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Abstract

Goodhart’s law is a famous adage in policy-making that states that “When a measure be-
comes a target, it ceases to be a good measure”. As machine learning models and the optimisation
capacity to train them grow, growing empirical evidence reinforced the belief in the validity of
this law without however being formalised. Recently, a few attempts were made to formalise
Goodhart’s law, either by categorising variants of it, or by looking at how optimising a prozy
metric affects the optimisation of an intended goal. In this work, we alleviate the simplifying in-
dependence assumption, made in previous works, and the assumption on the learning paradigm
made in most of them, to study the effect of the coupling between the proxy metric and the
intended goal on Goodhart’s law. Our results show that in the case of light tailed goal and
light tailed discrepancy, dependence does not change the nature of Goodhart’s effect. However,
in the light tailed goal and heavy tailed discrepancy case, we exhibit an example where over-
optimisation occurs at a rate inversely proportional to the heavy tailedness of the discrepancy
between the goal and the metric.

1 Introduction and related work

From Charles Goodhart’s remark in the context of monetary economics [Goo75| to its reformula-
tion by Keith Hoskin [Hos96] and its popularisation by Marylin Strathern[Str97|, Goodhart’s law
remained unformalised. It is only in recent years that a few attempts were made to transform
this “law” from a popular wisdom to a well defined mathematical concept. Efforts to formalise
Goodhart’s law fall into 3 categories :

Formalisations on Reinforcement Learning. RL was naturally a favourite setting to for-
malise Goodhart-Strathern’s law as the most notable cases of reward-hacking in Al appeared in
reinforcement learning (RL) settings [CA16, IAOS™16, [GSH22]. The first part of [KTGA24] shows
the inefficiency of KL divergence to prevent reward hacking by showing that with heavy-tailed pol-
icy reward, a policy with arbitrarily high proxy reward but low penalty and low true reward always
exists. [SHKK22] introduces a formalisation of reward hacking in the context of policy learning
in RL. It proves several results on the general existence of reward hacking policy with respect to
different reward function on different sets of policies.
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Formalisations on Supervised Learning. [HG20| intends to give a microfoundation to ML
model to make them robust to the seminal [Luc76| critique of classic keynesian models. A regulator
tries to make a prediction in a setting where, at test time, covariate can be manipulated by an agent
to induce a more favorable decision from the regulator.

Paradigm-Agnostic Formalisations. Two precedent works by D.Manheim and S.Garrabrant
[Man23, MG18] provide interesting insight on general metrics design, by providing a towering view
on metric potential flaw and set of case separation on Goodhart’s law respectively, while not fully
formalising the problem. [ZHM20] devises a general framework for Al overoptimisation and draw
results in the case of constrained ressources and partially specified goal. Their setup is inspired by
incomplete contracting, but its reliance on state-space descriptions makes it more suitable to rein-
forcement learning. Previous works [EMH24, [KTGA24| provide a general formalisation of Good-
hart’s law, where no assumption is made on the learning paradigm and show nuanced cases where
Goodhart’s law holds or not depending on the relative thickness of the tail of the goal and the
discrepancy. This was however done while assuming the discrepancy is independent from the goal.
In our work, we follow the same paradigm-agnostic approach, but we alleviate the independence
assumption.
Our key contributions are the following :

e We alleviate the independence hypothesis of previous work.

e We conduct a detailed analysis in two cases of dependence which highlight the importance of
coupling.

e We propose a formal characterisation of different Goodhart’s law effect that captures the
different strenght of Goodhart’s law.

Paper structure. The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section [2, we provide our
formal setup, in Section [3| we first provide a comprehensive overview of our results, followed by their
formal statements and sketches of proofs (detailed proofs are available in the Appendix), finally,
Section {] provides concluding remarks and discusses future work.

2 Model

We follow the same formalisation as in [EMH24] and denote by G, M and & respectively the intended
goal, the proxy metric being optimised, and the discrepancy between the goal and the proxy.
Namely, an agent is optimising the function M as a proxy for G and G = M + £. Optimising
is modelised in a mechanism agnostic way. Indeed, conditioning on M > m with m — oo model
optimisation of the proxy metric. A basic “sanity check” for whether the proxy fails to capture the
goal is to see if M and GG remain correlated as we optimise M. When M and G are not correlated
as M is being optimised, one can suspect that optimising M does not help make progress in the
intended goal G, that is the weak Goodhart-Strathern case introduced in the formalism of [EMH24].
When they keep being correlated, that is the no Goodhart-Strathern case. But looking at the
correlation between G and M, as M is being optimised, is only a first check, one should focus on
the intended goal’s behaviour. To do so, we also evaluate the expected value of the goal, as the proxy
is being optimised, i.e., limm%@ E [G|M > m] where for any random variable X, G x is the support
of it and &x = sup&x, &y = inf Sy the superior and inferior limits of its support respectively.
When E [G|M > m] decreases as we optimise M that is the same strong Goodhart-Strathern case



in [EMH24]. In addition to the weak, strong and no Goodhart-Strathern, we introduce the benign
Goodhart-Strathern. In the latter, M stops being correlated with G, but GG keeps increasing as we
optimise M.

Table 1: Qualitative and formal definitions for each of the Goodhart’s law outcomes

Qualitative definition Formal definition
During optimisation the proxy stays Imo € &(M)/¥m > mo,
No Goodhart informative and the goal G goes Corr (G, M|M >m) > 0 and
to its maximum value E[GIM >m] — 6¢
m—)G]u
Corr (G, M|M >m) — 0
Benion Despite the proxy informativeness m—&(M)
& decreasing,the goal is maximised and E [GIM >m] — 6(G)
m—&(M)
Goal expected value is bounded below | 31 € S(G),l < &(G),Imy € S(M)
Weak . . . L
it’s maximum value during optimisation /¥m > mg,E [G|M >m] <l
Strong Goal .goes tq 1t:s m.lmmum value E[GM>m] — &(G)
during optimisation of proxy m—&M)
3 Results

We first provide a comprehensive overview of different cases in Subsection before giving our
formal results in Subsection and Subsection [3.3] together with proof sketches, all detailed proofs
are available in the Appendix.

3.1 Overview

Precedent work supposed independence between the goal G and the discrepancy £ in the equation
defining the metric M = G + £. One of the key contributions of our work is to capture the
dependency between the goal G and the discrepancy £ in a way that enables a comprehensive
analysis, and conduct the analysis in two scenarios :

First scenario (light tailed). The goal G and discrepancy £ form a Gaussian random vector (ie
they are both light tailed). Our result extends that of [EMH24| to the case where the covariance
between the goal G and the discrepancy & is not null. When maximising the metric (i.e conditioning
on M > m, with m — 00), and provided that we have Var (G) > Var (§), we have 3 results :

e The true goal G will also be maximised (E [G|M > m)] = 00), although with a coefficient
m—0o0

depending on the covariance.

e Despite the conditional expectation of G' going to infinity, the correlation between the proxy
metric M and the goal G goes to 0. This is an instance of what we coin the benign Goodhart’s
law (defined intuitively and formally in Table .

e The covariance between the goal G and the discrepancy £ acts linearly on the correlation
between the goal G and the proxy metric M when close to zero. When the same covariance is
near its limiting value (ie | Cov (G, &) | ~ y/Var (G) Var (§)), the correlation between the goal
and the proxy metric can be arbitrarily close to one.



