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Abstract

We address the problem of goodness-of-fit testing for Holder continuous densities under
local differential privacy constraints. We study minimax separation rates when only non-
interactive privacy mechanisms are allowed to be used and when both non-interactive and
sequentially interactive can be used for privatisation. We propose privacy mechanisms and as-
sociated testing procedures whose analysis enables us to obtain upper bounds on the minimax
rates. These results are complemented with lower bounds. By comparing these bounds, we
show that the proposed privacy mechanisms and tests are optimal up to at most a logarithmic
factor for several choices of fy including densities from uniform, normal, Beta, Cauchy, Pareto,
exponential distributions. In particular, we observe that the results are deteriorated in the
private setting compared to the non-private one. Moreover, we show that sequentially inter-
active mechanisms improve upon the results obtained when considering only non-interactive
privacy mechanisms.

1 Introduction

Over the past few years, data privacy has become a fundamental problem in statistical data
analysis. While more and more personal data are collected each day, stored and analyzed, private
data analysis aims at publishing valid statistical results without compromising the privacy of the
individuals whose data are analysed. Differential privacy has emerged from this line of research as
a strong mathematical framework which provides rigorous privacy guarantees.

Global differential privacy has been formalized by Dwork et al. [Dwo-+06]. Their definition
requires a curator who gathers the confidential data of n individuals and generates a privatized
output from this complete information. Only this privatized output can be released. In a nutshell,
the differential privacy constraints require that altering a single entry in the original dataset does
not affect the probability of a privatized output too much. One intuition behind this definition is
that if the distribution of the privatized output does not depend too much on any single element
of the database, then it should be difficult for an adversary to guess if one given person is in the
database or not. We refer the reader to [WZ10] for a precise definition of global differential privacy
and more discussion on its testing interpretation. In this paper, we will rather focus on the stronger
notion of local differential privacy for which no trusted curator is needeed. In the local setup, each
individual generates a privatized version of its true data on its own machine, and only the privatized
data are collected for analysis. Thus, the data-owners do not have to share their true data with
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anyone else. However, some interaction between the n individuals can be allowed. We will consider
two specific classes of locally differentially privacy mechanisms : non-interactive and sequentially
interactive privacy mechanisms, respectively. In the local non-interactive scenario, each individual
generates a private view Z; of its original data X; on its own machine independently of all the other
individuals. In the sequentially interactive scenario, the privatized data Zi,..., Z, are generated
such that the i-th individual has access to the previously privatized data 71, ..., Z;_1 in addition
to the original data X; in order to generate its own Z;.

In this paper, we study a goodness-of-fit testing problem for densities under local differential
privacy constraints. Goodness-of-fit testing problems consist in testing whether n independent
and identically distributed random variables X1, ..., X, were drawn from a specified distribution
Py or from any other distribution P with d(Py, P) > p for some distance between distributions
d and some separation parameter p > 0. Here, the considered distributions will be assumed to
have Holder smooth densities and we will measure the separation between distributions using the
Ly norm which corresponds (up to a constant) to the total variation distance. Moreover, only
privatised data 71, ..., Z, are supposed available to be used in order to design testing procedures.
Therefore we proceed in two steps: first randomize the original sample into a private sample, then
build a test using the latter sample. Optimality is shown over all test procedures and additionally
over all privacy mechanisms satisfying the privacy constraints. We adopt a minimax point of
view and aim at determining the private minimax testing radius which is the smallest separation
parameter for which there exists a private testing procedure whose first type and second type error
probabilities are bounded from above by a constant fixed in advance.

Contributions

Our contributions can be summarized as follows. First, when non-interactive privacy mechanisms
are used, we present an «-locally differentially private such mechanism and construct a testing
procedure based on the privatized data. Its analysis indicates how to tune the parameters of the
test statistic and the threshold of the test procedure in order to get a least upper bound on the
non interactive testing radius. This result is further complemented with a lower bound.

Next, we prove that these bounds can be improved when allowing for sequential interaction.
When previously privatized random variables are publicly available, we may proceed in two steps
in order to improve on the detection rates. The first part of the sample is privatized as in the non-
interactive case and it is used to acquire partial information on the unknown probability density.
This information is further encoded in the private versions of the second part of the sample and the
whole procedure benefits and attains faster rates of detection. This idea was previously introduced
in [BRS20] and was also successful for testing discrete distributions in [BB20)].

Finally, we investigate the optimality of our results for many choices of the null density fo.
We prove that our lower bounds and upper bounds match up to a constant in the sequentially
interactive scenario, and up to a logarithmic factor in the non-interactive scenario, for several f,
including densities from uniform, gaussian, beta, Cauchy, Pareto and exponential distributions.

Related work

Goodness-of-fit testing for separation norm || - ||; has recently received great attention in the
non-private setting. Valiant and Valiant [VV17] studies the case of discrete distributions. Given a
discrete distribution Py and an unknown discrete distribution P, they tackle the problem of finding
how many samples from P one should obtain to be able to distinguish with high probability the
case that P = Py from the case that |P — Py|l1 > . They provide both upper bounds and lower
bounds on this sample complexity as a function of £ and the null hypothesis Py. Other testing
procedures for this problem have been proposed in [DK16], and [BW19] has revisited the problem
in a minimax framework similar to the one considered in this paper (without privacy constraints).
Note that before these papers, the majority of the works on this problem focused on the case
where Py is the uniform distribution, or considered a worst-case setting. The upper and lower
bounds obtained in [VV17] and [BW19] appear to match in most usual cases but do not match for
some pathological distributions. This problem has been fixed in [CC20], where the authors provide
matching upper and lower bounds on the minimax separation distance for separation norm || - ||,



t in [1,2]. As for the continuous case, [BW19] studies goodness-of-fit testing for densities with
separation norm || - ||1, focusing on the case of Holder continuous densities. As it has already
been observed for the discrete case, they prove that the local minimax testing radius (or minimax
separation distance) strongly depends on the null distribution. We extend their results to the
private setting.

Many papers have been devoted to the study of testing problems under global differential
privacy constraints. This includes goodness-of-fit testing |Gab+16; |ASZ1&; IADR1S; ICDKI17;
WLK15], independence testing |Gab-+16; WLK15] and closeness testing [ASZ18; IADR1&]. In
the local setting of differential privacy, [KOV14; KOV16; [Jos+19] study simple hypothesis testing,
and [GR18; IShel§; |Ach+19] consider independence testing. Some of these references and a few
others also deal with goodness-of-fit testing under local differential privacy constraints: |[GR1§]
studies the asymptotic distribution of several test statistics used for fitting multinomial distribu-
tions, while [Shel&] and |Ach+19] provide upper and lower bounds on the sample complexity for
fitting more general but finitely supported discrete distributions. However, [Ach+19] considers only
the case where the null distribution Py is the uniform distribution, and both papers prove lower
bounds only with respect to the choice of the test statistic for a fixed specific privacy mechanism.
In the minimax results below we prove optimality over all test statistics and also over all privacy
mechanisms submitted to the local differential privacy constraints.

Minimax goodness-of-fit testing for discrete random variables has first been studied with L,
separation norm in [LLL20]. They consider the non-interactive scenario exclusively, and their lower
bound result is proven for the uniform distribution Py under the null. Lam-Weil et al. [LLL20] also
tackles the problem of goodness-of-fit testing for continuous random variables with || - ||2 separation
norm. They are the first to study minimax testing rates for the problem of goodness-of-fit testing
for compactly supported densities over Besov balls Bgm(L) in the setting of non-interactive local
differential privacy. They provide an upper bound which holds for any density fy, and a matching
lower bound in the special case where fy is the uniform density over [0,1]. In a parallel work,
IBRS20)] investigates the estimation of the integrated square of a density over general Besov classes
B; ., and prove that allowing for sequential interaction improves over the results obtained in the
non-interactive scenario in terms of minimax estimation rates. As an application, they discuss
non-interactive and sequentially interactive La-goodness-of-fit testing for densities supported on
[0, 1] which lie in Besov balls. They thus extend the results obtained in [LLL20] to more general
Besov balls, to the interactive scenario, and to the case where fj is not assumed to be the uniform
distribution, but has to be bounded from below on its support.

Later, locally differentially private goodness-of-fit testing for discrete random variables (not
necessarily finite supported) has been studied in [BB20] in a minimax framework. The authors
aim at computing the minimax testing rates when d(P, Py) = Z;l:l |P(j)—Po(4)|", i € {1,2}. They
provide upper bounds on the minimax testing rates by constructing and analysing specific private
testing procedures, complement these results with lower bounds, and investigate the optimality
of their results for several choices of the null distribution Py. Interestingly, they tackle both the
sequentially interactive case and the non-interactive case and prove that the minimax testing rates
are improved when sequential interaction is allowed. Such a phenomenon appears neither for simple
hypothesis testing [Jos+19], nor for many estimation problems (see for instance [DJW18; [BB19;
RS20; But+20])).

We pursue these works by considering goodness-of-fit testing of Holder-smooth probability
densities and the separation norm || - ||;. Moreover, similarly to [BW19], we consider densities with
Holder smoothness 8 in (0,1] and that can tend to 0 on their support, with possibly unbounded
support. Our goal is to show how differential privacy affects the minimax separation radius for
this goodness-of-fit test. Balakrishnan and Wasserman|[BW19], following works in discrete testing
initiated by [VV17], have shown that two procedures need to be aggregated in this case. They
split the support of the density fy into a compact set B where fy is bounded from below by some
positive constant and they build a weighted Ly test on this set; then they build a tail test on B

which is based on estimates of the total probabilities (P — Py)(B). They show that the separation

rates are of order s
((fB fo<x>vdx>1/v> e 23
n )
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where v =



for d—dimensional observations and depend of fy via an integral functional. The cut-off (choice of
B) will depend on n and their separation rates are not minimax optimal due to different cut-offs
in the upper and lower bounds.
We show that under local differential privacy constraints, we get for an optimal choice of B the

separation rates

|BJT5 (na?)
when only non-interactive privacy mechanisms are allowed, and we show that better rates are
obtained i 0

| B|?77T (na®)~ w5+
when interactive privacy mechanims are allowed (using previously published privatized informa-
tion). We see that our rates only depend on fp in a global way through the length |B| of the set
B and that explains why we do not need to weight the Lo test statistic. Further work will include
extension to more general Holder and Besov classes with § > 0 and adaptation to the smoothness
B by aggregation of an increasing number of tests as introduced by [Spo96].

Organization of the paper

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we introduce the notion of local differential privacy
and describe the minimax framework considered in the rest of the paper. In Section Blwe introduce
a non-interactive privacy mechanism and an associated testing procedure. Its analysis leads to an
upper bound on the non-interactive testing radius which is complemented by a lower bound. In
Section ] we give a lower bound on the testing radius for the sequentially interactive scenario
and present a sequentially interactive testing procedure which improves on the rates of the non
interactive case. In Section [f] we prove that our results are optimal (at most up to a logarithmic
factor) for several choices of the null density fo.

2 Problem statement

Let (X1,...,X,) € X™ be i.i.d. with common probability density function (pdf) f: X — Ry. We
assume that f belongs to the smoothness class H(8, L) for some smoothness 0 < 8 < 1 and L > 0,
where

H(B,L)={f: X >Ry : |f(z) = f@)| < Lz —y|”, Va,yeX}.
In the sequel, we will omit the space X in the definition of functions f and fo and integrals, and
we will choose a set B such that B C X and denote by B = X'\ B.

