≈


1 + γ 1 0 0

1 1 0 0
0 0 (1 + γ)Λt Λt

0 0 Λt Λt

+


0 0 0 Λth
0 0 −Λth 0
0 −Λth (1 + γ)Λ̇t(h) K21(t)(h)

Λth 0 K21(t)(h) 0


:= V Φ

t + At(h)

E[Φt,t+h,y,y′ ] =


y′ − µt+h

y − µt

−∇µt+h

−∇µt



≈


y′ − µt

y − µt

−∇µt

−∇µt

+


−∇µ′

th
0

−∇2µth
0


:= E[Φt,t,y,y′ ] + Bt(h).
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Finally, we introduce some notation to compactly write the first-order Taylor expansion of Cov[∇2Yt+h, Φt,t+h,y,y′ ].

For an array A, we write A =

D1
...

Dm

 to mean that Aijk = Dk. In this notation,

Cov[∇2Y sel
t+h, Φt,t+h,y,y′ ] =


−(1 + γ) · Λt+h

K20(t + h, t)
(1 + γ) · K21(t + h)

K21(t + h, t)



≈


−(1 + γ) · Λt

−Λt

(1 + γ) · K21(t)
K21(t)

+


(1 + γ) · Λ̇t(h)

K30(t)(h)
(1 + γ) · K31(t)(h) + (1 + γ) · K22(t)(h)

K31(t)(h)


:= C∇2Y sel,Φ

t + Ct(h).

Combining these approximations, we conclude that the following approximation of the conditional expecta-
tion of the Hessian is accurate up to (nearly) second-order relative error:

J t,t+h,y,y′

t ≈ −∇2µt + C∇2Y sel,Φ
t {V Φ

t }−1E[Φt,t,y,y′ ]

− ∇3µt(h) + Ct(h){V Φ
t }−1E[Φt,t,y,y′ ] − C∇2Y sel,Φ

t {V Φ
t }−1At(h){V Φ

t }−1E[Φt,t,y,y′ ] + C∇2Y sel,Φ
t {V Φ

t }−1Bt(h).

This can be further simplified. In the first-order terms above E[Φt,t,y,y′ ] can be replaced by E[Φt,t,y,ūt∗ ],
incurring second-order error Õ(δn). Additionally, the leading-order term above simplifies to

−∇2µt + C∇2Y sel,Φ
t {V Φ

t }−1Φt,t(y, y′) = −∇2µt +


−(1 + γ) · Λt

−Λt

(1 + γ) · K21(t)
K21(t)


(

1 + γ 1 0 0
1 1 0 0
0 0 (1 + γ)Λt Λt

0 0 Λt Λt


−1 

y′ − µt

y − µt

−∇µt

−∇µt


)

= −∇2µt + 1
γ


−(1 + γ) · Λt

−Λt

(1 + γ) · K21(t)
K21(t)




(y′ − µt) − (y − µt)
−(y′ − µt) + (1 + γ)(y − µt)

0
γΛ−1

t ∇µt


= −∇2µt + (y′ − µt)Λt + Γt(∇µt)
= H̄t + (y′ − ūt∗)Λt.

Combining these yields our approximation to the Hessian of the selection field:

J t,t+h,y,y′

t ≈ H̄t + T J
10(h) + T J

01(y′), where

T J
10(h) = −∇3µt(h) + Ct(h){V Φ

t }−1E[Φt,t,y,ūt∗ ] − C∇2Y sel,Φ
t {V Φ

t }−1At(h){V Φ
t }−1E[Φt,t,y,ūt∗ ] + C∇2Y sel,Φ

t {V Φ
t }−1Bt(h)

T J
01(y′) = (y′ − ūt∗)Λt.

Similar analysis implies that

E[−∇2Yt|Φt,t+h,y,y′ = 0] := Ht,t+h
t (y, y′) ≈ Ht|y + T H

10(h).