Table 2: Summary of results with respect to the goal G and discrepancy & tails in state of the art
analyses and in our analysis.

a ¢ Heavy tail Light tail
Relevance of the proxy depends
Assuming independence | Heavy tail on the relative tail shape No Goodhart
(IEMH24]; [KTGA24]) between G and ¢
. . Weak Goodhart .
Light tail worsening with tail thickness Benign Goodhart
No assumption Heavy tail b b
on independance . . Strong Goodhart, .
(This paper) Light tail worsening with tail lightness Benign Goodhart

Second scenario (heavy tailed). The goal G is exponentially distributed, and the discrepancy
¢ is heavy tailed with conditional law proportional to exp(G((z/n)""!)zb=2. In this case we have
two results :

e We subsume the findings of El-Mhamdi and Hoang [EMH24] that a heavy tail on the discrep-
ancy makes the conditional expectancy of the goal G goes to 0 when optimising the proxy
metric M, demonstrating an instance of the strong Goodhart’s law.

e A bigger shape parameter for the discrepancy £ (which imply lighter tail) will make the goal
G goes to 0 quicker. That is, the same conditioning by M > m will imply a smaller expected
value for the goal with a lighter tail discrepancy.

3.2 Gaussian goal and Gaussian discrepancy

In this section, we study the double light-tailed situation where both G and ¢ are Gaussian. For
notation convenience, we represent G and £ as a Gaussian random vector as follows.

<§> ~ N(0,%)

where ¥ = Ccl g) is the covariance matrix of the random vector composed by G and . Here,

Var (G) = a, Var (§) = b and Cov (G,&) = c. The first result shows that in the Gaussian case, as
long as the variance of the goal G dominates the variance of the discrepancy £ (Var (G) > Var (€)),
the goal G goes to infinity while the correlation between the goal G and the proxy metric M goes to
0. We call this situation the benign Goodhart’s law, which is a special case of the “weak Goodhart”
case introduced in [EMH24]. In this case, “benign“ reflects the fact that while the correlation
between the goal and the proxy is going to zero it does not prevent the goal from going to infinity.

Lemma 3.1. With (G,§) ~ N(0,%), M = G+ £ and Var (G) > Var (§) the optimisation of the

proxy metric also leads to the optimisation of the true goal.

E [GIM > m] o re )m.

m oo (a+b+2c
The full proof of Lemma is given in Appendix bellow we provide a simple proof sketch.



Proof sketch. The proof contains two parts. The first part computes an equivalent for P (M > m),
which is done using the equivalent for Gaussian tail :

2 e’ (2n — )N pT2N-1
W gy = G LY I
/x ¢ YT 7;)( ) gngan T 0 <exp(w2)

The second part computes the unormalised expected value from the formula of its definition,
ie.,

/exp(—ang)/ texp (—o1t?) dtdaz.
R

t>pu—z6
O

The coefficient in front of the optimisation threshold m is most of the time < 1, except if
the covariance between the goal G and the discrepancy & is very negative. With greater positive
covariance, the discrepancy £ will account for a greater portion of the proxy, thus decreasing the
expected value of the goal G. On the contrary, with negative covariance between the goal G and
&, an increase in the goal value induce a decrease proportional to the covariance in the discrepancy
as we have Eq¢ [¢] = % This leads to the goal being actually higher in expectancy with negative
covariance, as for any level of the proxy considered, it has to compensate for the discrepancy that
is negatively correlated.

We coin the term “benign” to describe the situation as despite the goal G going to infinity, the
correlation between the proxy M and the goal G goes to 0

Theorem 3.1. With (G,€) ~ N(0,%), M = G + &, the correlation between the proxy metric M
and the goal G goes to zero in the limit no matter the correlation between the discrepancy & and the

goal G.
(a+c)vVa+b+2c

m—00 mvab — c2

The full proof of Theorem [3.1]is given in Appendix [5.3] bellow we provide a simple proof sketch.

Corr (G, M|M > m)

Proof sketch. The proof uses the formula for conditional variance an covariance (taking X,Y and
Z random variables) :

Var (X|Y) =E [X?|Y] + E [X|Y]?,
Cov (X,Y|Z) =E [XY|Z] + E[X|Z]E[Y|Z].

For the squared term, a computation of the conditional leads to a first tractable term, and a
second one intractable. The second intractable term is the Gaussian density integrated over the
half space in R? delimited by 0z 4+ vy > pu :

1 teo
A= / / exp(—ﬁac2 - QtQ)dtdx.
02 JR Jm—z6 2 2

2l is proportionnal to P (X +Y > m) where X and Y are independant Gaussian random vari-
ables of variance 0—11 and 0—12 But we know that the sum of X and Y is a Gaussian random variable
of variance 0%1 + U% As such, an equivalent for the tail of Z := X + Y is also an equivalent for 2.
We compute it with the equivalent for Gaussian tail.

The crossed term poses no difficulty. The simple expectation is calculated as in the proof for G
expectation. O



Here , we can differentiate two regimes of the covariance on the correlation equivalent, exemplified
in Figure [T :

e When the covariance coefficient is close to 0, moving the covariance will move almost
linearly the correlation coefficient.

e When the covariance coefficient is close to the limit, the covariance matrix is almost
degenerated and the point of the Gaussian lie very close to a line. It means M = const x G.
One of the consequence is that for any quantile we can choose, there exist a Gaussian coupling
such that the correlation is arbitrarily close to 1 in that quantile.

Figure 1: Coefficient for the correlation equivalent depending on the value of the covariance
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Table 3: Normal goal and discrepancy results summary

‘c<0‘c>0
E [G|M > m] + -

Corr (G, M|M > m) +

The effect of covariance on conditional expectancy of the goal G and correlation between the
proxy metric M and goal G is contrasted. Table [3] summarizes the covariance effect, “+” denoting
an improvement on the considered quantity while “-” denotes a negative effect.

3.3 Exponential goal and heavy tailed discrepancy

In this section, we consider the case where the goal GG is exponential of parameter 1. The discrepancy
is then drawn conditionally to the goal G by a truncated at 1 exponential law of parameter G. This
imply that £ follow a Pareto law of shape 2 and scale 1. The same variable elevated to the power
of 1/(b — 1) and multiplied by n will be such that it follow a pareto law of shape b and scale 7.

¢ then has the conditionnal density : feg(z) = Gexp(—G((%)b*1 — 1))2?:? (b — D)1{z > n}.
This case is an example of strong Goodhart’s law. The optimisation the goal G tends to 0 while

making the discrepancy tend to infinity.




xb—2

Lemma 3.2. When G ~ £(1) and feg(z) = Gexp(—G((%)b_1 - 1))77,,,1(19 — 1)1{z > n}, the
maximisation of the proxy metric M also leads to the maximisation of the discrepancy &, as

b—1
We provides a simple proof sketch below of Lemma[3.2] the full proof can be found in Appendix

Proof sketch. The idea of the proof is inspired by Gaussian tail development. Using the fact that

for any polynomial @), we have de%f(x) = Q'(z) exp(Q(x)), this means that any integral of the

form [;"7" P(x)exp(Q(m, x))dx can be iteratively integrated by part to obtain as follows.