Given a probability density function fo in H(S, Lo) for some Ly < L, we want to solve the
goodness-of-fit test

Hy : f=fo
Hl(p) : feH(BaL) and ||f_f0H12pa

where p > 0 under an a-local differential privacy constraint. We will consider two classes of
locally differentially private mechanisms : sequentially interactive mechnisms and non-interactive
mechanisms. In the sequentially interactive scenario, privatized data Zi,...,Z, are obtained by
successively applying suitable Markov kernels : given X; = z; and 71 = 21,...,7Z;-1 = z;—1, the
i-th data-holder draws

Zi~Qi(- | Xi=x,Zh =21, .., Zim1 = 2i—1)

for some Markov kernel Q; : 2 x X x Z'=! — [0, 1] where the measure spaces of the non-private
and private data are denoted with (X, .2") and (Z, %), respectively. We say that the sequence
of Markov kernels (Qi)i:h“,n provides a-local differential privacy or that Z1,...,Z, are a-local
differentially private views of Xy,..., X, if

sup sup sup QiA|Xs=a,Z1=2,...,Zi—1 = 2i—1)
AEF 2,z rczapex QA | Xi=a', 2y =21,...,Zi—1 = zi—1)

<e* foralli=1,...,n. (1)



We will denote by 9, the set of all a-LDP sequentially interactive mechanisms. In the non-
interactive scenario Z; depends only on X; but not on Zj for k < i. We have

Zi ~ Qi | X = my),
and condition (IJ) becomes

Acz saex Qi(A] X; =2al)

We will denote by ON! the set of all a-LDP non-interactive mechanisms. Given an a-LDP privacy
mechansim @, let &g = {¢ : Z™ — {0,1}} denote the set of all tests based on Z1,... Z,.
The sequentially interactive a-LDP minimax testing risk is given by

Rua(fo,p) := inf inf su {IP’ n =1)+Pon :O}.
(o, p) o2, S, su Qp (0=1)+Pgr(¢=0)

<e% foralli=1,...,n.

We define similarly the non-interactive a-LDP minimax testing risk RS,I@( fo,p), where the first

infimum is taken over the set le instead of Q,. Given v € (0, 1), we study the a~-LDP minimax
testing radius defined by

Ena(fo,7) :==inf {p > 0: Ry .al(fo.p) <},

and we define similarly 5}:11@ (fo,7)-

Notation For any positive integer number n, we denote by [1,n] the set of integer values
{1,2,...,n}. If B is a compact set on R, we denote by |B| its length (its Lebesgue measure). For
any function ¢ and any positive real number h, we denote the rescaled function by ¥, = %1/1 (E)
For two sequences (ay), and (b,), we denote by a,, < b, that there exists some constant C > 0
such that a,, < Cb,,, and we write a,, < b, if both a,, < b, and b, < a,.

~

3 Non-interactive Privacy Mechanisms

In this section we design a non-interactive a-locally differentially private mechanism and the as-
sociated testing procedure. We study successively its first and second type error probabilities in
order to obtain an upper bound on the testing radius SSIO[( fo,7v). We then present a lower bound
on the testing radius. The test and privacy mechanism proposed in this section will turn out to
be (nearly) optimal for many choices of fy since the lower bound and the upper bound match up
to a logarithmic factor for several fj, see Section [B] for many examples.

3.1 Upper bound in the non-interactive scenario

We propose a testing procedure that, like [BW19], combines an Ly procedure on a bulk set B
where the density fy under the null is bounded away from 0 by some (small) constant and an
L; procedure on the tail B. However, we note that, unlike [BW19], the rate depends on fp in a
global way, only through the length |B| of the set B. Our procedure also translates to the case
of continuous distributions the one proposed by Berrett and Butucea [BB20] for locally private
testing of discrete distributions. It consists in the following steps:

1. Consider a compact set B C R (its choice depends on fy, and on values of n and «).
2. Using the first half of the (privatized) data, define an estimator Sg of [5(f — fo)?.
3. Using the second half of the (privatized) data, define an estimator Tz of [5(f — fo).
4. Reject Hy if either Sp > t1 or T > to.

Assume without loss of generality that the sample size is even and equal to 2n so that we
can split the data into equal parts, Xi,...,X,, and X,,41,...,X9,. Let B C R be a nonempty
compact set, and let (B;);=1,....n be a partition of B, h > 0 be the bandwidth and (z1,...,zy) be
the centering points, that is B; = [x; — h,x; + h] for all j € [1, N]. Let ¢ : R — R be a function
satisfying the following assumptions.



Assumption 3.1. ¢ is a bounded function supported in [—1,1] such that

1 1
/ Y(t)dt =1, and / [t]%]ap()|dt < oco.
—1 -1

In particular, Assumption B.I]implies that ¢y (z; —y) = 0 if y & Bj;, where ¢y, (u) = %1/}(%)
We now define our first privacy mechanism. For i € [1,n] and j € [1, N] set

1 [z —Xi\ | 2|l
Zi_j = E ( / ) + ah sza

where (Wi;)ic[1,n].5e,N] 18 @ sequence of i.i.d Laplace(1) random variables. Using these privatized
data, we define the following U-statistic of order 2.

N

Spi=Y_ ﬁ > (Zi; = fol@)(Zij — fo(x;))-

j=1 ik

The second half of the sample is used to design a tail test. For all i € [n + 1, 2n] set

Z; = t+c,, with probabilities 1 <1 + X ¢ B)) ,

Ca

where ¢, = (e® + 1)/(e® — 1). Using these private data, we define the following statistic.

Z [

i=n+1
We then put
- 1 ifSBZtl or TBZtQ (2)
10 otherwise ’
where JE
3 196]|¥||2, vV N 20
t) = “LACANR?P ¢ T2y = [ 3
LT g oTs + yna2h2 nazy’ 3)

with Cz = fil |u|?|¢(uw)|du. The privacy mechanism that outputs (Z1,..., Zn, Zni1,-- ., Z2n) is
non-interactive since for all ¢ € [1,2n] Z; depends only on X;. The following result establishes
that this mechanism also provides a-local differential privacy. Its proof is deferred to Section [A]
in the Appendix.

Proposition 3.2. For alli € [1,2n], Z; is an a-locally differentially private view of X;.

The following proposition studies the properties of the test statistics. Its proof is given in the
Appendix

Proposition 3.3. 1. It holds

N
Eqy [S8] = _ ([¥n * fl(w;) = folw;))" (4)
j=1
Under Assumption[31l it also holds if o € (0,1]
36 164/y|| 4N
‘/a‘rQTfl (SB) = Hqé}llg (W}h*f](l']) fo(xj))2+$ (5)

Jj=1

Eqs (7] :/E(f—fo), and VarQ?(TB):% <c§ </§f>2>

2. It holds



The study of the first and second type error probabilities of the test ® in (2) with a convenient
choice of h leads to the following upper bound on 5}:11@( fos).

Theorem 3.4. Assume that o € (0,1) and 8 < 1. The test procedure ® in [2) with t1 and ty in
@) and bandwidth h given by h = |B|~Y/48+3) (na?)=2/(46+3) attains the following bound on the

separation rate
1
2 3
no

The proof can be found in Appendix [A2] Note that the tightest upper bound is obtained for
the sets B that minimize the right-hand sides in Theorem B4l In order to do this, we note that
the upper bounds sum a term which increases with B, a term which decreases with B: fE fo and

a term 1/vna? free of B. Thus we suggest to choose B = B,, ,, as a level set

EN (fouy) < CL7, ) - {|B|3?%<m2>-% [+
B

for all compact set B C R.

P P P 1
By, € arg inf {|B| : / fo> |B|Zg%(nz§)_ﬁ + and inf fo > supfo} . (6)
’ B compact set B na B B

3.2 Lower bound in the non-interactive scenario

I
@

We now complete the study of the testing radius 5,1:{ (fo,7y) with the following lower bound.

Theorem 3.5. Let a > 0. Assume that 3 < 1. Set z, = €?® — e 2% and Cy(B) = min{ fo(z) :
x € B}. For all compact set B C R we get

(e

5 -1
ENL(f0:7) = C(9, L, Lo) [log (CIBIH5 (n22) %5 )| win {|BICo(B), |B|#55 (n2) "5 }.
If, moreover, the compact set B is satisfying
|B|5/(45+3)CO(B) > C(mi)—26/(45+3) (7)

for some C > 0, it holds

-1

ENL(fo,7) = C(v, L, Lo) [log (CIBIFH (nz2) 75 ) | | (nad) =75,
Discussion of the optimality of the bounds. The choice of the set B is crucial for obtaining

matching rates in the upper and lower bounds.

In the case where the support X of fj is compact with ¢; < |X| < ¢q for two constants ¢; > 0 and

co > 0 and if fj is bounded from below on X', one can take B = X'. Indeed, for such functions, the

choice B = X yields an upper bound of order (na2)74§%. Moreover, () holds with this choice of
B and Theorem B8] proves that the upper bound is optimal up to (at most) a logarithmic factor.
In the case of densities with bounded support but which can tend to 0 on their support, and in the
case of densities with unbounded support, we suggest to choose B = B,, , as defined in (B) both
in the upper and lower bounds.

By inspection of the proof, we can also write that B,, , in (@) is such that

Bn,aeargB inf {|B|/§f02¢n,a(B) and 1%ff0252pf0}7
B

compact set

h B) = |B|hf + —LBLC L — |B|%3 (na?) s 4 —L imal choice of
where ¢, o(B) = |B|h" + 57— + == = [B|¥773 (na”)” %% + —= for an optimal choice o
h = h*(B) = (|B|'/?na?)~%45+3)  Indeed, we choose By, o as a level set such that [z fo (which
is decreasing with B) be equal to ¢, o(B) (which is increasing with B). For the choices B = B, o

and h = h*(By, ) we thus obtain an upper bound on £}, (fo, ) of order

Bl 5 (na?) 75 4

no?



Recall that fj is a Holder smooth function and thus uniformly bounded. Moreover, ¢, o(B) and
fE fo are continuous quantities of the length of the set B when it varies in the family of level sets.
Thus, for small rates 1y, (Bn,o) we have necessarily fB fo that does not tend to 0, hence | By, 4|

3843 2B
does not tend to 0. Then the term |B,, |73 (na?)” %+ will be dominant.
The following proposition gives a sufficient condition so that our upper and lower bounds match
up to a logarithmic factor.

Proposition 3.6. Let B, , be defined by (Gl). If there exists a compact set K C Fn,a and some

¢ €]0,1[ such that
Bna
[oze[ g oana el s)
K B, | K|

then it holds
—1
[108 (1B 55 (0a2) 5 ) | Bal 55 (na®) 55 S ENL(f0,7) S |Bual 55 (na?) 755,
Proof. Indeed, if K satisfies (8), then it holds
[ o < KJsup fo < || sup fo < |K| inf fo
K K Boa Bn,a
and
[ foze [ oz cbnaBua) 2 cBual (0 (Bua) 2 K| (0 (Bre)
K Br.o
which yields infp, , fo 2 (h* (Bn.o))?, and condition (7) is thus satisfied with B = B,, . Thus,
the choice B = B,, , ends the proof of the proposition. O

Let us now discuss a sufficient condition for the existence of a compact set K C B,, , satisfying
[®). Let us consider the special case of decreasing densities fy with support X = [0,4+00). Note
that for such functions, By, o takes the form B, o = [0,a]. Writing fo(x) = ¢(x)/(1+x), a sufficient
condition for the existence of a compact set K C B, , satisfying (8] is that

(tz)
ot £(z)

~

<c

for some constant ¢ < 1 and some ¢t > 1. Indeed, in this case, taking K = [a,ta], it holds
¢|Bn,o|/|K| = ¢/t, and

o oy t ooy t(1 o g
/ fOSC/ Mde:le/ ﬂduﬁc sup(+x) / (u)du
ta ta 142z a 1+tu z>a 1+tx a 1+u

t—1 °
< 1
_C( +1+ta)/a fo,

fK fO —1_ LC;O fO
fEn,a fo I fo

and (8)) is satisfied if a is large enough. In this case our upper and lower bounds match up to a
logarithmic factor.
Note that fy in Example 5.2 checks the condition for all ¢ > 1 and the only example where this

A
condition is not satisfied is Example In the latter, the density fo(x) = ($+2)’?1:§552J22)) T,

x € [0,00), for some A > 0 arbitrarily small but fixed, has very slowly decreasing tails. An addi-
tional logarithmic factor is lost in the lower bounds in this least favorable case.

and thus

Z 1- C{l + 0(1)}5




Proof of Theorem[38 We use the well-known reduction technique. The idea is to build a family
{fv : v € V} that belong to the alternative set of densities H;(p) and then reduce the test problem
to testing between fy and the mixture of the f,. Our construction of such functions is inspired by
the one proposed in [LLL20] for goodness-of-fit testing over Besov Balls B3, in the special case
where fo is the uniform distribution over [0, 1], and in [BRS2(] for the minimax estimation over
Besov ellipsoids B, , of the integrated square of a density supported in [0,1]. However, we need
to make some modifications in order to consider Holder smoothness instead of Besov smoothness
and to tackle the case of densities with unbounded support. Let B C R be a nonempty compact
set, and let (Bj)j=1,...~ be a partition of B, h > 0 be the bandwidth and (z1,...,2n) be the
centering points that is Bj = [z; — h,xz; + h] for all j € [1, N]. Let ¢ : [-1,1] — R be such that
e H(B,L f¢—0andf¢2—1 Forje[[lN]] define

1 t—x,;
¢j:t€R»—>ﬁw< N j>.