As T H
10(h) = Õ(δn), T J

10(h) = Õ(δn), T J
01(y′) = Õ(δn), their product is second-order. Taylor expansion of the

function det(A + E) around E = 0 finally yields our first-order expansion of the overall determinant term:

det(Ht|y) · det(H̄t) ·
(

1 + tr
(
{Ht|y}−1T H

10(h)
)

+ tr
(
{H̄t}−1T J

10(h)
)

+ tr
(
{H̄t}−1T J

01(y′)
))

. (139)
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12.3.2 Density term

The density term can be factorized as

fΦt,t′,y,y′ (0) = fYt(y) · f∇Yt(0) · fY sel
t′ ,∇Y sel

t′ |Yt,∇Yt
(y′, 0|y, 0), (140)

where fY sel
t′ ,∇Y sel

t′ |Yt,∇Yt
denotes the conditional density of (Y sel

t′ , ∇Y sel
t′ ) given (Yt, ∇Yt), and is given by

fY sel
t′ ,∇Y sel

t′ |Yt,∇Yt
(y′, 0|y, 0) = 1√

(2π)d+1 det(Vt′|t,y)
· exp

(
− 1

2(µt′|t,y ∇µt′|t,y)′V −1
t′|t,y(µt′|t,y ∇µt′|t,y)

)
.

Above

Vt′|t,y := Var[(Y sel
t′ , ∇Y sel

t′ )|Yt, ∇Yt], µt′|t,y := E[Y sel
t′ |Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0], ∇µt′|t,y := E[∇Y sel

t′ |Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0].

We now give expansions of each of these terms, and then plug back into (140) to give an overall expansion
of the density term.

Conditional expectation. The conditional expectation of Y sel
t+h|Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0 is

µt+h|t,y = µt+h + K(t + h, t)(y − µt) + K01(t + h, t)Λ−1
t (0 − ∇µt).

Taking a second-order Taylor expansion of µt+h|t,y around h = 0 and disregarding terms that are Õ(δ2
n)

gives

µt+h|t,y ≈ µt + 1
2h′∇2µth + (y − µt) − 1

2h′Λth(y − µt) − h′∇µt − K21(t)(h, h)′Λ−1
t ∇µt = y − 1

2h′Ht|yh.

Similarly, the conditional expectation of ∇Y sel
t+h|{Yt = y, ∇Yt = 0} is

∇µt+h|t,y = ∇µt+h + K10(t + h, t)(y − µt) + K11(t + h, t)Λ−1
t (0 − ∇µt).

Taking a first-order Taylor expansion of ∇µt+h|t,y around h = 0 and disregarding terms that are Õ(δ2
n)

gives

∇µt+h|t,y ≈ −Ht|yh + 1
2∇3µt(h, h) + 1

2(y − µt)K30(t)(h, h).

Conditional variance. The conditional variance is

Vt+h|t,y

=
[

1 + γ − {K(t + h, t)}2 − K01(t + h, t)Λ−1
t K10(t, t + h) −K(t + h, t)K01(t, t + h)′ − K01(t + h, t)′Λ−1

t K11(t, t + h)
−K11(t + h, t)Λ−1

t K01(t, t + h) − K(t + h, t)K01(t, t + h) (1 + γ)Λt − K11(t + h, t)Λ−1
t K11(t, t + h)

]
.

Taking a first-order Taylor expansion of Vt+h|t,y around h = 0 and disregarding terms that are Õ(δ2
n)

yields

Vt+h|t,y ≈
[
γ 0′

0 γΛt − Λ̇t(h)

]
.

Local expansion of density term. Plugging in our approximations to the conditional mean and vari-
ance, applying Taylor expansion of the matrix inverse and determinant functions, and further disregarding
all terms that are Õ(δ2

n) yields our local expansion of the density term:

1 + T
p|t,y

10 (h) + T
p|t,y

30 (h) + T
pt|y

21 (h, y′) + T
pt|y

11 (h, y′)√
(2π)d+1γd+1 det(Λt)

exp
(

− 1
2γ

(y′ − y)2 − 1
2γ

h′H̄tΛ−1
t Ht|yh

)
, (141)

74



where

T
p|t,y

10 (h) = 1
2γ

tr
(
Λ−1

t {Λ̇t(h)}
)

− 1
2γ

∇µ′
th

T
p|t,y

30 (h) = 1
γ

h′Ht|yΛ−1
t

(1
2∇3µt(h, h) + 1

2(y − µt)K30(t)(h, h)
)

− 1
2γ

h′Ht|yΛ−1
t {Λ̇t(h)}Ht|yh

T
p|t,y

21 (h, y′) = −(y′ − ūt∗)
2γ

h′Ht|yh

T
p|t,y

11 (h, y′) = −1
2(y′ − ūt∗)∇µ′

th.