169 )

m/b+1
(—1)+ / NP (g) exp(Q(g))dg,

N~

I

where we denote fo the operation consisting in dividing by @' and then differentiating, fg,

consisting in applying fo/ n times. Using the fact that fg,H(P) is bounded (as it is a rational
fraction with degree < 0) by a quantity decreasing to zero with a speed depending on N + 1, I5 is
o(I1) (using the Bachmann-Landau notations to reflect the fact that Iy is of inferior order to I;).
The expected values are then an application of this equivalent after a some work on the original
integral. O

First important thing to notice is that the discrepancy £ is actually what’s being optimised for
here. The lighter tail of the goal G makes it much less likely than the discrepancy & to produce
extreme realisation. This is true whatever the shape b of the discrepancy £ as its tail is proportional
to 1/ x%, while the tail of the exponential goal G is proportional to exp(—z). This means that, if we
know that M has a very high realisation, it will be much more likely to be due to a large discrepancy
¢ than a high G.

Moreover, as the discrepancy is drawn approximately following an exponential distribution of
parameter G (the goal), this means that high realisation of the discrepancy £ are associated with
small realisation of the goal G. As such, the optimisation procedure - by increasing the likelihood
of higher discrepancy & - will also make instances of very small G much more likely. This leads to
following result.

Lemma 3.3. When G ~ £(1) and f¢g(z) = Gexp(—G((%)b*1 — 1))22—:?(6 — 1)1{z > n}, the goal
1s minimised when the proxy metric is mazximised, as

nb—l
E[G|M >m] ~

nk+a37nb*1'

Proof sketch. See sketch of proof of Lemma 2.2 which relies on the same ideas. The full proof is
available in 515 0



Lemma also show that the lighter the tail of the discrepancy is (ie the bigger the shape b of
¢ is), the faster the goal will decrease toward 0. This is because a light tail on the discrepancy ¢
will mean more probability mass near 7, which will be associated with bigger value of the goal G
first. Moreover, Lemma means that for any high value of the discrepancy &, it’s realisation will
be associated to a smaller G in expectancy if the discrepancy & as a lighter tail.

The two precedent results shows the importance of the coupling when talking about Goodhart’s
law. Indeed, if the finding here is in line with [EMH24]| with heavy tailed discrepancy, it brings
nuance in the fact that the coupling here is such that the goal decrease at a speed which is actually
inverse to that of the tail heaviness.

4 Concluding Remarks

Our results show that the dependence structure between the goal G and the discrepancy & can be
of prime importance when optimising with a proxy metric M. Several natural continuation are
possible :

Aggregation of metrics. In real world settings, we have access to neither the goal nor the
discrepancy. However, we might have access to several proxy metrics My, Mo, ... representative
of the same overall goal G. Using the multiplicity of proxy metrics at disposal might be key to
alleviate Goodhart’s law, notably by devising aggregation rules that would make an aggregated
proxy metrics M more robust through aggregation and natural variance reduction. This would be
to our sense key to alleviate alignment problem in concrete Al implementation.

Access to the proxy metric’s tail.  As proxy metric’s tail seems to determine the presence or
absence of Goodhart’s law, empirical study on their prevalence within real world applications would
be key to assess the importance of Goodhart’s law. Devising empirically funded categories of tasks
that are subject to heavy tail losses could offer a needed roadmap for practitioner to avoid reward
hacking or at least be aware of potential risky situations.

Goodhart’s law and evasion attacks. [HG20] study Goodhart’s law within evasion attack
settingsﬂ. So far we only considered settings were no malicious or adversarial player were present. In
practical settings, Al will face adversarial behaviour that must be anticipated to avoid catastrophic
failure. Creating concrete threat models as well as defense mechanisms represent a large enough
scope for development.

Auditing. Auditing black box models is hard [GTM™24]. Peculiarly, developing robust and non-
hackable metrics is of prime interest when auditing ML models. As such, understanding Goodhart’s
law can inform and strengthen research on auditing ML models.

Theoretical guarantees. Theoretical guarantees on the possibility of harmful behaviour by the
Al prior or at test time is key to mitigate the global risk of AT [BCM™24]. To our sense, the line
of research of this paper being by construction devised in a probabilistic setting, which is a natural
way of hedging risk and assessing uncertainty on outputs, is promising. Moreover, it is sufficiently
general not to constrained the scope of results to one type of algorithm or model.

1Often called adversarial attacks, we prefer the more specific term evasion attacks to distinguish them from other
adversarial attacks [OV23] such as poisoning attacks and data-extraction/privacy attacks.
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5 Appendix

5.1 Normal goal and normal discrepancy :

5.1.1 Lemmas :

+oo exp (—m2) 1 1
2 _ -5
Lemma 5.1. /TW exp(—m )dﬂ:’ m;oo T |:1 — m + w + O(m ) .
Proof. This directly stems from the well known equivalent for the Gaussian tail :
/x e “du= 5 nzz;)(—l)”w +O(x exp(—z~)).
Applying it for N = 2 yields the lemma O

Lemma 5.2. For 6 >0, 01 >0 and oy >0 :

z? t2 2¢(b+c) [ ab— c? 3/2 m?
—— t —— | dtdx = V2 o . ——
feoo (am) Lt (ot = 052 (G55) oo (i)

z2 12
I, = / T exp (—) / texp (—) dtdx
R 201 t>m—zx0 209
xQ t2 +o00
= / T exp (—) [—02 exp <—>} dx
R 201 202/ | 1n—z0
/ x? (e — 26]?
=09 | xexp|—=— |exp| ———— | dx
R 20'1 202
1 16 2
= 02/ rexp | —= <:1:2 < + > + Ma _ 2ma:1:>> dx
R 2 o1 09 02 02
2 1 02
02 R 2 09201 09
2 2 2
m, o2 +6 o1 o1 2
e _— — - - - d
09 exp( 202> /Rwexp ( 0901 (az = +02ma> + (02 n 92)02771@) T
(01+02+02)m3 / 02+92 o1 2 d
=ooexp | — Tex T — m x.
2XP 209 R P 20901 o9 + g2

With the change of variable v = = — ﬁma,

92 2 92 92
o9exp | — (01 + 02+ 67)mg / U exp _o2 u? | du +Ulma/ exp _o2 u? | du
209 R 20901 o9 + 02 R 20901

=0

Il

Q

[\

o

¥

ko
/I\

_ oo (o1 +02+6%) 20109
N 0'2—|—92 o OXP 20901 0'2—|—92
3/2 2
0901 (o1 +02+0%) ,
5 LA TRTY )2,
T <02 n 02) Mg €XP < 90T ms,

11



Lemma 5.3. For 8 >0, o1 > 0 and o9 > 0:

/ exp (—ﬂf) / 2 exp (—@ﬂ) dtdzx
R 2 t>p—x0 2

_ Var (2(—M20201 )

= ex
ma—001/01 + 0209 P2+ 620)
2 2 2 2
y ©o (o020 —;al) - (020? + 01) N 3(020 ;—;71) +o(u)) ).
o9(o1 + 6%09) 1051 o109 proios

Proof. First we denote :

We integrate by part J; :

¢ > 1
J, = / t? exp <—%t2> dt = [— exp(—02t2)] +— exp(@tz)
t>p—x0 2 02 n—x6 02 Ji>p—x0 2
— 6 o 1 o
. exp(=2(u — 20)?) + / exp(——t2)dt.
09 2 02 Jt>u—=z0 2

Pluging it into J we get :

_ 9 1 “+o00
J= / P exp(@(u2 —2ufxr + 02902) — 2352)cial:—i- — / exp(ﬂac2 — 2tQ)dtdar:.
R 2 2 RJy 2 2