Note that the support of ¢; is By, fwj =0 and (¢j);=1,... ~ is an orthonormal family.

Fix a privacy mechanism Q = (Q1,...,Q,) € ONI. According to lemma B.3 in [BRS20],
we can consider for every ¢ € [1,n] a probability measure y; on Z; and a family of u;-densities
(¢i(- | ))zer such that for every « € R one has dQ;(- | ) = ¢;(- | )du; and e™® < g;(- | ) < e™.
Denote by 90,i(z) = [z @i(zi | ) fo(z)dz the density of Z; when X; has density fo. Define for all
i=1,...,n the operator K; : Lo(R) — La(Z;,du;) by

o [ @l ]2)f(@)lp(x) .
Kaf /]R \/90,1'(') a,

Note that this operator is well-defined since go ;(zi) > [z €™ fo(z)dz = e~ > 0 for all z;. Observe
that its adjoint operator K} is given by

f € Ly(R).

Zz Qz(zz | ')]IB(')

V 90, (Zz>

Using Fubini’s theorem we thus have for all f € La(R)

KK = / < / 4i(zi | 9) (9)Lp () dy) G B0

e LQ(Z“CZ,U,l l—>/ d,ul(zz)

V90 (2i) 90,i(zi)
_ /R (/Z qi(zi | y)Qi;zz;J(;])lB(y)]lB(')dui(zi)) F(y)dy,

qi(zi|®)qi (z:|Y) 1B ()1 (y )dﬂz (Zz)

go, z(zw)

meaning that K*K; is an integral operator with kernel F;(z, y) = fz-

I,
:E;Kim,

which is symmetric and positive semidefinite. Define also

Define the operator

Wy =span{¢;,j=1,...,N}.

Let (v1,...,un) be an orthonormal family of eigenfunctions of K as an operator on the linear
Ls(R)-subspace Wy. Note that since vg can be written as a linear combination of the ;’s, it
holds [, vy = 0 and Supp(vy) C B. We also denote by Af,..., A% the corresponding eigenvalues.
Note that they are non-negative.

Define the functions

fuizeRe folz +5Z~ v (x



where for j =1,...,N v; € {-1,1}, 6 > 0 may depend on B,h, N, ¢, v, L, Ly, 3, n and «, and
will be specified later, and

~ by
Aj :max{—J,\/Qh}, 2o = €24 — 722,

o

The following lemma shows that for § properly chosen, for most of the possible v € {—1,1}¥, f,
is a density belonging to H(8, L) and f, is sufficiently far away from fj in a Ly sense.

Lemma 3.7. Let P, denote the uniform distribution on {—1,1}". Let b > 0. If the parameter &
appearing in the definition of f, satisfies

o< e s (10 2) )

where Co(B) := min{ fo(z) : * € B}, then there exists a subset Ay, C {—1,1} with P, (Ap) > 1—b
such that

i) fu>0and [ f, =1, for allv € Ay,
i) f, € H(B,L), for allv € Ay,

i) 1o = folly = 20—, for all v € Ay, with Cr = [, [u.

Denote by g,.i(z) = fR qi(z; | ) fu(x)dz the density of Z; when X; has density f,, and

dQn(z1,...,2n) =E, [H gu,i(zi)d,ui(zi)] .

i=1

If 0 is chosen such that ¢ < \/logngN/b) min { ﬁ;(lli’ % (1 — %) hﬂ}, setting

. 3_01 ON
5\ flog (22)
we deduce from the above lemma that if
2
Egn dQn <1+ (1 —y—b)?forall Qc Q! (9)
fo dQ’;}O - a

then it holds
inf inf su {]P’ n(p=1)+Pgon :0}> ,
QEQNT 6€24 pernpry L o (@ =D+Pop(e=0p 27
where H(p*) :={f € H(B,L): f >0, [ f =1,[f—foll1 > p*}, and consequently EYF, (fo,7) > p*.
Indeed, if (@) holds, then we have

inf inf su {Pn =1)+Pon :O}
P S @y (0 =1)+Pgr(¢=0)

> inf inf (Po» =1)+ sup Popn =0
T QeQNT pedq ( Qfo (¢ ) UGEI; @ (¢ ))

> i i n = n =
> it int (Poy (6= 1) + B, [I(r € A)Poy (9=0)])

and
E, [I(v € 4)Pqy (6 = 0)] = Pq, (6 = 0) — E, [I(v € 47)Pqy (6 =0)]
) - PU(AE)

0
0)—b



Thus, if (@) holds, we have

inf inf su {Pn =1)+Pon :0}
QeQN! p€®q ngII()p ) @y (¢ ) Q7 (¢ )

> inf inf (Pgy (p=1)+Pg,(¢p=0)—
_Qlenggwle%(?( oy (0 =1)+Pq,(¢=0) b)

2 ol (1= TV(@n QF) ~b)

We now prove that (@) holds under an extra assumption on .
We have that

2
Q dQn = EQ" (E” i=1 gl’ i )
’ dQ?o To l 1 90, z z

i v (g Zs o Vi (ai(Zi ] ). v
—Eq; lE”’”/HGHZi ngJ 7 ) ( kz_k %)]

=1 k=1
N
¢i(Zi | ), vk ] ,’C [ (@i(Z: | -),vk)]
- EVJ/ 1 + 5 [7 —_— - @
Z]:[< Z 90.(Zi) kz fo 90.i(Z;)
N /
14 11/ i Z?, R N i Zi ‘), )
462 Z Vk ~k2EQf0 [<Q( [ ), vk )(q(2 | ), v >] |
k1,ko=1 Aoy Ak (go,z'(Zz'))
where we have interverted IEQ? and E,,» and used the independence of the Z;, i = 1,...,n. Now,
0

observe that

lZi] Do) | _ [ L@zl Do)
E fo |: 9071-(21-) :| - /21 gO,i(Zi) gO,z( z)d,LLZ( z)

_ /Z ( /R e x)vk(ac)dx) dpsi(z4)
_ /]Rvk —0,

and, using that Supp(vg) C B for all k,

(@i(Zi | )y ora )(0i(Zi | ), vra)

e [ (904(2))? }
Qz 24 | vk1><qz(zz | ) vk2> . o .
/zl (g0.i(21))? 9o,i(zi)dpi(z;)

/zg 90,i(z:) (/ ¢izi | z)vk, (@ )dx) (/R qi(zi | Y)vk, (y)dy) dpi(zi)

/]R/]R (/z w ;;J(ZZ;IB( 2 d,ui(Zi)) gy (@) Uk, (y)dady

— [ [ Biwgyon o, r)dady = (on,, K Koo,
R JR

11



Using 1 4 2 < exp(x), we thus obtain

2 n N
Eon dQn =E ’ H 1 + 62 Z Vi VI/C2 (’Uk K-*K"Uk >
QF, dQTflO v = X\ 19 g BilVky

ki, ko=1 "F1 k2

2 Vkll/k2
<E,, |exp|d E E (Vg , K} K0k, )
i=1 kq,ka=1 Aky Aky

Vi, V)
=E,, |exp | né? Z )\M—AI”@;CI,KU;CQ
k1 Nko

Vi v

2 17k 2

= IEl/,l/’ exp no § )\ )\ = )\kz <Uk1 ) Uk2>
ki1, ko=1 "'k1 k2

r N
<Eyu |exp (né > wvé)] ,
L k=1

where we have used that

3‘_% — )‘—i < 52
N max{z3°)\?,2n} ~ ¢
Now, using that for £ = 1,..., N, v, v}, are Rademacher distributed and independent random

variables, we obtain

2 N
Eon dQn <E, ., H exp (nd®z2vyv},)
Qfo dQ?O — v aVkVE

k=1
N il 2544
H cosh (n5QZZVk)] = H cosh (né?z2) < exp (NRT(SZ&) ,
k=1 k=1

where the last inequality follows from cosh(x) < exp(x2/2) for all 2 € R. Thus, (@) holds as soon
as

5o [2los 1+ -b=9)?) v
- Nn2z2 '

11/4
Finally, taking § = min{ C“(B), % (1 — %) hﬁ}, [w} }, we ob-

h .
\/1og(2N/b) mm{ Y]l Nn2z%

tain

NI ;min |B| min Co(B) 1/ _Lo\,s No
Ensalf07) 2 C(0:07) —=rrs { Tog(2N/b) {wnm (1 L)h}’ n}

If B is chosen such that Co(B) = min{ fo(x),z € B} > Ch”, then the bound becomes

1 , |B|n? N3/
min
v/1log (2N /b) V10g(2N/b)’ \/nz2

and the choice h =< |B|~1/(4843) (nz2)=2/(45+3) yields

ENI (fO; ) > C(wabvvaLaLO)

3843

ENL(f0,7) = C(w,b,7, L, Lo) [log (qm%(nzg)ﬁ)} | BI S (n22) " 75,

Note that with this choice of h, the condition Cy(B) > Ch” becomes
|B|P/(46+3)Cy(B) > C(nz2) 28/ (46+3),

12



4 Interactive Privacy Mechanisms

In this section, we prove that the results obtained in Section [3] can be improved when sequential
interaction is allowed between data-holders.

4.1 Upper bound in the interactive scenario

We first propose a testing procedure which relies on some sequential interaction between data-
holders. We then prove that this test achieves a better separation rate than the one obtained in
Section [3]

We assume that the sample size is equal to 3n so that we can split the data in three parts. Like
in the non-interactive scenario, we consider a non-empty compact set B C R, and B = Ujvzl Bja
partition of B with |B,| = 2h for all j € [1, N].

With the first third of the data, X1,...,X,, we generate privatized arrays Z; = (Zi;)j=1,...n
that will be used to estimate p(j) := [ B, f. Let’s consider the following privacy mechanism.
We first generate an i.i.d. sequence (Wij)ic1,n],je[1,n] Of Laplace(1) random variables and for
i=1,...,nand j=1,..., N we set

2
Zij = I(Xz € Bj) + EWW

For each j =1,..., N, we then build an estimator of p(j) := [ f via
J

We now privatize the second third of the data. Set ¢, = %EL and 7 = (na?)~'/2. For all

i € [n+1,2n], we generate Z; € {—coT, co7} using the estimator p; and the true data X; by

x By,

CaT

1
P(Zi:iCaT|Xi€Bj):§(

IP’(ZZ-::I:CQT|XZ-€B):%,

where [z]7 . = max{—7, min(z,7)}, and po(j) = [ fo. We then define the test statistic
J

Dp = % Z Zi — ZPO(J)[@\J _po(j)]iT'

i=n+1

The analysis of the mean and variance of this statistic can be found in Appendix [B2l It will be
crucial in the analysis of our final test procedure.
Finally, we define the same tail test statistic as in Section Bl For all i € [2n + 1,3n], a private
view Z; of X; is generated by

1 I(X;, ¢ B
Z; = +c,, with probabilities 3 <1 + w) ,

Ca

and we set
Tp =— Z; — /_fo-
" o1 B
The final test is

1 ifDg>t T >t
P — 1 B_.10r B_Q, (10)
0 otherwise
where
2v/5 20
1= V5 to = ——— (11)

no?\/y’ 2 noy’

13



We denote the privacy mechanism that outputs (Z1,..., Zn, Znt1,- - s Zon, Zont1s-- - Z3n) by Q.
It is sequentially interactive since each Z; for i € [n + 1,2n] depends on the privatized data
(Zi,...,2Zy,) through pj;, but does not depend on the other Z, k € [n+ 1,2n], k # i. The
following result establishes that this mechanism provides a-local differential privacy. Its proof is
deferred to Appendix Bl

Proposition 4.1. The sequentially interactive privacy mechanism @ provides a-local differential
privacy.