Local expansion of pairs intensity. Combining (139) and (141) gives our local expansion of the pairs
intensity around h = 0, y′ = ūt∗ :

ρ̄pair(t, y, t + h, y′)

:= det(Ht|y) · det(H̄t) · (1 + T pair
10 (h) + T pair

01 (y′) + T pair
30 (h) + T pair

21 (h, y′) + T pair
11 (h, y′)√

(2π)d+1γd+1 det(Λt)

× exp
(

− 1
2γ

(y′ − y)2 − 1
2γ

h′H̄tΛ−1
t Ht|yh

)
· fYt,∇Yt(y, 0),

where
T pair

10 (h) = tr
(
H−1

t|y T H
1 (h)

)
+ tr

(
H̄−1

t T J
1 (h)

)
+ T

p|t,y

1 (h)

T pair
30 (h) = T

p|t,y

3 (h)
T pair

01 (y′) = (y′ − ūt∗) · tr(H̄−1
t Λt)

T pair
21 (h, y′) = T

p|t,y

21 (h, y′) = −(y′ − ūt∗)
2γ

h′Ht|yh

T pair
11 (h, y′) = T

p|t,y

11 (h, y′).

12.4 Intensity of location and height
We now marginalize over (h, y′) in ρ̄pair(t, y, t + h, y′) to compute an approximation ρ̄carve(t, y) to the
marginal intensity ρcarve(t, y). Integrating over h ∈ Rd and y′ ∈ (u, ∞), the approximate marginal intensity
we obtain is∫ ∞

u

∫
Rd

ρ̄pair(t, y, t + h, y′) dh dy′

=

√
det(Ht|y) · det(H̄t)

2πγ
· fYt,∇Yt(y, 0) ·

∫ ∞

u

(
1 + 1

2(y′ − ūt∗) · tr(H̄−1
t Λt)

)
· exp

(
− 1

2γ
(y′ − y)2

)
dy′

≈

√
det(Ht|y) · det(H̄t)

2πγ
· fYt,∇Yt(y, 0) · exp

(1
2(y − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t Λt)
)

·
∫ ∞

u

√
1

2πγ
exp

(
− 1

2γ
(y′ − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t Λt))2

)
dy′

=
√

det(Ht|y) · det(H̄t) · fYt,∇Yt(y, 0) · Ψ
(u − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t Λt)√

γ

)
· exp

(1
2(y − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t Λt)
)

≈
√

det(Ht|y) · det(H̄t) · fYt,∇Yt
(y, 0) · Ψ

(u − y − γ
2 tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
√

γ

)
· exp

(1
2(y − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

.

Taylor expansion of det(H̄t) about t = t∗ and det(Ht|y) about t = t∗, y = ūγ
t∗ gives

det(Ht∗+h|y) ≈ det(H̄γ
t∗)
(

1 + tr
(
{H̄γ

t∗}−1Ḣt∗|ūγ

t∗
(h)
)

+ (y − ūγ
t∗)tr

(
{H̄γ

t∗}−1Λt∗
))

det(H̄t∗+h) ≈ det(H̄t∗)
(

1 + T det
10 (h)

)
.
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where H̄γ
t∗ = Ht∗|ūγ

t∗
. Calculations similar to those used in the proof of Lemma 2 in Section 9.6 imply

fYt,∇Yt
(0, y) ≈

(
1 − T ∇Y

30 (h)
2 + T ∇Y

10 (h) + 1
2(y − ūγ

t∗)h′∇2µt∗h
)

exp
(

− 1
2(y − µt∗)2

)
× 1√

(2π)d+1 det(Λt∗)
exp

(
− 1

2h′H̄γ
t∗Λ−1

t∗ (−∇2µt∗)h
)

.