02 02 —x0
Ja A
Jo gives :
— z0
/ i exp (—2(;1,2 — 2ubx + 0%a?) — 2@'2) dx
R () 2 2
— 20 2 2
:/ i exp POz 9l (w)m2 dz
- 2 2 2
_ 2 — 0 02 2 202 2 202
= exp( H 02)/ p-z exp _attor (x2 -2 MUZ Ox + a 022 3 Ho2 3
2 R 092 2 (01 + 6%09) (o1 + 6%09) 2(o1 + 0209
2 62
—HTo02 (1 - 013-29202> / w— xf o1 + 0209 (z uoof 2\ 4y
= exp | — —
exp 2 R g9 P 2 (0’1 + 9202)

2 2
—p= 0201 i o1+ 6%09 po26 9
e _— _ — _ d
P (2(01+9202)) ( R 02 eXp( ;U (01+9202)) )

2 0
— xfeexp (—Ul +90 o2 (x — MUZQ )2> dl’) .
R 02 2 (0'1+9 0'2)

12
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po26

Making the change of variable u = x — 1 +6%03)"
1 o1 + 6209 ool 9 z0 o1+ 0209 1020 9
— — — de — | — — — d
R 02 exp< 2 (x (01+9202)) v R 02 P 2 ($ (01+9202)) v
po26
— ﬂ eXp ot 0%0s u2 / (u+ (01+92‘72))9 exp _ %o s u? ) dx
2 o9 2

dx
2 2
/ o < o1 + 6? 02u2> g — o6 ! /exp <_a1 +6 02u2>
o1 —I—H 0'2 RO 02(0'1 + 6 0’2) R 2
/ po20? [ 2
0'1—|—920'2 0'1—|-920'2 O'1+(920'2.

It yields for Js :

ox 7u20201 2w b ,LLO'292
P 2(01 4 0209) o1+ 0209 \ o2 09(01 + 6209)

—plog0y \/T 1oy
=exp .
2(01+9202) o1 + 0209 02(01+9202)
We want now to approximate :

1 oo
A = / / exp(—ﬂx2 — @t2)dtd:c.
02 JR Jp—z6 2 2

For 9, we can remark that if X ~ N(0, %) and ¥ ~ N(0, L), with X 1LY we have :

+oo
\/0102 02

But if we set u = 6 in the preceding integral we get :

//m C Ry = — 2T p(X4Y > )
|9| 09 292 2 v= 094/0109 =H-

But we know that as X and Y are normal and independant, they form a Gaussian vector with

diagonal variance matrix. So we can easily calculate the law of X +Y = Z ~ N(0, %), SO :

2T 2 2

PX+Y2>2p)=——P(Z2p =

( /"'Oo < —2%0109 > d
S — > = = Xp — Z.
02/0102 024/0102 oo/ ( 0292—1-01 2(020% 4 01)

By setting ¢ = z, /% we have :

i 727( /+Ooex <_Z20102 )dz
o9 \| (0260% 4+ 01) u P 2(0202 + 01)

+00
_ L 2VT exp (—t2) dt.

09 /010 /9192
2 172 2(0’292+o'1)'u

13



Using here the lemma 1 with N =3

1 2 92 2 02 9 92 2
_ 1 m(026% + 01) o uzamg - (0960% + 1) N (096% + 31) o))
p—00 09 010214 2(020? 4 01)

o109 proios
hence the result. O

Lemma 5.4. For o1 >0 and o9 >0 :

2 2 VT s 0107
exp(—o2x texp (—oqt”) dtde = ————==exp <— > .
/R (Fo227) /tZu—xG ( ! ) 201V o9 + 0162 o9 + 0162

Proof. Setting
L= / exp(—02x2)/ texp (—ath) dtdz,
R t>p—ax6

we have :

eXP(—Uth)] o dx

— _ 2y |
£= /Rexp( o9x”) [ 20,
1

exp(—o9z® — o1 (1 — x6)?)dx

pn—z6

" 201 Jg
1

= — exp(—agx2 — o1 p? — o12?0% + 2010pux)dx
201 Jr

1

= —— exp(—o1p?) / exp(—z?(oy + 016%) + 2010px)dzx
20’1 R

b exp(—oyp?) / exp [ — (o9 + 016%)(2* + 20719,%7;) dx

20’1 R 092 + 0'102

= - - - 0 — d
201 eXP( wlon 02+0192) Rexp (021 )($+02+0192'u) !

1 9 0102 9 010 9
—exp 22 (o + 0z + — )2 d
201 P ( a o9 + 0192> /Rexp ( (024 1607) (& o9 + 0162 w” ) du

. \/7>T < 2 0109 >
= ———————cxp| —p —0s |.
201V o9 + 0102 o9+ 016

5.2 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Lemma 3.1. We set M = G + £ where [5

lc| < vab. Then :

G] ~ N(02,8), ¥ = [‘C‘ g] with a > 0, b > 0 and

14



Va+b+2 —m} b+2c | 3(a+b+2c)?
P(M>mg) = a+b+ ceXp ms, Lot 2—i— c. (a+ :— c) o(m=5| |
ma—00  \/2mmy, 2(a+ b+ 2c) m2 ma
(1)
a+c a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)? s
E[GIM >m,] = —— % . —9 , p
GIM > ma) | = a1 o) @)
_ (b+c) a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)? _5
E [£|M > m4] . (a+b—|—2c)ma(1+ mz -2 i + o(m,”)), (3)
(a+c)b+c) o (a+ce)(b+c) (a+c)(b+c) 3
E[GEIM > my] = 8T OVTE (4
(GEIM > m ]ma—mo (a+b+20)2m°‘ (a+b+2c) ¢ m2 (ma), (4)
+ ¢)? (a+c)? (a+c)?
E [G?*|M a = ((17 2y 7 2 =3 )
&7 >m]ma—mo(a—l—b—|—20)2mo‘+(a+b+20)+a m2 +olma”)- (5)
Proof. For (1): As [?} ~ N(02,%), we have M ~ N(0,a+ b+ 2c) :
P(M>my) = / —)d:p
V2m(a+ b+ 2c) 2(a+ b+ 2c)
Wlth’u:\/m
= N exp(—u®)du.
v
Using here the lemma 1 for N =3
va+b+2c —m?2 a+b+2c  3(a+b+2c)? .
= exp 1- > + 1 +o(my”)| -
ma—=o0  \/2mmy, (a+b+2c) m2, ma,
For (2):
E[G|G+ €& > my] ! // e < 6(b 2cgx + az?) >d dx
o = —-— X —
> prmsy a2 A A g g g
1 z? c
=———— [ exp|—= ex dgdz,
a27f\/ab—02/R p( 2b>~/g+x>mag p( 2(9 b )> g

with t = g — 7

(t+ %x) exp <—52bt2) dtdx.