The following Proposition gives properties of the test statistic Dp. Its proof is in the Ap-
pendix [B.21

Proposition 4.2. 1. It holds Eqs[Dg] = Z;V:l{p(j) — po(H)}E [[p; — po()]",] . In particular,
Eqsn[Dp] = 0. Moreover, we have

1
Base[Ds] 2 g De(f) ~ 6,
with D (f) = ZNzl [p(7) — po ()| min {|p(5) — po(j)|, 7} where we recall that p(j) := fBj f.
2. It holds . Do(f)

n(Dp) < .
VaTQf ( B) < (na2)2 + 67 a2

(12)

The following result presents an upper bound on &, (fo,7). Its proof is in Appendix

Theorem 4.3. Assume that « € (0,1) and 8 < 1. The test procedure ® in [I0) with t; and to in
() and bandwidth h given by

h = |B|” %7 (na?) "7,

attains the following bound on the separation rate

Enalfonn) < O, Lo) { BB (na?)y 7 4 [ ot
B

=1
na? )

and inf fo > sup fo} . (13)
B B

This result indicates to choose the optimal set B = B,, ,, as a level set

1

no

By,o = arg inf {/_fo > |B|%(na2)7% +
B

B compact set 2

4.2 Lower bound in the interactive scenario

In this subsection we complement the study of &, o (fo,y) with a lower bound. This lower bound
will turn out to match the upper bound for several fy, proving the optimality of the test and privacy
mechanism proposed in the previous subsection for several fy. See Section [ for the optimality.

Theorem 4.4. Let o € (0,1). Assume that 3 < 1. Recall that z, = €** —e72% and Co(B) =
min{ fo(z) : « € B}. For all compact sets B C R we get

Enalfo,) 2 C(v, L, Lo)min {|B|Co(B), | B| 7777 (nz2) "7 |.
If, moreover, B is satisfying
|B|#/ B0 Cy(B) > C(nz?)~8/(28+1) (14)
for some C > 0, it holds
Enalfor) 2 Oy, L, Lo) B 55 (n22) 7.

The proof is deferred to Appendix [B.4l

Let us note that the same comment after Theorem holds in this case. In all examples,
we choose the set By, o as defined in (I3) and show that it checks the condition (I4) giving thus
minimax optimality of the testing rates.

14



Non-private separation rate | Private separation rate, | Private separation rate,
non-interactive  scenario | interactive scenario
(up to a log factor)
U([a,b]) n—2/5 (na2)—2/7 (na2)—1/3
N(0,1) n=2/5 log(na?)®/"(na?)=2/7 log(na?)t/3(na?)=1/3
Beta(a, b) n=2/° (na?)=2/7 (na?)~1/3
Spiky null n=2/5 (na?)=2/7 (na?)=1/3
Cauchy(0, a) (logn)*/5n=2/° (na?)=2/13 (na?)=1/s
Pareto(a, k) n—2k/(2+3k) (na2)—2k (Tk+6) (na2)—k (Bk+2)
Exp()) n=2/5 log(na?)%/7(na?)=2/7 log(na?)?/3(na?)~1/3

Table 1: Some examples of separation rates for different choices of densities fo and g = 1. The
non-private separation rates can be found in [BW19]

5 Examples

In this section, we investigate the optimality of our lower and upper bounds for some examples of
densities fo. For all the examples studied below, our bounds are optimal (up to a constant) in the
interactive scenario, and optimal up to a logarithmic factor in the non-interactive scenario.

The densities considered in this section are Holder continuous with exponent 8 for all 8 € (0, 1]
unless otherwise specified. The results are stated for n large enough and « € (0,1) such that
nao? — +oo as n — oo. They are summarised in Table 0 for 8 = 1 and compared to the non-

private separation rates. The proofs can be found in Appendix
Example 5.1. Assume that fj is the density of the continuous uniform distribution on [a, b] where

a and b are two constants satisfying a < b, that is

fola) = - 1 Iz € [a1]).

Taking B = [a,b] in Theorems 5] B4l [£4] and yields the following bounds on the minimax
radius

2\ 2 -1 o\ — 2B NI o\ — 268
[log (Cna®) 77 )| (na?)" 75 < ENL(fo.7) S (na?)” 75,

and ;
Ena(fo,7) = (na?) 75T

Example 5.2. Assume that f; is the density of the Pareto distribution with parameters a > 0
and k£ > 0, that is

ka®
It holds

4844 28 2 -1 2k8 2k8
2 AR L2 Tl4AR3 LA G B +— 2 T Li{ARL2)L2AL2 NI 2 T LlAB L2V L2312
[log (C(na )4ﬁ+3 k(48+3)+3B8+3 4B+3)} (na ) k(48+3)+38+3 5 5n,a(f07'7) 5 (na ) REBF3)+3TD

and )
Enal(fo,7) =< (na?)” FEFFOTFH

Example 5.3. Assume that fj is the density of the exponential distribution with parameter A > 0,
that is
fo(@) = Aexp(~Az)I(w = 0).

It holds

—1 PO 2 .
[10g (C'log(na®) 555 (na®) 5 ) | log(na®) 555 (na?) "5 < €N (fo,7) S log(na?) 555 (na?)~ 75,

and B+1 5
En,a(fo,7) = log(na?) 255 (na?)~ 25

15



Example 5.4. Assume that fj is the density of the normal distribution with parameters 0 and 1,

that is . )
folz) = mexp (%) .

It holds
2 -1
[log (C'log(na?) 755 (na®) 75 ) | log(na?) 755 (na?) "5 S E3% (fo,7) S log(na?) X579 (na?)~ 7,

and o ﬁ
En,oc(f();'y) = 10g(na )2(25+1) (TLOA )_m

Example 5.5. Assume that fj is the density of the Cauchy distribution with parameters 0 and
a > 0, that is

1 a?
folz) = raz? +a?
It holds
-1
[log (C(na®) 5 i+ )| (na®)" 71 < XL (f0,7) < (na?) "7,
and

__B
5n,a(f0,7) = (na2) 3612

Example 5.6. Assume that the density fj is given by

Loz ifo<ze < \/1L_0
fo(x) = 2/Lo — Loz if ffo <z< \/Z‘fo
0 otherwise.
It holds
2 -1 28 283
[l0g (C(na®)77)] " (na?)” 5 < XL (fo.7) £ (na?)” 757,
and

__B
Enal(fo,7) < (71042) 26+t

Example 5.7. Assume that fj is the density of the Beta distribution with parameters a > 1 and
b > 1, that is
1 -1 b—1
=—72"" (1 - 1 1 1
fo(SC) B(a,b)x ( :C) (0<SC< )a ( 5)

where B(-,-) is the Beta function. It holds
2\ —2— -1 2 __2B NI 2 __2B
[log (Cna®) 77 ) | (na?)" 755 < €N (fo.7) S (na?)" 75,

and B
En.a(fo,7) < (na?)~ 751,

Note that the density fo given by ([IE) can be defined for all @ > 0 and b > 0. However, fy is
Holder continuous for no exponent 8 € (0,1] if a < 1 or b < 1. Note also that if a =1 and b =1
then fy is the density of the continuous uniform distribution on [0, 1], and this case has already
been tackled in Example (.1l Now, if a = 1 and b > 1 (respectively @ > 1 and b = 1), one can
check that fo is Holder continuous with exponent § for all § € (0,min{b — 1,1}] (respectively
B € (0,min{a — 1,1}]). Finally, if a > 1 and b > 1 then fy is is Holder continuous with exponent
B for all 8 € (0,min{a—1,b—1,1}].
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Example 5.8. Assume that the density fj is given by

Alog(2)4

fol@) = (x+2) 1ogA+1(:E +2)

I(z > 0),

for some A > 0 which can be arbitrarily small but fixed. It holds

4644 > \17! _, 2843 2 3643 20
[log (Caf"“ W)mﬂ log(a)] ™" i (na?) T < ENL (fo,) Sl (na?) T,
where "
o= 0: TUED 5 5ty
log®(2+ a) na?

30+3 28
It is easy to see that a, > 1is up to some log factors a polynomial of na?: a. = (na?)™s / 1ogA(2—|—
as) and therefore

38+3 9 28 1
a7 (na?) T < —
log” (na?)
In the interactive case
1 L41 9 B BH1 9 8
log(bs)] " 0" (na®) " 71 < &, ol fo,7) S b7 (na®) " 281,
where "
log 2 2
b, = sup {b >0: (Ag ) > b2a++11 (na2) P ER }
log®(2+ ) )
Similarly to the non-interactive case, b, is up to log factors a polynomial of na? and therefore
B+1
. (naQ)fﬁ = 1
log™ (na?)

A  Proofs of Section

A.1 Proof of Proposition
Let ¢ € [1,n]. Set 0 := 2||¢||c/(ah). The conditional density of Z; given X; = y can be written

as
qu\Xi:y(Z) _ IJ_VI i exp < |Zj — 7/}h($j - y)|) '

20 o

j=1

Thus, by the reverse and the ordinary triangle inequality,

q (2) _
7quIX¢:y’ (z) = Hexp

(
< ﬁexp (W’l(%‘ — ')~ ¥n(zj — y)l)

g

lzj = Yn(z; —y)| = |z; — Yn(z; — y)|)

gexp(ﬁémhy’)w(why)\
oo (S5 [ (252
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where the second to last inequality follows from the fact that for a fixed y the quantity ¥ ((z; —y)/h)
is non-zero for at most one coefficient j € [1, N]. This is a consequence of Assumption Bl This
proves that Z; is an a-locally differentially private view of X; for all i € [1,n].
Consider now i € [n + 1,2n]. For all j € [1, N] it holds

P(Zi:Ca|Xi¢B)7 1 o 2€a

]P(Zi:Ca|XiEBj)7 Ca er+1°
Since 2 < e® 4+ 1 < 2e®, we obtain

P(Zi=col Xi ¢ B)

e <1< a.
_P(Z—Ca|X EB)
It also holds P(Z X ¢ B ) )
(i—_cozl l¢ ):1__: E[e—a,ea]
]P)(Ziifca|Xi€Bj) Ca e*+1

Now, for all (j,k) € [1, N]? it holds
P(Z;=co | Xi € Br) P(Z;=—col|X; € By)
P(Zi=ca|Xi€Bj) P(Zi=-calXi€Bj)
This proves that Z; is an a-locally differentially private view of X; for all i € [n + 1,2n].