Finally, the exponential term in y terms can be written as

exp
(

− 1
2(y − µt∗)2 + 1

2(y − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)
≈ exp

(
− 1

2
(
y − µt∗ − 1

2tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)2 + 1
2(µt∗ − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

,

(142)
up to relative error O(δ2

n). Altogether this yields the following first-order expansion of the joint intensity:

ρ̄carve(t∗ + h, y) :=

√
det(H̄t∗) · det(H̄γ

t∗)
(2π)d+1 det(Λt∗) · exp

(1
2(µt∗ − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

×
(

1 + T pair
10 (h) + T pair

01 (y) + T pair
30 (h) + T pair

21 (h, y)
)

· Ψ
(u − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

√
γ

)
× exp

(
− 1

2
(
y − µt∗ − 1

2tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)2
)

· exp
(

− 1
2h′H̄γ

t∗Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗)h

)
,

(143)

where
T carve

10 (h) := T det
10 (h)

2 + 1
2tr
(

{H̄γ
t∗}−1Ḣt∗|ūγ

t∗
(h)
)

+ T ∇Y
10 (h)

T carve
01 (y) := 1

2(y − ūγ
t∗)tr({H̄γ

t∗}−1Λt∗)

T carve
30 (h) := −T ∇Y

30 (h)
2

T carve
21 (h, y) := 1

2(y − ūγ
t∗)h′∇2µt∗h.

12.5 Density of height
We obtain an approximation ρ̄carve(y) to ρcarve(y) by marginalizing over h in (143). In marginalizing over
h all of the first order terms cancel:∫

Rd

T carve
10 (h) · ϕ0,H̄γ

t∗ Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗ )(h) dh =

∫
Rd

T carve
30 (h) · ϕ0,H̄γ

t∗ Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗ )(h) dh = 0

by symmetry, while ∫
Rd

T carve
21 (h, y)ϕ0,H̄γ

t∗ Λ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗ )(h) dh = −T carve

01 (y).

Thus marginalizing over h in (143) yields√
det(H̄t∗)

det(−∇2µt∗) ·
exp

(
1
2 (µt∗ − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

√
2π

· Ψ
(u − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

γ

)
· exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗ − 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))2
)

:= ρ̄carve(y).

Our approximation to pcarve(y) is in turn

p̄carve(y) :∝ ρ̄carve(y) ∝ Ψ
(u − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

γ

)
· 1√

2π
· exp

(
− 1

2(y − µt∗ − 1
2tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗))2
)

,

as given in (40).
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12.6 Density of location given height
We have given one local expansion of the joint intensity of height and location in (143). Pushing the
T carve

21 (h, y) term into the exponent incurs Õ(δ2
n) error, and yields the alternate local expansion:

ρ̃carve(t∗ + h, y) =

√
det(H̄t∗) · det(H̄γ

t∗)
(2π)d+1 det(Λt∗) · exp

(1
2(µt∗ − ūt∗)tr(H̄−1

t∗ Λt∗)
)

×
(

1 + T carve
10 (h) + T carve

01 (y) + T carve
30 (h)

)
· Ψ
(u − y − γ

2 tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

√
γ

)
× exp

(
− 1

2
(
y − µt∗ − 1

2tr(H̄−1
t∗ Λt∗)

)2
)

· exp
(

− 1
2h′Ht∗|yΛ−1

t∗ (−∇2µt∗)h
)

.

Taking this and dividing by ρ̄carve(y), we are left with

(
1 + T carve

10 (h) + T carve
01 (y) + T carve

30 (h)
)

·

√
det(H̄γ

t∗) · det(−∇2µt∗)
det(Λt∗) · (2π)d

· exp
(

− 1
2h′Ht∗|yΛ−1

t∗ (−∇2µt∗)h
)

≈
(

1 + T carve
10 (h) + T carve

30 (h)
)

·

√
det(Ht∗|y) · det(−∇2µt∗)

det(Λt∗) · (2π)d
· exp

(
− 1

2h′Ht∗|yΛ−1
t∗ (−∇2µt∗)h

)
=
(

1 + T carve
10 (h) + T carve

30 (h)
)

·

√
det(Gt∗|y)

(2π)d
· exp

(
− 1

2h′Gt∗|yh
)

,

which is the expression for p̄carve(t∗ + h|y) given in (41).