1 z?
———— [ exp|—=+
CKQW\/W/R P ( 2b> /t>m—:c(l+§)

Splitting it in two :

1 ob
A= / / tex (—tz — ) dtdz
VT wenvab— @ Jr Jpmesaan T\ 20 2D
1 c ob 22
Ay = / / Tex <—t2 ) dtdx.
2 a2rnvab —c2b Jp t>m—z(1+£) P 2 2b

15



We can use here Lemma [5.4] two times, which gives :

V27 (ab — ¢2)3/?
bWa+b+2c

al =

And with normalisation :

(ab — c®)my, a+b+20_2(a+b+20)2

= 1 -5
D ma oo b(a+b+2c)( * m2 ma (ma”))
In the same way :
1
aly = (b+c)e exp (—mi) .
b\/2m(b+ 2c+ a) 2(a+ b+ 2c)
And after normalisation:
(b+c)c a+b+2c (a+ b+ 2c)? _5
Ay = 9% g0 —2 ,
% ma—roo b(a+b+20)m (1+ m2 mi (ma”))
hence the result.
For (3):
E[E|G+ & > my] ! // xe < 5(b2 2c x+ax2)>d dx
o] = —F— xp | —= —
o 0[271— V ab - 62 R g—‘,—mea p 2 g g g
1 /e < g;2>/ e ( 5b( cx)2>
= xXp | — = xp | ——(9g— = .
a2mvab — c? Jr P\ 72 gHT>ma P 29}
Witht =g — 7 :
1 x? ob 2>
=——— [ exp|—=— rexp | ——t* | dtdx
a2mvab — 2 /R P < 2b> /th:Jc(1+§) P < 2
=4
c
So :
(b+c) a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)? _5
E |G > Mg = ———my(l -2 .
€6 +e2ma] | = g sma i ()
For (4):
Eq [GE] ! // Te < 5(1)2 2c:c+ax2)>d dz
o = —-—— X —_—— —_—
06271'\/ ab — C2 R g—l—meag P 2 g g g
1 a:2>/ < ob c 2)
= —f—— | zexp | —=— exp| ——(g— -z dgdz.
o /7(113—62/1[{ p< 55 gﬂZmag p 2(9 ; )* | dg
Witht =g — o :

s [ () o ()
= [ zexp| —— 7L)exXp | == z-
a2mvab — 2 Jr P 20 t>m—x(14%) b b 2

16



We can divide it in two :

2 ob
/a:exp <—$>/ texp <—t2> dtdx,
R 2b) Jizm—z(1+%) 2
2
C/;UQexp <_:c>/ exp <—5bt2) dtdzx.
b Jr 2b) Jizm—w(1+¢) 2

With application of Lemma [5.3] for the first integral and Lemma [5.2] for the second we get :

(b+c)(ab—c?) [, 2(a+ b+ 2c)? _5
E [G¢|M -~ 2¢) - —————
[GE|M > ma oo ba 4 b+ 90)? mz + (a + b+ 2¢) e +o(my’) | +
c(b+ c)?m? c(b+ c)? c(b+ c)? _3
o —2
bla+b+2c)®>  bla+b+2c) bm2 et olme’)
_ (a—I—c)(b—l—c)mi (a+c¢)(b+c) 0_2(a+6)(b+c)+0(m;3)'
ma—oo (a + b+ 2¢)? (a+ b+ 2c) m2
For (5)
E, [GQ] = / g% exp ( é (bg? — 2cgx + ax )) dgdzx
a2m/ ab a2mvab — 2 gtz>me 2
1)
= e - b — 2 )+ ax dgdzx
a27r\/ab—c //+x>mag Xp( 2 g g ) ta }> g
// e < 6[b 2° x+02 %) 02x2+a:c2]Dd dx
= X —_— pu— _—
a27r\/ ab — c? gH+z>ma g P 2 g bg b? b I
5b C S o 2})
= e — - e ——= laz® — —x dgdx
a2mvab — a2mvab — 2 / /g+x>ma g P < 2 C b ) ) P < 2 [ b g

b c
2 2
= —F—= | &Xp| —=7 exp| ——(g— -x dgdzx.
a27rvab—c2/]R p( Qb)/g+x>mag p( 2(9 b >> g

We make the following changes of variables in the second integral :

R
=g bx7
which give the bound : t > m — (1 + )
ob
(t+ Ex)z exp (—2t2> dtdz.

1 2
ey
a2mvab — 2 Jr 2b) Jizm—a(1+¢) b

17



We will treat the precedent integral by decomposing into 3 pieces :

2
I, = / exp (—:U) / 2t exp (—(Sbt2> dtdzx,
R 2b ) Jizm-s(+g) b 2
z? c? 0b
I, = / exp <—> / 2= exp (—t2> dtdzx,
R 20) Jism-z(ye) 0 2
2
I3 = / exp (—:U) / t? exp (—(Sbt2> dtdzx.
R 2b ) Jizm-s(1+¢) 2

Using Lemma [5.2] and Lemma [5.3] we obtain :

(ate)?® 5 (atc)?

2 _
E [G|M > ma] Mg —+00 (a+b+20)2m0‘+ (a+b+2c)

+a—2

Lemma 5.5.

B ab — c? (a+c)?
ma—oo (a+ b+ 2c) m2
ab — c? (b+c)?

Var ((§|M > my,) . (a+b+20) + - + o(my?)),

Cov (G, MM >m,) = afdlatb+2) o s

Mo —>00 m(zl

Var (G|M > my,)

Proof. for 7 and 8 we use that for any random variable X and Y
Var (X|Y) =E [X?|Y] —E [X|Y].

The results then follow thanks to section results.

18
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For (9), it’s only a combination of what we have done precedently

Cova (G, M) = Eq[G* +Eq[GE] - Eq [G]? — Eq [G]Eq [€]
_ _(at9? o (ato? o (atc)?
ma—oo(a+b+2¢)2 " (a+b+2c) m2
(a+b+e) 5 (a+c)b+o) (a+ob+o
_9
atrb+202 ™ axbr20 € mz T olma’)
a+c a+b+2c (a+0b+2c)? B2
~ (g mall+ o (m3%))
(b+c) a+b+2c (a+b+2c)? _5
- (1 —2
e+ o ofmg)
a+c a+b+2c (a+b+2c)? _5
. (a—l—b—l—Zc)ma(l—’_ m2 2 md +o(ma”))
_ _(a+9? o (ato? - (atc)?
ma—oo(a+b+2¢)2 * " (a+b+2c) m2
(a+b+e) 5, (a+c)b+o) (a+ob+o) |
b2t bt Tz telmad)
(a+c)? a+b+2 _(a+b+2c)? R
-9 20 )
(a+0b+ QC)QmO‘( * m2 mé (ma”))

2 2c)?
_(b+c)(a+c)m2(1+a+b+ 0_2(a+b+ c) + o(m=%))?

(@a+b+2c)2 ° m2 ma
2 2 2
_ (a+c) m? (a+c) +a_z(a+0)
ma—oo (a + b+ 2¢)? (a+b+2c) m2
(a+c)bte) o (a+c)(b+c) (a+c)(b+c) 3
I RSl A 4
atb+202 " axbr20 € mz T olma’)
(a+c)? a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)? s
- (a+b+26)2ma(1+2 m2 -3 mé (ma™))
(b+¢)(a+c) a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)? _
"~ (a+b+20)2 ma(1+2 m2 -3 mi (me®))

_ (a+c)? (b+c)a+c) (b+e)a+e) (a+c)? B
e T T b2 @ibrz T mr T Toma?)
b+c)la+c a+c)?
’ma_—>oo( +7)n(a+ )+( 7;;2)
_ (a+c)(a+b+2c)+o(m;3).

Ma—00 m2

+o(my?)
(73

5.3 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Theorem 3.1. With (G,€) ~ N(0,%), M = G + &, the correlation between the proxy metric M
and the goal G goes to zero in the limit no matter the correlation between the discrepancy & and the
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goal G.
(a+c)va+b+2c

m—00 mvab — c2

Corr (G, M|M > m)

Proof. We have :
Covq (M, G)

~ \/Vara (M) Varg (G)|

Pa :

and :

Cove (M,G) = E4[G?] +Ey[GE] —Ey [G)® —Eq [GE, [€].