=1lee e

A.2 Proof of Theorem [3.4]
Proof of Proposition 3. 1. Equality @) follows from the independance of Z; and Zj for i # k

and from E[Z;;] = ¢y, * f(z;). We now prove [@)). Set ap ; := ¢p * f(z;) and let us define
[7 ZZ i — anj) (Zkj — any),
z#k] 1

ZZ anj = folw;)) (Zij = ans)

1=1 j=1
and observe that we have v

Sp=Up+Vp+ Z(ah,j — fol(x;))?.
j=1

Note that Cov(ﬁB, \73) = 0. We thus have
Var(Sp) = Var(Up) + Var(Vs),
and we will bound from above Var(Ug) and Var(Vz) separately. We begin with Var(Vz). Since
Vg is centered, it holds
Var(Vg) = E[V3]
4 n N n N
=3 3 3 (any — fol@y)) (ann — folr) B[(Zi; — an;) (Zik — an)] -

n
i=1 j=1t=1 k=1

Note that if ¢ # ¢, the independance of Z; and Z; yields
E[(Zij — an,;) (Ztx — ank)] = 0.
Moreover, since the W;;, j =1,..., N are independent of X; and E[IV;;] = 0 we have

E[(Zij — anj) (Zir, — ank)] = E Kiﬂh (zj — Xi) + %Ww - ah,j) (W (rr — X5) + MWM - ah,kﬂ

4vl%

= E[Yn (v; — Xi) Yn (v — Xi)] — an kE [¥n (v; — Xi)] + 2h?
— ahij [1/)h (SCk — XZ)] + ap jank

= | o= sty + L 1= 1) - s

E [W;; Wik

18



where the last equality is a consequence of Assumption B.Il We thus obtain

N 2
Var(Vg) = %Z (an,j — fol;))* [/(wh (2 = 9)*S W)y + 8(!:5)1200]

<.
Il
-
B
Il
—

N 9 N 2
= 23 (g — fol)’ [ [ty =2+ S| - (; (o, fouj))ah,j)

j=1
1 X "
= E; (an; = Jole;)* [/M (25— 9))* f(y)dy + lf}LgO] .
Now, [(vn (z; —9))*f(y)dy < [lvnlZ < [W15/h* < [¢]%./(a®h?) if o € (0,1]. We finally obtain
- 361|112,
Var(Vg) < n'(‘);p}'llgo 2 (an — fola;)>.

We now bound from above Var(Ug). One can rewrite Up as

~

O = o=y 220 20

i#k
where
N
hZi, Zy) = g —anj) (Zrj — any) -
j=1

Using a result for the variance of a U-statistic (see for instance Lemma A, p.183 in [Ser80]), we
have

n ~
(2)Var(UB) = 2(7’L - 2)C1 + (o,
where
Cl = Var (E [h(Zl, ZQ) | Zl]) 5 and CQ = Var (h(Zl, Zg)) .
We have (; = 0 since E [h(Z71, Z5) | Z1] = 0 and thus

Var(UB) = mVar (h(Zl, ZQ)) .
Write
- 2| 2|
WZ1,Z2) = (wh () = X1) + —— =W — a;w») (wh () = Xa) + —— =Wa; — a;w»)

j=1

> Allwll2, <

= (Wn (& — X1) — any) (Un (25 — X2) —an;) + 2h DWW
j=1 j=1

2le| 2|00 <
= ZWU Yn(zj — Xa) — anj) + ahoo > Waj(vn (s — X1) — an;)
j=1
=T +T2+T3+T4-

We thus have Var(h(Z1, Z2)) = Z | Var(T) + 2> Cov(T;, Tj). Observe that Cov(T;,Tj) = 0

for i < j and Var(T3) = Var(Ty). We thus have

Var(h(Z1, Z2)) = Var(T}) + Var(Ts) + 2Var(7T3).
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The independence of the random variables (W;;); ; yields

64[9 5N
otht

The independence of the random variables (W;;); ; and their independence with X, yield

Var(Tg ) =

Var(T3) = E [T5]

R i o (e X — o 1SS e
= T2n2 Wi (¥n(2j — X2) = ang) Y Wik(vn(ex — Xa) — ani)
Jj=1 k=1

_ 4wl iE[W_W b (o — X — Cx

T a2h2 1j 1k] [(l/fh(fcg 2) ah,y)(¢h(zk 2) ah,k)]
=1 k=1

81912 =

= ﬂ;/};'l;o ZE[(¢h( i — X2) —an,;)’]

Now, since y — 9, (z; — y) is null outside B; (consequence of Assumption B), it holds

N N
ZE[(%(%‘ - X2))?] :Z/B, (n(x; —y)* FW)dy < [Pl Z/ F<lenll%

By independence of X; and Xy, it holds E[T1] = 0, and
VaI‘(T1> =E [Tf]

= ZZ [(Vn (25 — X1) = an,j) (Y (7 — X2) — an;) (Vn (e — X1) — ang) (n (2 — X2) — an)]

N N
=Y D E[(Wn (25 — X1) = any) (¥n (2x — X1) — anp)] B [(Wn (25 — Xa) = an;) (¥n (2x — X2) — any)]
k=1

- ig [ / Unle; —y)on(er —y)f y)dy - ah,jah,k] 2

:ii(/lﬂh Y (T —y dy) —QZZ%,JCLM/W i — Y)Un(zr —y) f(y)dy

Jj=1 k=1

Assumption Bl yields [ 9 (z; — y)Yn(xr — y) f(y)dy = 0 if j # k. We thus obtain
) N N 2
Var(Ty) =) ( / (Wn(x; —y)*f dy) 22% / z; — )" F(y)dy + (Zai,j) :
j=1 j=1

Now, since y — ¢ (z; — y) is null outside B; (consequence of Assumption [B.]), observe that
N
Ile\oo ||1/;|\ H?/)II4
e~ 0y < ( ) g < ol
> (fomes > (1, >,
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and

2

N N 4 N 2 4
S| =X ([ ntes -1 )dy) < 1 Z(éf) < 1

j=1
yielding Var(Tl) <2 d}

We thus have

5 2 [ll5 , 64lIYlIsN | 16]l3 164]|[| 5N
ar(Up) < n(n —1) { h4 + ath? + a?ht

~ n(n—1)atht’
Finally,

361|112, < 164[¢||4, N
Var(9p) < n!m'lz (anj — folz;))* + (il

= n(n —1)ath?’

2. For all i € [n+ 1,2n] it holds

N
Eq»(Z:| =E[Z: | X, ¢ BIP(X, ¢ B)+ Y E[Z | X; € Bj]P(X; € B))

2 () e () me S fu b
—P(X; ¢ B). -

This yields Eqq [1'5] = J5(f — fo).
obtain

%] P(X; € By)

and using the independence of the Z;, i = n+1,...,2n we

2n
VarQn TB -

Z%LVM ;ig;jEwﬂEwm] i(é(éﬁ>>.

We can now proove Theorem B4 We first prove that the choice of t; and ¢3 in (@) gives
Pon (® =1) < ~/2. Since Eqn [Tg] = 0, Chebyshev’s inequality and Proposition B3] yield for
0 0
a € (0,1]

Vargs (Tp) 2 5 o
Pon (T > t0) < Pon (|Tg| >t,) < —J0 <« & <« _ 1
@y, (T 2 t2) < Poy (Tp] = 12) t3 T nt3 T na?ti 4

If t7 > EQn [SB]

Z;\le ([von * fol(xj) — fo(zj))Q, then Chebychev’s inequality and Proposi-
tlon-yleld

Pqy (S = t) <Pqy (IS8 —Eqy [Sa]| 2 t1 — Eqy [SB])
VaI“Q?O (SB)
= (b~ Eqy [S5))?
e T (W folley) ~ foley))” ol
>~ 2
(11 = 0% ([ * fol(wy) = folws))?)

(1= S0 (s o) — fole))?)

Observe that

al 288|112, — 13120 ||4, N
; [n * fol(2;) — folx;)) +max J%;G%*ﬁ](xﬂfo@ﬁf W
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Indeed for f € H(3, L) with 8 < 1 it holds |[¢n, * f](z;) — f(x;)| < LCsgh? for all j € [1, N] where
Cs = fil |u|? |4 (u)|du, and thus using ab < a?/2 + b?/2 we obtain

N
288|912,
yna2h?

3 1312 1 N
; [t * fol( % fo(xj))Q + max ([thn * fo](wj) o fo(wj))Q, %

j=1

1 144)|y)2, | 1312]¢|4N
SLgcgNh2ﬁ+max{§LgcgNh2ﬁ+ V] 312014 }

yna?h? T\l yn(n — 1)ath?

L44fldls 52||9[|3.V'N
na?h? V/yna?h?

< ngcgth +

2
< ngcgth - 71967';/’35,‘;;/N =t
Then it holds
By (S > ) < 2T i (10 = follay) = foy)” | e
0 = (W Sl @) = @) (= S ([ o) = fola))?
11
-8 8 4’

and thus
Pqor (@ =1) <Pqn (T > t2) + Poy (Sp > ) <

o[-

We now exhibit pi, p2 > 0 such that
fB If = fol > p1 = PQ?(SB <t1)<v/2
fB If — fol = p2 = IP’Q?(TB <tg) < v/2.

In this case, for all f € H(3, L) satistying || f — fol|l1 > p1 + p2 it holds

+5 =7

_ g} <20
Pop (B =1) +Pgy (@ 0)<2+m1n{]P’Qn(SB<t1) PQn(TB<t2)} 14+

since [ |f — fol + [51f — fol = If = follL = p1 + p2 implies [ [f — fol > p1 or [5|f — fol = p2.
Consequently, p; + p2 will provide an upper bound on ENI o(fos7)-
If [5(f—fo) = Eqn [T] > t2 then Chebychev’s inequahty yields

PQ}I (TB < tg) = PQ? (EQ}I [TB] —TB > EQ}I [TB] — tg)
< ]P)Q? ( EQ}I [TB] — TB’ > EQ}I [TB] — tg)
Vargn (Tp)

(EQ; [T5] — t2)2

2
Ca

n (fz(f = fo) —t2)"

/B(f—fO)Z/B|f—f0|—2/Bfo-
P2=2/Bfo+(1+%)t2,

we obtain that [5|f — fo| > p2 implies

IN

Now, observe that

Thus, setting

l\:)

ML\.’)QM

PQn (TB < t2) < —7 < =

242
nat;

10 ol
nt 2"
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We now exhibit p; such that [, |f — fo| > p1 implies Pqn (Sp < t1) < «/2. First note that if the

following relation holds

N 2Vargn (S
Eqy [Sa] = 3 [n # f1(a) — folay) > > t1 + anf(B) (16)
j=1
then Chebychev’s inequality yields
2Varpn (S
Pon(Sp <t1) <Pqn (SB <Eqn[SB] — aerf(B)) < %
Using va + b < v/a + Vb for all a,b > 0 and ab < a?/2 + b%/2 we have
2Vargy (Sp) _ | 72l1¥ll% < 2, 38|Y[AN
5 < Sna2h? ;([wh*f](%‘)—fo(%‘)) +m
72||9|3 656|| 0|4, N
< Wl';i'hg S+ )) ~ ol 4| SR
1o 2 36¢l% | 26]¢lZ VN
< 357 (o= ) — folg))? + ol | 2010l
2]:1 h J 0% yna2h? /yno2h?
1 62012,V
<5 e e = fley) + Pl
Thus, if
N 6 9
D Mon  fl(w5) = folay)* > 2 |t Lzh\z/_] (17)
j=1
then (I6) holds and we have PQ;(SB < t1) < 7/2. We now link Zjvzl [[Yn * fl(z;) — fo(xj)|2 to
S5 |f = fol. According to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have
N 2 N
(Zuwh * f1(x5) = fole; ) N Yl * fllay) = folzs)*.
=1 =
We also have
N N N
[ 18 = ol = S5 2mlon = £6e) = fotel| = 32 [ 17 = fol = 2 20 fa) = fola)
=1 j=1"5ij =1
- Z/ (1£(2) — fol@)] = [+ f(z;) — folay)]) da

<Z/ @ — nx f() + folay)] de

< Z/ (150) = FG@)l 4 7)o Sl + ey —

Lo
< [1 +Cs + f] Lh9|B|.
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We thus have

S~ e o)~ o)l 2 gy ([ 17 1o [+ 0o 2] caim)

Jj=1

Thus, if

L 124|¢]|2,vV'N
/ |f = fol > {1 +Cp + fo} LhP|B| + 2h\/N\/2t1 T 12493V N = p
B

yna2h?
then (IT) holds and we have IP’Q? (Sp < t1) < /2. Consequently

Ent(fo,) < p1+ p2

L 124|412,V N 1
< {1+cﬂ+f‘)}Lhﬁ|B|+2h\/N\/2tl+M+2/_fo+<1+—)t2

2h2 \/5
3/4
< (L Lo o) |91 + /ﬁ+ }

where we have used va +b < y/a+ Vb for a,b > 0 to obtain the second to last inequality. Taking
h = |B|~Y/(48+3) (na?)—2/(48+43) yields

no

(c/‘NI (an )< C(L LO)B v, w) |:|B|4ﬁ+3(7’ba2) 4B+3 +/ f0+ ! 2:| .