13 Technical results
13.1 Gaussian tail behavior: univariate
For any a > 0,

a

a2 + 1ϕ(a) ≤ Ψ(a) ≤ ϕ(a)
a

. (144)

Suppose Z ∼ N(0, 1). Using (144) and integration by parts,∫ ∞

a

(y − a)ϕ(y) dy ≤ Ψ(a)
a

. (145)

Arguing recursively, it can be shown that for any p ∈ N, p ≥ 1, there exists a constant C depending only
on p such that ∫ ∞

a

|y − a|pϕ(y) dy ≤ C · Ψ(a). (146)

Finally, the following lemma bounds the relative error in perturbations of the Gaussian survival function.

Lemma 14. For any sequence un ∈ R and εn → 0,

|Ψ(un + εn) − Ψ(un) exp(−unεn)|
Ψ(un) exp(−unεn) = O(εn/u + ε2

n). (147)

If additionally unεn → 0, then

|Ψ(un + εn) − Ψ(un)|
Ψ(un) = O((un ∨ 1)εn). (148)
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Proof. The claims are obviously true if un ̸→ ∞, and we thus focus on the case where un → ∞. We write
out

exp(1
2ε2)Ψ(u + ε) exp(uε) = exp(1

2ε2)
∫ ∞

u

ϕ(x + ε) exp(uε) dx

=
∫ ∞

u

ϕ(x) exp(−(x − u)ε) dx

= Ψ(u) +
∫ ∞

u

(exp(−(x − u)ε) − 1)ϕ(x) dx

For all x ∈ (u, ∞) we have that 0 ≤ 1 − exp(−(x − u)ε) ≤ (x − u)ε, and therefore∣∣∣Ψ(u) − exp(1
2ε2)Ψ(u + ε) exp(uε)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε

∫ ∞

u

(x − u)ϕ(x) dx ≤ εΨ(u)
u

,

the latter inequality following from (145). Consequently,∣∣∣Ψ(u) − Ψ(u + ε) exp(uε)
∣∣∣

Ψ(u) ≤ ε

u
+
∣∣∣1 − exp(ε2

2 )
∣∣∣Ψ(u + ε) exp(uε)

Ψ(u) ≤ ε

u
+ C

∣∣∣1 − exp(ε2

2 )
∣∣∣,

the latter inequality holding as Ψ(u+ε) exp(uε)
Ψ(u) ≤ C for all ε sufficiently small. This proves (147), with (148)

following since |1 − exp(−uε)| ≤ uε.

13.2 Gaussian tail behavior: multivariate
Consider a multivariate Gaussian Z ∼ Nd(0, G−1), and let B(0, r) be a ball centered at 0 of radius r. For
any vector x ∈ Rd and array A ∈ Rd×d×d,

E
[
(
∑

xiZi) · 1(Z ∈ B(0, r))
]

= 0, E
[
(
∑

AijkZiZjZk) · 1(Z ∈ B(0, r))
]

= 0. (149)

Now consider U ∼ Nd(0, I). The following is a consequence of a standard Chernoff bound: for any η > 0,
letting rn =

√
(2 + η) log n, for all n large enough so that rn ≥ d:

P
(
∥U∥ ≥ rn

)
≤ C{(2 + η) log n}d/2n−(1+η/2). (150)

13.3 Maximum of a Gaussian process
We record the Borell-TIS inequality (Adler and Taylor, 2007), slightly restated for our purposes, to bound
the asymptotic probability that the supremum of a Gaussian process exceeds some threshold un. Let
X ∼ N(0, C) be a mean-zero Gaussian processes over T , with covariance kernel C, and suppose X is
bounded a.s. over A ⊆ T . Let σ2

A := supt∈A Var[Xt] and mA := E[supt∈A Xt]. For any η > 0,

P
(

sup
t∈A

Xt > u
)

≤ exp
{( 1

4η
− 1

2

)m2
A

σ2
A

}
· exp

(
ηu2 − u2

2σ2
A

)
. (151)

The following consequence will be useful for our purposes: suppose K(t, ·) ∈ C1(Rd) for all t, supt∈Rd ∥K(t, ·)∥C1(Rd) ≤
C0 < ∞ and supt∈Rd Var[Xt] ≤ σ2 < ∞. Then there exists a constant C depending only on C0 such that
supt∈Rd supA⊆B(t,1) mA ≤ C. Consequently, there exists a constant C(η) depending only on η (and C0)
such that

sup
t∈Rd

sup
A⊆B(t,1)