With the Lemma 5.5

_ (a+c)? . (a+c)? +a_2(a+c)2
ma—oo(a+b+2¢)2 % (a+b+2c) m2
(a+c)b+c) o (a+c)(b+c) (a+c)(b+e)
ASLA S RS S s o\ TN
arv+202 " axbr20 € mg o
a+c a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)?
— (————=—ma( -2
(a+b+2c) m2 ma
(b+c¢) a+b+2c _(a+b+2¢c)? _5
S i A | )
e+ )
a+c a+b+2c _(a+b+2c)?

5 Ma(l —2 ;
X (a+b+2c)m (1+ - +o(my”))

after simplification :

_ (a+c)(a+b+2c) n o(m_3).

Ma—00 m2

Then we have for the denominator :
\/Var, (G) Var, (M) = \/Var, (G) Var, (G + €)
= /Var, (G) (Var, (G) + Var, (&) + 2 Cov, (G, €)).

For the covariance of £ and G we can use section

COVa (G, 5) — Ea [Gﬂ - Ea [G} Ea [5]

(atc)b+ec) 5 (a+c)(b+c) (atdbte)

S 0137 b2 TR g
_mmi(l+2a+ﬂi§%_3(a+;%—20)z (m;5))2
Mmoo (?c:rcl))(j _;c? * et jv)zg) — +o(m,”?)
Mmoo (?c:rcl))(j _;c? * et jv)z(glb — +o(m,”?)
2 — ab (a+c)(b+c) +0(m;3)

Mg 400 (a+b+2c) m2

20



Using Lemma [5.5] for the variance, we have :

ab — c? (a+c)? ab — c? (b+c)?
= + +
ma—o0 (a + b+ 2¢) m2 (a+ b+ 2c) m2

Var,, (G) + Var, (£) + 2 Cov,, (G, €)

c? —ab (a+c)(b+c) _3
+2(a+b+20) 2 m? +o(m,”?)
_ (ate? | (b4  (atc)(btc) 3
ma;oo ma ma +2 m?l + O(ma )

Then :
ab — c? (a+c)? 3 (a+e)?  (b+e)? _(a+c)(b+c)
Var,, (G) Var, (M) ma_—>oo<(a+b+2c)+ mZ +o(mgy?)) | x w2 + e +2 m2 +o
ab—c® [(a+¢)? (b+c)? (a+c)(b+c) _3
= 2
ma*>000+b+26< m2 * m2 + m2 +o(ma”)
_ab—¢ (a+b+20)?
ma—ooa + b + 2c¢ m2
b—c? b+2
NG C)(a;L 29 L o).
Mo —00 ms,
Hence :

Vara (G Vara (M) ~ v/ (ab — 02)(a+b+20)'

Ma—>00 Me
This finally gives :
p Ma (a4 c)(a+ b+ 2c)
* ma—+oo \/(ab— c2)(a + b + 20) m,

(a+c)vVa+b+2¢c
ma—=+oo  movab—c2

5.4 Exponential goal and heavy tail discrepancy :

For this case, we set the goal to have an exponential law. The conditional law of the discrepancy
knowing the goal is of the form (for b €]1, co[,n €]0, o0]):
Uy ub—2
pec(u) = Gexp(—G((ﬁ) - 1))F(b — DI{}{u>n}.

The discrepancy defined like this follow a power law of shape parameter b and position parameter
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5.5 Lemmas :

We need the two following lemma that will be useful in near all of our next demonstration :

Lemma 5.6. Let’s consider QQ a polynomial and P a rational polynomial over an interval I with
Ve € 1, Q( ) # 0 and, 3K € RVz € I,|P(z)| < K. We denote fg the operation such that

fo(P) = 8—69 and for n € N, fg(P) the same operation applied n times. We have then :

n (i0) () Oli1+1) (ix+1) k
YIS PY)(z)Q o ()n)+k Q (z) S Lo+

k=0 i0+...+ip=n—k 0<ny <ip+1 j=1

Np_1<np<n

Proof. We will proceed by induction. It’s to be noted that for n > max(deg(Q), deg(P)), many of
the terms in the sum will be null, but we still denote them as a derivative of a certain order of Q)
or P

" (i0) ()OI +D) (1) . Qs+ (4 k
SRR YC D DI e D DRI | (TR}

k=0 G0+ tig=n—k 0<ni<ig+1 j=1

ng_1<ng<n

Ifn=1:
oL
Q
1) =52
_P_rg
Q@
_(_ Oﬂ _ IPQ(l)

We have the first step. Suppose we have n € N such that P, is true. Let’s prove that P, is
also true.

NPy =f(fM (P

k

" PO)(2)QM D (x) ... QU (z) 3 [I(;+9)
J

Q(g;)n"'k""l

k= O i0+.. +zk n—k
by hypothesis

n Pl (2)QUrHD) () .. QUr+D (5 !
RS ( (2) Q(@(ﬂ ). ( >> 5
k=0

io+...+ig=n—k

22

0<ny §i0+1,...,nk,1<nk§k+25=0 21 Jj=1

k

[T +9).

0<ny<ig+1,...,n_1 <nk§k+2?:0 5 Jj=1



But we have :

Pl) (2)QE+D) (z) ... QUirtD (g ) (P0)(2)QUU D) (z) ... QUrtD () Q(z)(nHh+1D)
Q(z)nth+1 - Q(z)2(ntk+D)

(n+k+1)QQ" (P (z)QU ) (x) ... QUrt) (z))
Q(z)2(n+k+1)
(Pi)@)Q0 ) (@).... QU+ )y
- Q(z)n+h+1
B (n+k+ 1)@'(3:)(P(i0)(m)Q(““)(m’) . Q(ik“)(x))

Q)2

Moreover, focusing on (PU0)(z)QU+V(z) ... QUrtD (z))":

P (@) Q"D () ... QU . QU (a).

'Mw

(PN (@)QUM D (z)... QU (2)) =

7=0
So we have :
P(io)(x)Q(i1+1)(x) QUKD (z) ! z’“: p(m Q(i1+1)($)mQ(ij+2)”,Q(iwl)(:p)
Q(l.)n+k+1 = Q(x)n+k+1
<n +E 4 DQ @) (PO @)QU N (x) ... QU (x)
) Q)2 ’

Which with the entire sum gives :

k Pl0) (2)QUr+1) (z) ... QUi+ . QUint1) ()
N w

io+...4ip=n—k j=0
(n+k+ Q@) (P (@)Q M (x)...QUx 1 (x)
B Q(z)nHH+2
_ Z P(io)(x)Q(il-&-l)(x) B .Q(iwl)(zx)
n+k
io+...+ig=n+1—k Q(l‘) T

Ly R DQ@ED@eN ). Q)

Q(x)n+k’+2

i0+...+ig=n—k

Plugging the second sum into the whole expression we get :

" ! o) (z)QUt(z) ... QU+ (x b
Z(il)k—l-l Z Q(x)(P( )( )Q( H)( ) Q( H)( ) Z (n+k+1)H(nj+j).