A.3 Proof of Lemma [3.7
For j=1,..., N, write

N
v; = E agj U
k=1

Note that since (11, ...,¥n) and (v1, ..., vy) are two orthonormal bases of Wy, the matrix (ax; )x;
is orthogonal. We can write

N N
fv( ZZ ak] ’l/)k r € R.
Jj=1 k=1

J

N vag 1 2N
Ay ={ve{-11}": Z7ki <~ 1o (—)foralll<k:<N
b {-1,1} ; 5| S vVl <k<

The union bound and Hoeffding inequality yield

Define

k=1 Jj=1
N 2N
2log (£~
<Y e | -2 )
N ai.
k=1 thzl 4727'

where the last inequality follows from 5\? > 2h for all j and Zjvzl a; ; = 1. We thus have P, (4;) >
1-—0b.
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We now prove 7). Since [, =0 for all k =1,...,n, it holds [ f, = [ fo =1 for all v. Since
Supp(vg) = By, for all k = 1,..., N, it holds f, = fo on B¢ and thus f, is non-negative on B€.
Now, for x € By, it holds

Fu@) = o) + 63 2% (a) > o) — e |5 ot |
=t )\j \/E j=1 )‘j

Moreover, for any v € Ay, we have

3 Wlloo | vians | _ 8llllss <2N>
— < lo — | <Cy(B
vh jzzl No| T h g{ 5 ) =Co(B)

in { Co(B) % (1 — %) hﬁ}. Thus, f, is non-negative

since § is assumed to satisfy § < Tl

- \/log(QN/b)
on R for all v € A,.

To prove i4), we have to show that |f,(z) — f.,(y)| < Llz — y|®, for all v € Ay, for all z,y € R.
Since f, = fo on B¢ and fy € H(B, Lg), this result is trivial for z,y € B¢. If x € B; and y € By, it

holds

f(@) = £ ()] < | folw) — +5Z”f“”w 52”“’%

< Lolz — y|° + 62 C —52”“%

Jlj

N N
{030 () — 6 3 L (y)
j=1

J j=1 J

Y ) ual B y—x
crae- S5 (252) - (552)

j=
5 | ViQpi T — Tp Y — Tk
R () - (50)

Jj=1

N N
) via; 5 ViQis
B 4y Jé; %k Jé;
< Lol — y| +hf3+1/2 E . - L|x — y| +hﬂ+1/2 E . - L|x — y|
j=1 J =1 J

j=

_ Lo 9 XN:VJ‘%‘JF g XN:VJ‘%‘ Lz —yl°
L R = hB+1/2 |4 A A

Jj= j=1

where we have used 1 € H(3,L). Observe that for all k = 1,...,n and for all v € A, it holds

N
1) VjQg;j ) 2N 1 Lo
e ; o T A i &

- \/log(2N/b) i { ﬁi@’ % (1 - ﬂ) hB}' Thus, it holds |f,(x) ~

fo()| < Ll —y|® forall v € Ay, 2 € By and y € By,. The case € B® and y € By, can be handled
in a similar way, which ends the proof of ii).

since ¢ is assumed to satisfy § <
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We now prove 4ii). It holds

/|fu fol = / 52 ~v] dx—éZ/ —UJ (z)|da

lekgl

—62/ > @) o

k=17 Bk |j=1

_52 Zl/gakj /Bk |’L/Jk(l‘)|d$

kl]lJ

_016\/_2 Yidki |

k=1|j=1 "\

where C; = f_ll |t]. For all v € Ay it thus holds

2
N N

oh Via;
[15 = sz =303 et
R log () =1 |j=1 M
Moreover,

ak] Vlakl
SYERPY

g Qkj Akl
U=

N | N
2 : Vjakj

k=1|j=1 7Y

Jiv; y]%)

I
MZﬁﬁz

QL\D

k=1

<.
[
—

I
>/z| —_

27
j=1"7

since the matrix (ax;)r,; is orthogonal. Thus, for all v € A it holds

N
I fo = folh =2 Cr——e= Z
1og( =1

.
b>§| =

Set J ={j € [1,N] : 25'\; > V2h}, we have for all v € A,

sh (1., .
Ifo = folli = Cr—e—e=3 0 | T2 Ay < V2D) + (za A > V2h)

log (2) £ \ 21

Sh L
—O | (N T+ Y 2

log (2Y) o Jea%

-1

Sh N
> O ——= %—%+ziljl2 >N

log (3Y) jeg

—1

SN 7| (|J|)2 ) )
=G - ) Bl A |

1og( ) N N jeg !

26



where the second to last inequality follows from the inequality between harmonic and artithmetic
means. Now,

ZA2<Z)\2 ZK%UD
jeT J=l1
Z <% Z/}R (/ qi(zi | v)qi(zi | ')]IB(y)]lB(.)dui(Zi)) Uj(y)dva>

go, z(zz)

-2, i ([ et R e ey ) )
_ %zj; /Z | zN: ( /R Mw(m)dx)Q Go.s(z5)dpua (=)
- %é/z zN: (/]R (M — e_m) 1p(x)v; (w)dx)ng,z‘(Zi)sz‘(Zi),

At 90.i(2i)
i =1 gO,z(Zz)

since [1p(x)vj(x)dz = 0. Recall that ¢; satisfies e=* < ¢;(z; | x) < e for all z; € Z; and all
x € R. This implies e™* < g ;(2;) < e, and therefore 0 < f; ., (z) := —';O(Z(‘Zz)) —e 2 < z,. Writing
fizeB =18 " fi ., we have ’

2

al gi(zi | @) S 3
([ (B2aF o) s ie) =D (e ? = |3l
— go,i\Zq j=1

J j=1

2

2
Proj\/ect(vl ..... UN)(fi7zi7B)H2

2
< |lfiz.5ll; < zal Bl

Moreover, fz 90,i(zi)dpi(zi) = [5( fz qi(zi | £)dpi(z)) fo(x)de = [ fo = 1. This gives Yies )\? <
22| B| and for all v € A,

2
17 = foll zcu‘siN (1 91, (1) ) 50 v
QN)

N "\ N '
log ( 8 log (%)
B Proofs of Section {4
B.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1
Let ¢ € [1,n]. Since Z; depends only on X;, condition (IJ) reduces to
Zi| Xi=y
il (2) <eY Vyy €R,VzeRY, (18)

qZi1Xi=v'(2)

where ¢%i1%i=Y denotes the conditional density of Z; given X; = y. It holds

gZiIXi=y( H—exp< alzgléyGB)l)_
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Thus, by the reverse and the ordinary triangle inequality,

AIEN, (el =0 €)1y 1y € 5

S R 2
N N T .
< Hexp (alf(y € BJ)2 I(y' € BJ)|)
j=1
N
= €Xp _Z|I(yEBJ)_I(y/EB])|
=1
< exp(a),

which proves (I8).
Consider now i € [n+1,2n]. Since Z; depends only on X; and on 7, ..., Z,, condition (Il reduces

for i € [n+1,2n] to
P(Zi:Z|XiEA,lezl,...,Zn:Zn
]P)(ZZ':Z|X1'€F,Z1:Zl,...,Zn:Zn

N
|

€ [e™%, e (19)

~

for all z € {—caT,cat}, A,F € {B,B1,...,Byx} and 21,...,2, € RN. For all 5,k € [1, N], for all
Z1,...,2n it holds

P(Zi=cor | Xi€Bj,Z1=21,....2n=2,) 1+ ot c
P(Zi=caT | Xi € By, Z1 =21, ., Zn = 2n) 14 Pe=2o®I7,

e

ca—1 co+1
Ca+1co—1

[B;—po (I,
S

and a similar result holds for z = —¢,7. For all j € [1, N], for all z,..., z, it holds

P(Z; = cor | Xi € Bj, Z0 = 21, ., D = 2n p; — po(j)]7, 1 1 ~
( C, 'T| S _] 1 Z1 Z):1+[pj pO(])] c |:1_,1+_:| C[e a7ea]7
P(Zi:CaT|Xi€szl:Zla---;Zn:Zn) CaT

(o3 C(I

and a similar result holds for z = —c¢,7. This ends the proof of (I9).
Consider now ¢ € [2n+1,3n]. Since Z; depends only on X;, condition () reduces for i € [2n+1, 3n]

to
]P)(Zi:Z|Xi€A)

P(Z;=z|X; €F)
We have already proved this in the proof of Proposition 3.2l

€le e, VA Fe{B,By,...,Bn},Vz € {—Ca\cal-

B.2 Analysis of the mean and variance of the statistic Dp

Proof of Proposition[{-2 1. For all i € [n+ 1,2n] it holds

P(ZZ ::I:caT | Zl,...,Zn)
N —_ —_
ZP(Z = tcoT | Xi € Bj)P(X; € B;) + P (Z; = +ca7 | X; € B)P(X, € B)

EH B

2

j=1
For i € [n + 1,2n] we thus have

E[Zi | Z1,...,Zn) = caTP(Z; = CoT | Z1y. oy Zn) — caTP(Z; = —CoT | Z1y. .oy Zn)

N
= > p()B; ~ o)
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Thus,
E[Dp] =E[E[Dp | Z1,...,Z,]] = Z{P(j) —po()}E [[B; — po()IZ,] -

The proof of [I2)) is similar to the proof of Theorem 3 in [BB20)].

2. Write
Var(Dp) =E[Var (D | Z1,...,Z,)| + Var (E[Dp | Z1,...,Zy)]) .
It holds
E[Dg| Z1,...,Z Z{p )HPj — po(4)]Z+
and
Var (Dp | Z1,...,Z,) = Var Z Zpo poD 0 | Z1s. ..\ Zn
i=n+1
1 2n
Var(— > Zi|Zl,...,Zn>
ni:nJrl
1 2n
=— > Var(Zi| Zu,..., Zn)
i=n—+1
1 2n
2
<— Z E (27| Zy,..., Zn)
i=n—+1
027_2
S a_,
n

where we have used the independence of the random variables (Z;)i=n+1
Z1,...,Zy. This gives

on conditionnally on

.....

S
+
M=
%‘

(4) = po(f)}*Var ([B; — po(1)IZ,)
+ > {p 1) = po(i1) Hp(j2) — po(i2)}Cov([p, — po(51)] 4, [Pj. — Po(i2)]7,)-

J1#J2
Set P; = [p; — po(4)]”,. We will prove that
Var(P;) < %exp <"0‘2(p(j1>68 pO(j>)2> . Vje[1,N], (20)
and
Cov(Py, Py)| < 2p(j17ip(j2) exp < na® [(p(j1) —Po(j1);;6+ (p(J2) —Po(jz))2]> (21)

for all ji,jo € [1,N], j1 # jo. We admit these results for the moment and finish the proof of
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Proposition .2l Using (20) and (2I) we obtain

Var(Dp) < 2T+ 10 Z{p e

n

+ 2 ) - <>|p<>exp( ne ) G

IN

- * % Z{P(j) —po(j)}? exp (— no®(p(4) po(j))2>

n 168
N N 2 N -1\ 2
+ 2150007 | |30 b) - ) exp (-2 IO
< BT Y ) - i) exp (PO

where the second to last inequality follows from Cauchy Schwarz inequality. Now, observe that if
i = |p(j) — po(j)| # 0, then we can write

1900) — i) exp (=" iy T (i (2)7),

where we recall that 7 = 1/v/na2. The study of the function g : x + [z/ min{1, z}] exp(—2?/168)
gives g(z) < v/84e=1/2 for all x > 0. We thus have

Var(DB) S

()| min {7, |p(5) = po(4)I} -

272 2e~1/ 2\/_
72
Jj=1
Using that a?c2 < 5 for all a € (0, 1), we finally obtain the claim of Proposition F2]

5 67
Var(Dp) < ———= + —=D.(f).
ar( B) = (nag)g + na? (f)
It remains now to prove (20) and (2I]). We will use the following concentration inequality which is
an application of Bernstein’s inequality (see for instance Corollary 2.11 in [BLM13])

na2$2

42

1
P(|p; —p(j)| > x) < 2exp (— ), foral 0 <z < —. (22)
«

Let us prove 20). Let j € [1, N]. We first deal with the case where p(j) — po(j) > 27. We have
Var ([p; —po(4))”,) = Var ([p; — (')]3 —7)

<E [([p ~ po(i))7+ ~ 7)°]
=E [(-27)° 11(1?] po(J) <
<47°P (p; — po(j) < 7)

= 47°P (p(j) = Bj = p(j) = po(4) = 7)
< AP (Ip(5) — B;| = p(G) = po(§) = 7)
Now, if p(j) — po(j) > 27 then we have 0 < p(j) —po(j) — 7 < p(j) <1 <1/a and (22) gives

Var ([5; — pol(i)]7 ) < 872 eXp< ”aQ{p(J’)Jo(J’)T})

=7) + (B —po(j) — 7)*1(B; — po(y) € [-7,7])]




which ends the proof of (20) for the elements j € [1, N] such that p(j) — po(j) > 27. Starting
from Var ([p; 7.) = Var ([p; — po(j)]", + 7), a similar proof gives (20) for the elements
Jje1,N] such that p( 1) — po(j) < —27. It remains to deal with the case |p(j) — po(y)| < 27. In
this case, using that [-] is L1psch1tz continuous with Lipschitz constant 1 we have

Var (7 — po(d)]) = Var (B — po(i)], — o — po(i)]T)
<E[([55 — poUi)Ir — s — po)]Z,)°]

SEU@' ()]

:Var(ﬁj)

:%i\/ar( I(X; € By)) + — 2ZVar i)
i=1

< 9
~ na?