P
(

sup
t∈A

Xt > u
)

≤ C(η) exp
(

ηu2 − u2

2σ2

)
. (152)
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13.4 Matrix perturbation
The following are standard results in matrix perturbation theory. Consider sequences of matrices An, En

such that An is invertible for all n, and for which ∥En∥/∥An∥ → 0. For all n sufficiently large,
∥(An + En)−1 − A−1

n ∥ ≤ 2∥A−1
n ∥2∥En∥. (153)

A first-order Taylor expansion of det(A + E) about E = 0 yields the following: if ∥En∥/∥An∥ ≤ 1/2, then

| det(An+En)−det(An)| ≤ 4 det(An) ∥En∥
λmin(An) , | det(An+En)−det(An)(1+tr(A−1

n En))| ≤ 8 det(An) ∥En∥2

λmin(An)2 .

(154)

14 Additional experiments
14.1 Validating asymptotic theory
Effect of α. To demonstrate that the conclusions of Section 7.1 are robust to the choice of α, we plot
the empirical distribution of all quantities, for µ0 = 3 (Figure 5) and µ0 = 11 (Figure 6).
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Figure 5: Distribution of candidate quantities for location (top row) and height (bottom row), when
µ0 = 3. Different columns corresponds to different thresholds u. Details of experimental setup and take-
aways are in the main text.

One-dimensional experiment. The results of an experiment where d = 1 are shown in Figure 7. In
this experiment, the signal and covariance kernel are

µt = µ0 · K(0, t), K(s, t) = exp
(

− (s − t)2

2 · 0.152

)
. (155)

79



0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0 Location,  u = µt* − 2

α

P
(.

≤
α)

sandwich−marginal
sandwich−conditional
goldilocks

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0 Location,  u = µt*

α

P
(.

≤
α)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0 Location,  u = µt* + 2

α

P
(.

≤
α)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0 Height,  u = µt* − 2

α

P
(.

≤
α)

naive
tg
tg−corrected

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0 Height,  u = µt*

α

P
(.

≤
α)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0 Height,  u = µt* + 2

α

P
(.

≤
α)

Figure 6: Same as Figure 5, but µ0 = 11.
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Again we vary µ0 ∈ {3, 4, · · · , 11} and consider thresholds u ∈ {µ0 − 2, µ0, µ0 + 2}. We draw very similar
conclusions as in the two-dimensional experiment presented in Section 7.1, except the agreement with
asymptotic theory is even closer.
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Figure 7: Distribution of candidate pivots for height (top row) and location (bottom). Different columns
corresponds to different thresholds u. Details of experimental setup and takeaways are in the main text.

14.2 Conditional coverage
Wide signal. Figure 8 presents the results of an experiment analogous to that of Section 7.2, but where
the signal is

µt = µ0 · exp
(

− ∥t − 0∥2

2 · 0.252

)
,

i.e. it is wider than the covariance kernel. The relative performance of methods is qualitatively similar
to those given in Section 7.2, except the coverage of all methods is much poorer at the smaller signal
strengths. This is because the curvature of the signal is much smaller. Davenport et al. (2022) discuss a
similar phenomenon when conducting inference for location without selection, and offer a solution that cal-
ibrates inferences using Monte Carlo rather than asymptotic theory. It would be of interest to see whether
this method could be incorporated into the post-selection inference framework considered in this paper, to
improve performance in challenging low-curvature settings.

One-dimensional experiment. Figure 9 presents the results of an experiment analogous to that of
Section 7.2, but with the one-dimensional data generating process defined in (155). The relative perfor-
mance of methods is qualitatively similar to those given in Section 7.2.
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Figure 8: Comparing miscoverage and width of non-randomized, carve, and split methods for peak infer-
ence, in the wide signal experiment described in Section 14.2. Top two rows correspond to inference for
location, bottom two rows to inference for height.
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Figure 9: Comparing miscoverage and width of non-randomized, carve, and split methods for peak infer-
ence, in the one-dimensional experiment described in Section 14.2. Top two rows correspond to inference
for location, bottom two rows to inference for height.
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