Q(x)n+k+2
k=0 io+...+ig=n—k 0<ni<igp+1 7j=1

nkflgnk<n
Taking ¥ =k +1:
k'—1

n+1 , 1) (PG0) ()01 +1) (i1 +1)
:Z(_l)k Z Q()(P ()Q + () Q ()) Z (n—l—k‘/)H(nj-i-j)-

Q)+
G4 A iy =nt1—FK 0<ni<ig+1 j=1

Nyt _o<Npr <N
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The first sum being :

: PU0) () QU+ (x) ... QU+ (x) d
k .
E :(_1) § : Q(a)n+h+1 § : l l(n] +J)-
k=0 i0+...+ig=n+1—k 0<n1<ip+1 j=1

N _1<nE<n

The second one exactly complete it to top n+ 1. Indeed, the last terms of the second sum is the
terms needed to complete at the rank n + 1 the formula. Moreover, each term of the second sum
complete the first sum for the case when ng = n. So we have :

nt1 , , - k
PO ()QUtD) (z) ... QUrtD ()
- Q(z)nth+l >, 1o+
k=0 iot . tip=n+1—k 0<ni<ig+l j=1
nk_1<ﬁ}g<n+1

O

We need, before going for the second big lemma, to calculate the derivative to any order of @ :

b—1
Lemma 5.7. If we denote Q(z) := —g (%) with b > 2 and Q™ (x) the derivative of Q to the
n-th order we have :

(= (m — g)b—n+
QM (@) = JJ (b = i) (-1)" i (m — bg) BT,
=1

Proof. Let’s proceed by induction. The induction hypothesis is that for all n € [2;b] the following
property is true :

(m — z)(b-n=1)+ 1{b#n}1{b= T ;
Py :7QM(z) = (—1)" b—1 (nm — bx)HP#nIpHE=n) H(b — )47
n i=1
We have :
m — x)t=2)
Q/("]j) = ( nb)l (biU — m)
Forn=2n<b:
oQ’ (m —g)"? (m —g)"
\b-3
- %(%m +bg — b*g — 2m)
n
m— )3
_ <nb_91)(2m —bg)(b—1).
Forn=2,n=0b:
o b
ox (z) = F'
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So the property holds for n = 2.
Now suppose we have some n € N such that the induction hypothesis holds. Then we have for
n+l,n+1<b:

" a(m—x b—n—1 n—1 )
Q@) = o((-1)" " — ) [T 0 )0,
i=1
by induction hypothesis
b—n—2 n-1

(e e (b n—1)(nm —bg)) [T (b —4)

—

o
7
)
:S
o
R

ey T am - (b= )bz +bm) [T (0 —4)

—

[
=l
—

(M) T
(—1) ; ([bn —n“ —n+bm— (b—n)bzx) | | (b—1)
1

s

with (n +1)(b—n) =bn—n?+b—n

:(_1)n+1( B x)bin72

m n
z:l

Ifn+1=5b:

Q@) = o1 P T - i) ) 0

by induction hypothesis

n+1 H ( )

asb=n+1,b—n=1:

The part n > b is trivial. O

b—1
Lemma 5.8. Forl,k € N, for any N € N, if we denote Q(g) := —g (w) and Py(g) := ﬁl
we have :

n=0

16 (Pi(9)) .
Q'(g)

25



Proof. First we have to cut it in half :

m—n gl <m - g>b1 /m/(b+1) gl (m _ g>b1
————exXp(—g dg = ———exp(—g dg
/0 (m— gy ™ 1 ) 0 (m— gy ™ n )

I5 can be roughly bounded as it will be negligible :

m—n l b—1 1+1
g m-—g (m—mn) m
———exp(—g | — dg < ———exp(———).
/m/(b+1) (m —g)* ( < n ) ) 7 ( b+ 7

b—1
For the first one, we note Q(z) = —g (m g) . The derivative of @ is different from 0 on the

whole interval [0, 375] as it is equal to Q'(z) = (mn 9 (bg —m). If we denote P(g) = ﬁ.
With integration by part we recognize the pattern we studled earlier :

m/(b+1) N
/0 glexp(—9< g) )dg

n
~1Q(9) 0
) 751

By 9) exp(Q(g))dg
m/(b+1)
- [gZ )| - [T oo exn(@lo)ds

x0(Q(0))

0

iterating N + 1 times we get (with f0 as the identity):

—Z

_m_
b+1 m/(b+1)

(Pi(g
fQ i +(—1)N“/0 F57H (P (g) exp(Q(g))dy.

exp(Q(9))

0

§

We need to show that fom/(b+1) fg,H(Pl)(g) exp(Q(g))dg is negligible in front of S. Using
Lemma we know that for any n € N :

n

(i) (2)QU1+2) (» (ir+2) (5
@ @) <3 (1F y PU@en e o)

k
> I+

/ n+k
k=0 i9+...+ig=n—Fk Q (:L') 0<ny1<ip+1 j=1
i0<
i11%5£2 Nep—1<ne<n
ikgzbf2
Using Lemma we have for any ¢ < b
i—1 ;
. . (m _ $)b—z—3 ‘
QU (z) =T~ 8)+(—1)’+2T((Z +2)m — bg).
s=1
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And using Leibniz rule we get for P:

' 10 i k n—k ‘
P =5 (3) TT0- 9 [T~ i gyt

k=0 j=0 i=0
We can already bound the derivative of P by the fact that the integration is within [0, m/(b+1)]
range :

io—k

zo <Z<ZO>H l—j)H(S—]) l—s— zo(b+1)s+zo l
7=0

i=0
Then for a given set of Z = {ig, i1, ..., 45} with Vj € [0,k],i; > 0 and i + i1 + ... + i, = n — k:
PO () QU +2)(@) .. QU+ (a)
Q' ()" tk
- Z <zo> (b+ 1)+ sl(b — 1)1 (m — a) o= [T, (i + 2)m —br)
- (I—) (s —)m*C=D(b—iy —2)!...(b— i —2)!
n+k(b—1)

ml—s—zo

n
(m _ x)(n—i—k)(b—Q) (m _ bw)n—i—k’

using the fact that as z € [0, m/b+ 1] we have (Zti)_#lm <OG+DE+D)+1<B+1D)(n+1)+1

and simplifying :

io) (b+1) s+i0— ll's'(b )!k((b +1)(n+1)+ 1)’“ ml_s_ior]"
- Z < > =) (s—lb—i1 —2)!...(b—i —2)! . (m — x)n(b=D~io (m — bg)"

< Z i) (b+ 1) b — DI+ D+ )+ DF - (b )"
l — Zo)!(b —i1—2)!... (b — i — 2)! mnb—l+spn(b—1)—io *

It’s to be noted that we can extend with no difficulty the bound to the case where one or several
of the i; are superior or equal to b : if it’s strictly superior the bound is trivial as the quantity is 0,
and if it’s b we simply have a constant. This allow us to extend the result to the case where b = 2.