- (’W {r(5) po(j)}2> exp ( na? {p(j) po(j)}2>

na? 168 168

nao? 168

- 9exp(1/42) exp < no” {p(j) — po (j>}2> ,

where the last inequality follows from the assumption |p(j) — po(j)| < 27 = 2/vna?. This ends
the proof of [20). We now prove (2I). For all ¢ € [1,n + 1], we will write

El[] :E['lea"'aXi—l]a
1

E! [ = —E[1(X; € B;) | X1,...,X;_1],
i [ 20 [-1( ARS! 1]
1 —
Efomp H = —©F ]l(Xz S B) | Xl, .. ~;Xi71 .
() [ ]
Observe that ‘ o
Ei [le] = EgZ [Pj1]’ V3, 32 7é J1, (23)
and
E{*"P [Py,) 2 B [Py), Via # G, (24)

where we recall that P; = [p; — po(5)]”,. Let j1,j2 € [1, N], j1 # j2. We have

Cov (P;,, Pj,) = Cov (B [P),] Enya [P,])
=K [En-i-l [le] En-‘rl [sz]] —-E [le] E [sz]

=E | (Biy1 [P Eig1 [P,] — Ei [P Ei [P,]) ]

i=1
where the sum in the last line is a telescoping sum. We thus have

Cov (Pjy, Pj,) = Y E[Eiy1 [Py] Eirr [Pr] — Ei [P ] Ei [Pg,]]. (25)

i=1
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Now, it holds

E; [P] ] :E[le |X15'--7Xi—1]

N
=E|P, - Z]I(Xiij)—i—]l(XieF) | X1, Xy

Jj=1

= Zp(j)]Eg [P, ] +p (B) E{™ [P},]

p(EP [Pp,] +p (B) EP [P;],

] =

= p(jl)Egl [le] +
Jj=1
J#i1

3l

where the last equality follows from (23) and 24]). We thus obtain
Ei [P;,] = p(j))E] [Pp] + (1 = p(j1)EP [Py]. (26)

Similarly, it holds ‘ ‘
E; [Pj,] = p(j2)E? [Py] + (1 — p(52))E] [P,]. (27)

We now compute Ex, [E;j+1 [Pj, ] Eit1 [P),]]. We have
Ex; [Eivy [Py Eig [Py]]

:/f(yi) U Py (X X Yis Vit - Yn) f(Wir1) - f(yn)dyir - - dyn
R Rn—i

/ _sz(Xl,---,Xi—l,yiay§+1a---?J%)f(ygﬂ)“'f(y%)dyz{ﬂ"'dy;} dy;

RTL*I
N

= Z/ fyi)L(yi € By) U Py (X, X Ui Yirts - yn) f (i) - f(yn)dyies - dyn
P R i

/ Pj2(X1,--~,Xz-1,y¢,y2+1,-~y§l>f(y§+1)~-'f(y;)dyiﬂ~~dy§l} dy;
Rn—1t
+/f(yi>11(yi € B) [/ P (X, X Y Yirts - Yn) F (i) o f(Yn)dYin - - dyn
R Rn—i
/ _sz(Xla---aXi—layiayz/'-i-l""y:z)f(yg—i-l)"'f(y;z)dy;-i-l"'dy;} dy;

For j =1,...,N, let z; be such that B; = [z; — h,x; + h]. Observe that if y; € éj then it holds
1(y; € By) = ;% = 1(x; € By) where 0 is the Kronecker delta. Observe also that if y; € B then
it holds 1(y; € Bx) = 0= 1(z € By) for some z € B. This gives

Pk (Xl,. --7Xi—1;yiayi+la-- 7yn)]l(yl c éj) = Pk (Xl,.. -aXi—la-Tjayi+1;- 7yn)]1(yz S éj),
(28)

and

Pi (X1,  Xic1,Yir Yir 1o - Yn) L(ys € B) = P (X1, ..., Xi—1,2,Yit1,-- -, yn) L(ys € B). (29)
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We thus have

Ex, [IEZ-Jrl [P, Eiq1 [P),]]

= ZP [/ Py (X1, Xic1, 5, Yirets - Yn) f (Y1) - f(yn)dyisr - - dyy

/ _sz(Xl,---,Xi1,zj,y§+1,--~y;)f(y§+1)~~f(y;)dy§+1~~dy%]

+p(B) [ A P (X X 2 Yt yn) F(Yi) - f(Un)dYir - - dyn

/ _PjZ(Xh---,Xi-l,z,yiﬂ,---y;)f(yiﬂ)---f(yiz)dyiﬂ---dy;]-
Now, observe that
/ - B X wg yins s Yn) F(Yin) - f(Yn) Ay - dyn = E][Py). (30)

Indeed, it holds

; 1
B[P = —E [P (X € B,) | X1,..., X,
z[ k] p(]) [ k ( J)| 1 1]
1
= @/}R » Pi(X1,- s Xim 1, Yis Vit ts -5 ) L(yi € By) f(ya) f(yit1) -+ f(yn)dyidyir1dyn

= / C B(Xa s X ikt Yn) F(Yira) - (Yn)dYi1dyn,

where the last equality follows from (28). Similarly, using ([Z9) one can prove that for z € B it
holds

/ B Pe(X1,e s Xim15 2, Y15 Yn) T Wie1) - f (Y)Y - - - dyn = B [Py].

We thus have

N
EX'L [Ei-‘rl [le] Ei-l-l [Pj2]] = Zp(j)EJ [le]Eg [sz] + p(E)Egomp[le]Egomp [sz]a

Jj=1

and, using (23)) and (24]) we finally obtain

Ex, [Eiv1 [Py] Eir1 [Pp]] = p(71)E] [P E] [Pg,] +p(J2)EZ [P EP [P]
+ (1= p(j1) —p(j2) EP? [P, ] B} [Pr,] . (31)
Putting (26]), 7)) and @BI)) in (23]), we obtain
Cov (le . Pj,)

- EE [PGLES [P ED [Pl + p(2)ES [P ]EP [P] + (1= p(ir) = p(i2) EF [Py E [P,]
+ { PGB [PL] + (1= p(G))E [P]} {p(2)BR [P] + (1= p(ja) B [Py]}]
= > (PGB [ (B (Py] — B [P,]) (B [P] - B2 [P])]

and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

Cov(P,. |<2p31 32\/ [(Eﬁ‘l[&]—l@f[m)ﬂ\/lﬁ[(Ezfl Pl - B2 P |- 2
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Now, using (B0) and Jensen’s inequality we have
) ) 2
E |:(Eil [le] 7E£2 [le]) :|
=E {/ . (le(Xla'"7Xi—1a$j1)yi+1a"'7yn) _le(Xla'"7Xi—1’xj2ayi+1a"'7yn))
F@i1) - Flyn)dyir - dya)’|

SE / _{le(le---7Xi717$j17yi+17---;yn)7Pj1(X1;--~;Xi71;1'j27yi+1;--~;yn)}2

Fira) -+ f(yn)dyigr - - - dyn]
= E {le(Xh~~-;Xi71;zj17Xi+1;- ,Xn) — le(Xl,. -~;Xi71;1'j2;Xi+1;- ,Xn)}2:|

(Ew};m;f |

where

Z]l Xk € B]l ZW]CJI pO(]l)
k;éz
Note that since [/]”__ is continuous Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant 1, it holds

B | (7 (2l - B2 2) | <

n2

However, we can provide another bound when |p(j1) — po(j1)| > 2(7 + 1/n). Assume that p(j1) —
po(j1) > 2(7 + 1/n). We have

| (£ (2] - B2 (2]

1 (1 12
< F]P) EZ]I(XICEBJI) +EZWI€]1 pO(]l) <T>
k=1 k=1
1/
= PP <7+~ +polin)
1 . . 1
< SPPs —pG 2 p(1) = po(ir) =7~ —

Now, if p(j1) — po(j1) > 2(7 + 1/n) then we have 0 < p(j1) — po(j1) — 7 — % <p() <1< é and

22) gives
e {(Ezl [le] - E? [le])Q} 3 exp <n042 (p(j1) — po(j1) — 7 — 1/”)2>

IN

n2 42
9 na? (p(jr) — po(jr))*
< —exp | — :
n2 168
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One can prove the same result if p(j1) —po(j1) < —2(7+1/n), and similar bounds with j; replaced
. . 2

by jo hold for E [(Eil [P;,] — EP [sz]) ] We can now conclude.

If j1 # j2 are such that [p(j1) — po(j1)| = 2(7 + 1/n) and [p(j2) — po(j2)| = 2(7 + 1/n) then (@2)

gives

|Cov (P, Pj)| <

2()p(2) (_ na? [(p(j1) = po(1))* + (p(j2) — po(j2))?] )
n 336 '

If ji # ja are such that [p(j1) — po(j1)| < 2(7 +1/n) and |p(j2) — po(j2)| = 2(7 + 1/n) then (B2)
gives

|Cov (P, Pj,)]
V2p(j1)p(j2) na?(p(j2) — po(ja))?
s, =P (_ 336 )
~ V2p(51)p(j2) ox 77”0@2 [(p(51) — po(41))* + (p(j2) — Po(j2))?] ox (71042(2?(]1) - po(j1))2>
- n P 336 P 336

)

\/_eXp(l/Ql) (j1)p(j2) exp ( no? [(p(j1) — po(51))* + ((j2) — po(j2))?] )
n 336

since |p(41) — po(j1)] < 2(7 + 1/n) < 4/vna?. The same result holds if j; # jo are such that
[p(j1) — po(j1)| = 2(7 4+ 1/n) and |p(j2) p0(32)| < 2(T7 + 1/n). Finally, if j; # ja are such that

lp(j1) — po(j1)| < 2(7 +1/n) and [p(j2) — po(j2)| < 2(7 +1/n), then (B2) gives
Cov (P, Py,)| < p(j1)p(j2)
p(j)p(2) 2 no? [(p(j1) = po(j1))* + (p(j2) — po(j2))?]
STe’{p<21>exp< 336 )
which ends the proof of (2I)). O

B.3 Proof of Theorem (4.3

The outline of the proof is similar to that of Theorem [34] : we first prove that the choice of ¢; and
to in () yields IP’Q? (P =1) < /2 and we then exhibit p1, p2 > 0 such that
0

J5|f = fol = p2 = Pon (T < t2) < /2.