Using the fact that the preceding majoration is for any combination {ig,11,...,ix} with Vj €
[0,k],i; > 0 and ig+ 41 + ... + i = N +1 — k, we have for a C sufficiently big that does not depend
on m:

m(N+Db—l+s—1

< C

m(N+FDb—l4s—1
= mN+1)b—l+s

m/(b+1) m/(b+1)
/0 AP (g) exp(Q(9))dg x /0 exp(Q(9))dg

1 m/(b+1)
< C— x / exp(—g)dg
m 0
1
< CL (- ep(-m/(b+1)
— 0.
m—0o0

This concludes the proof.
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The following lemmas are the building blocks necessary to calculate all the quantities we are
interested in after, and are consequences of Lemma [5.8

Lemma 5.9.

mn m—g\""! b-1 2-2(b—1) 3?3 (b—1)(3b—2
exp(—g )dg = nbfl +27 1(72b ) + ( 3b7)1( )
+8"4b_4 (b—1)(2b—1) (4b— 3) o 1
A1 ma—1 |-
Proof. Use Lemma [5.8 with [ = 0,s = 0 and n = 3. O
Lemma 5.10.
m=n m—g\"™* 22 6(b—1)n3 1294 (b —1) (4b— 3) 1
. gexp(—g 1 )dg moso m2 T oaa T 1 Ab—2 Tol\ —ms )
Proof. Use Lemma withl =1,s =0 and n = 3. O
Lemma 5.11.
m—n b—1 3b—3 ab—4 (p
9 m—g _2n 24n (b—1) 1
/0 g~ exp(—g (ﬁ) g = v T S mAb—3 Tol s )
Proof. Use Lemma[5.§ with [ = 2,s =0 and n = 3. O
Lemma 5.12.
m—n 77b—1 B m—u bil)d B n2b—2 +377317—3 (b o 1)+4174b—4 (b o 1) (4b _ 3)+ 1
o (m — u)b—1 exp(—u 1 U Do m2b—2 362 mAb—2 O\ a2 |
Proof. Use Lemma5.§ with [ =0,s =b—1 and n = 3. O
Lemma 5.13.
m—n nb—l m— u b—1 i B 772b_2 B 77313—3 (4 _ 3b) N 477417—4 (b _ 1) (4b _ 5)
o (m — u)b—2 exp(~u " Jdu = m2b—3 1 3b—3 mAb—3
51n°°=3 (b — 1) (5b — 6) (5b — 4) 1
T 1563 To\ s )
Proof. Use Lemma5.§ with [ =0,s = b— 2 and n = 3. O
Lemma 5.14.
m—n 7721)—2 m—u b—1 B 7731)—3 47741)—4 (b _ 1) 57751)—5 (b _ 1) (5b _ 4)
. (m — u)2-2 exp(—u 1 ) o0 303 + mAb—3 + 1m5b—3
N 12(b—1)(3b—2) (6b — 5)no—6 o 1
m6b—3 mbb—3 ) -
Proof. Use Lemma 5.8 with [ =0,s =2b—2 and n = 3. O
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Lemma 5.15. If G ~ &(1) and the conditionnal density of & is
b—2
pejg(z) = Gexp(—G((%)b_l - 1))21,—,1@ — D) 1{x > n}, then we have :

b—1 202 3b—3 4b—4
. 22— 1) 33— 1)(3b—2) Sy A(b— 1)(2b — 1)(4b — 3)
P(G+E>m) =~ o 31 T A1

1
+o mi—ab |

Proof.
b—1
P(G+E&E>m) = /Rexp(—g) /Rexp(—g( (i) — l)xb_Q%(b —1)1{z >n,g > 0,9+ x> m}dxdg
00 b—1
= /0 exp(—g)/ﬂ@exp(—g((i) — 1):Eb_2%(b — D1{x > n,x >m — g}dzdg
s) b—1
— [ exoc) [emt-a((Z) 1000 01(e > max(am - )}dads

asg>m—1n — n>m-—g

m— oo T b—1
= ! exp(—g) / exp(—g( () - l)xb_Q%(b — D)dxdg + Sg(m —n).

m—g

S~

The survival function of G gives :

Sa(m —n) = /OO exp(—g)

Aq gives :

e [ e (5) e oo () )

So we have :

m—o0

P(G+E>m) = /Om"exp<—g(

Applying Lemma then yield the results
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5.6 Proof of lemma 3.3 :

Lemma 3.3.

b1 2b—2 3b—3
n A== (b—1) n>7°(b—1)(31b—22)
EGIM>m] = —5g+——qg— + b1 -
2(b—1)(3b — 2)(27b — 23)n*—4 1
mAb—1 To\ T )

Proof. Denoting by oo :=P (G+ & >m) :

m—n oo b—1 L)
E [G|G + ¢ > m] / exp(— / exp(—g( <x> — 1))zt ni(b — 1)dzdg + exp(—g)gdg
0
g

m—g n m—n
m—n 00 T b—1 00
/ exp(— / exp(—g( () —1)2" 7 (b — 1)dadg + gexp(—g)dg
0 m—g n Ui m—mn
m—n . b—1 0o
/ gexp(— <> )dg + gexp(—g)dg
0 m—n
A2 A3

Focusing first on Ag :

/OO gexp(—g)dg=[—gexp(—g)]fn"_ﬁ/oo exp(—g)dg

= (m —n)exp(—(m —n)) + exp(—(m —n))
= exp(—m) exp(n)(m —n +1).

For As, we can apply lemma
We still need an equivalent to normalize :

1 1
o mooco nb—1 | 202=2(b—1) | 37%—3(b—1)(3b—2) |, Sni—2(b—1)(2b—1)(4b—3) 1
—00 1 n n i
Q mmee =1 prossT s i 7361 + T Ab—1 to (m174b)
mbfl

mjoonb—l(l + 20 tm b (b — 1) + 32 2m=20 (b— 1) (3b — 2) 4+ 8> 3m =30 (b — 1) (2b — 1) (4b— 3) + 0 (5

using the classic development for geometric series :

~ omb! (- 2 (b—=1) P 2(Bb—=2)(b-1) 4p* (b -1)(3b—2)(3b—1) Lo <1>)
m—roo nb—1 mb mz2b m3b mAb
m~l 2(b—-1) 7 Yb-1)(5b—2) 4n*2(b—1)(3b—2)(3b—1) 1
moco b1 m mb+1 - 2+l +0 <m3b+1>
= A

As we will use it several time in the future, we denote it by A. Multiplying the result of the
Lemma and this yields the results. O
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5.7 Proof of lemma [3.2] :

Lemma 3.2.

b—1 2 'b—1) 8P (-1 2¥3(b—1)°(31b—22)
E [¢|M = _ _
§[M > m] mooo b — 2 S omb 1 (b—2)  m%1(b—2) m3b=1(h — 2) 3)

1
To\mT )

Proof.

E [£|G + & > m] / /exp < > ) )b~ 1779 (b —1)1{z > max(n, m — g) }dzdg

denoting M (x) := max(0,m — x)

oo :Eb_l(b _ 1) /+oo <I>b1
= _— gexp(—g(| — dgdz.
/n nb=1 M(=) (= n )

Ay

Calculating first A4 with an integration by part :
+00 x b—1 n b—1 T b—1 +o00 nb—l z b—1
gexp(—g(| — dg=M(x) | — exp(—M(x <> +/ ——exp(—g <> dg.
[ setat(5) =) () e (7)) 0+ [ " henta(5) )

Taking it into the full integral :

aE [£|G 4+ & > m]
- v es @ (2) o0 [ eno (L) dgda
n n n

M(=)
_ /noo(b 1) M () exp(— M (z) (j;)bl) + (b 1)22: exp(— M (z) (i)bl)dx
= [ 0= 1)m -2y expl~(m - (;’")“) + (6= 1)l expl—(m — ) (j‘;)“m

+ Oo(b - 1)22_1@:
:/Om_”(b ~ Duexp(—u (m - “>b l)dqu/om_T7 b~ 1) ib_l)bl exp(—u (m; “)b Y

As As
(b—1)p!
T o= m
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The result of Lemma gives an equivalent for As, Lemma [5.12] gives an equivalent for Ag.
Summing yields the expected value not normalised by the probability:

2=2 gp3b—3(p— 1 12n%=4(p — 1)(4b — 3 1
n 7203 ( )Jr N b —1)( )+O( >

aE[§|G+E>m] =

m—oo m2b—2 m3b—2 Ab—2 mAb—2

Mutliplying by A yields the result. O
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