The quantity p1 + p2 will then provide an upper bound on &, o(fo,7)-

We have already seen in the proof of the upper bound in the non-interactive scenario that
the choice t2 = 1/20/(na?y) gives PQ?U (Tp > t2) < v/4. Moreover, Chebychev’s inequality and
Proposition yield

Pay, (D = h) = Pay (D — Eqp [Di] > 1) < Poy (D5 — Eqy, [Dsl| > 1)

< Yarggy (DB)
5 Y
- <L
~ (na2)2t? — 4
for t1 = 2/5/(na?,/7). We thus have
_ 7
Poy (2=1) <Pqp (D 2 t1) + P (T 2 t2) < 5.
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We have seen in the proof of Theorem B.4] (upper bound in the non-interactive scenario) that if we

set
2/f—|—(1+1)t
P2 = 0 = 2,
B V2

B

then we have

It remains now to exhibit p; such that [, |f — fo| > p1 implies Pqn (Dp < t1) < /2. Chebychev’s
inequality gives

PQ? (DB < tl) = ]P)Q? (EQ? [DB] — Dp > EQ? [DB] — tl)

VaI“an (DB>
— 2
(EQ; [Dp] - tl)
T o
< 5 +

PR
(EQ; [Dp] - tl) (EQ; [Dp] — tl)
if Eqp[Dp] —t1 > 0. Now, observe that if D;(f) > 12(t1 + 67/+/n), Proposition 2] implies

1 67 67
EgnDpl—t1 2 =D.(f) ——=—-t1 2 t1 + —= > 11,
Qf[ Bl 125 (f) ~ 12t + ~=h

and

oy Del — 12 gD, (5 +0) 2 4D:(1) = 5000) = 15D

Thus, if D,(f) > 12(¢; + 67/4/n) we obtain

5 144 x 67 9648
Pq:(Dp <) < % T

(na?P8 " we?D(f)
Thus, if D,(f) satisfies

G

27

D-(f) =

24 2 48 x 4
Witthzmax{ V572 9648 x }

Vi
then we have ]P’Q?(DB < t1) < /2. We now exhibit p; such that [, |f — fo| > p1 implies
D, (f) > C,/(na?). To this aim, we will use the following facts

no

) Do) 2 win {2, ) - )7 /S ) — i)

i) 3250, () = po(4)]? = C2/(na?) = min {z;v_l 1p() — o ()P 7/ () — po(j)|2} >
CW/(HQQ)a
2 . .
i) (f5|f = fol)” < 4L+ Lo)*| BI*h* + |B|/(2h) 372, [p(4) — po() .
We admit for now these three facts and conclude the proof of our upper bound. If we have

2
1B] &

2
_ > 4(L + Lo)?|B|?h28
([1r-nl) 2@+ zopipres + 2L

then iii) implies
S s O3

b
no?
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and ii) combined with i) yield D,(f) > C,/(na?) and thus Pqn (Dp < t1) < /2. We can then
take

Bl C2
= 1\/4(L + Lo)2|B|2h28 | —X.
= AL + Loy 4 ELE

For all f € H(B, L) satistying || f — foll1 > p1 + p2 it holds

Pqy, (® = 1) +Poy(® = 0) < 2 + min {Pay(Dp < t1),Poy(T <o)} < 2+ 1 =+,

o2

i
2

since || f — foll1 > p1 + p2 implies [ |f — fo| > p1 or [5]f — fo| > p2. Consequently, we have

B| 1
Enalfo.7) < p1+p2= \/4(L+L )2|B|2h28 + 1 18] +2/ fo+ <1+ E) t

2h n
| |B]
B|n” | .
| | + hnao? + \/na2

The choice h = |B|7T1+1 (na%fﬁ yields
Enalfon) < C |IBH% oty 7 4 [ ot
B

S C(La LO,'Y)

non ’
which ends the proof of Theorem 3 It remains to prove i), ii) and iii). Let’s start with the proof
ofi). If 7 > \/Z;\le [p(5) — po(4)|2, then 7 > |p(5) — po(j)| for all j, and we thus have

N N N
= _Z () — po(j)|? = min Z p(j) — po(j)l%d _Z p(j) —

We now deal with the case 7 < \/Zj\;l Ip(3) — po(4)|?. In this case, we can write

f) —rJle(j) —po(§)I> =D _ Ip(j) — po(j)| min {|p(j) — po(j)], 7} — ¢ZJ 1'7( /) ((”)'
j=1 j=1 j—1 (K
R TN DI T|p()po(])|
= " Ip(j) = po()| | min {|p(j) — po(§)l, 7 \/Z o :
j=1 g1 IP(K 2
::Aj
and A; > 0 for all j. Indeed, if j is such that |p(j) — po(j)| < 7 it holds
Ay = 1p() = po()] |1~ == >0,
VN Ip(k) — po(k)?
and if j is such that |p(j) — po(j)| > 7 it holds
VI p(k) — pol)?
Thus, if 7 < \/Zjvzl Ip(3) — po(4)]? we have
)2 $ > p) ~ poli)2 = min 4 3" [5(4) —Po(j)|2a7\l 3" IpG) ~ o) |



which end the proof of i). We now prove ii). Assume that Z;V LpG) = o) = C2/(na?). Tt
holds C2 > C, since C, > 1 and we thus have Z;\le Ip(5) — po(§)|* > C,/(na?). It also holds

S moree =

na2 T'LOé2 ’

yielding ii). Finally, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields

([1r-al) < [ 17—
2 1 . A\ 2 al . 2
S|B|-|/B|f—fo| ~ o - (p(4) — po(4)) +2—Z(P(J)—P0(J)) :

Now, observe that

N N

L=k =52 S 60 -m)?| =X [

j=1 j=1"8i

and observe also that for x € B; it holds

= a0 = DD =\ (7= g e) = = o)l
< g | 1@ = £+ 1fofa) = folw)] du
< L;LhLO/B‘|:c—u|ﬁdu
< L;hLO/B‘(%)ﬁdu
< 2(L + Lo)h”.
This gives
1 N N
Jo 1= 8 = 55 32000 -G <3 [ a0+ 20 = (L + Lo

which yields iii).

B.4 Proof of Theorem (4.4

Let B C R be a non-empty compact set, and let (Bj)j:17,,,7N be a partition of B, h > 0 be the
bandwidth and (z1,...,zy) be the centering points, that is B; = [x; —h,x; +h] for all j € [1, N].
Let v : [— ll]HRbesuchthathHﬁ, fi/}—O&de’(/P*lFOI‘]E[[lNﬂ define

1 t—x;
teR— — j> .
vi it < h
Note that the support of ¢; is By, fwj =0 and (¢;);=1,...,~ is an orthonormal family.
For § > 0 and v € Vy = {—1,1}", define the functions

N
foix eR— fo(x) +5Zujwj(ac)
j=1

The following lemma shows that for § properly chosen, for all v € Vy, f, is a density belonging to
H(B,L) and f, is sufficiently far away from fy in a L; sense.
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Lemma B.1. If the parameter § appearing in the definition of f, satisfies

() 1 ( Lo) ﬁ}
1) h - min —|1——1h
<Vh {|w||oo’2 z)"

where Cy(B) := min{ fo(x) : € B}, then we have

i) f,>0and [ f, =1, for allv € Vy,
it) f, € H(B,L), for all v € Vy,

i) || fu = foll = C1dNVh, for all v € Vi, with Cy = [ [¢].

Proof. We first prove i). Since [; = 0 for all j = 1,...,n, it holds [ f, = [ fo =1 for all v.
Since Supp(¢r) = By, for all k =1,..., N, it holds f, = fp on B¢ and thus f, is non-negative on
B¢. Now, for z € B; it holds for all v € Vn

_ 9l

fu(@) = fo(x) + ovj9(x) > Co(B) = 0l|[Yjllec = Co(B) Th

=0,

since 6 < Co(B)Vh/||9]|oc Thus, f, is non-negative on R for all v € Vy.

To prove ii), we have to show that |f,(z) — f,(y)| < L|z —y|?, for all v € Vy, for all z,y € R.
Since f, = fo on B¢ and fo € H(B, Lo), this result is trivial for x,y € B¢. If x € B; and y € By, it
holds

|fu(z) = fu(y)] < [fol@) — fo(y)| + [ovighi(z) — oviebr(y)]
< Lolz — y|? + |0viu(x) — v (y)| + |ovibe () — Svibe ()|

e () e () [ b (7)o (5)

0 1
§L0|$*y|ﬂ+w'L|$*y|B+W'L|$*y|ﬂ
= <Z+W)L|~’Cy|
< Llz —yl°

RB+1/2

where we have used ¢ € H(3, L) and § < —— (1 — £2). Thus, it holds |f, (z)— f,(y)| < L|z—y|?
for all v € Vy, x € B; and y € By,. The case x € B and y € By can be handled in a similar way,
which ends the proof of 7).

We now prove 4ii). It holds

N N 1
/R|fu—fo|:/R 5;ujwj(:c> dx,;/B |5uwk(z>|dsc:61v¢ﬁ/_l|w|-

For a privacy mechanism @ € Q., we denote by Q% (respectively Q% ) the distribution of
(Z1,...,Z,) when the X;’s are distributed according to fy (respectively to f,). We set Q" =
12V % e Q%,. If ¢ is chosen such that ¢ < Vh - min{ﬁq‘zilz, (1 Loy hﬂ}, setting p* =
C10N \/E, we deduce from the above lemma that if

KL(QY},, Q™) <2(1—v)* for all Q € Qa, (33)
then it holds

inf inf su {IPn =1)+Pon :O}Z ,
Q0u 6830 sepiioy L o (@=1)+Por(¢=0)p 27

39



where Hy(p") = {f € H(B,L) : f > 0, [ f = 1,|f— folls > p*}, and consequently En.a(fo 1) > o
Indeed, if ([B3) holds, then we have

inf inf sup {]P)Q?o (p=1) +Pqn (¢p = 0)} > inf inf (]P’Q? (p=1) 2N Z PQnU =0) )

QEQL 9P fEH, (p*) QEQ. PP ey

— inf inf (1 . [PQ% (¢ =0) —Pgu(p= O)D

QEQqn 9P
> inf [1-TV(Q%,Q"
= QIEDQQI: (QfoaQ )}

KL(Q" , Q"
> inf 1— M
QEQq 2

Bl

where the second to last inequality follows from Pinsker’s inequality. We now prove that (B3]
holds under an extra assumption on §. Fix a privacy mechanism @ € Q,. The conditionnal
distribution of Z; given Zy,...,Z;—1 when X, is distributed according to fy or f, will be de-

noted by .c<ZO>‘Zl( (dzi) = [o Qi(dzi | @iy 21 1)) folws)dz; and L) (dz) = [, Qi(dz |

Zi|z1. (i—
xi,zlt(i,l))fl,(xl)dxl respectively. The joint distribution of Z1,..., Z; when Xl, ..., X; are ii.d.
from fy will be denoted by

Ly, (dz) =LY

,,,,, Doy (@20 L) (dz)LE) (dz1).

The convexity and tensorization of the Kullback-Leibler divergence give

_ 1
KL(QF,.Q") < 55 D KL}, QF,)

vey
(v) (0)
2N Z Z/ Z \21 (i-1)’ £Zi|21;(i—1)) EZla'-wZifl (dzli(ifl))'
veV i=1

According to lemma B.3 in [BRS20],there exists a probability measure ., (i—1y on Z and a family
of fiz,,,_,,-densities z; = qi(- | #4, 21.;-1)) of Qi(- | 4, 21.(:-1)), Ti € R such that

™ < qi(zi | wi, 21:-1)) < €%, Vz € Z,Vx; €R.

We can thus write E(Z)‘zl “ (dzi) = mz(-o) (zi | 21:6-1)) iz, i,y (2i), and £ (dz;) = m) (2 |

Zi|z1:i—1) %
Zl:(ifl))dﬂzlz(i,l)(zz) with mE (2i | Zl:(ifl)) = fR qi(zi | $i;21:(i—1))f0($z)d$z and mE”)(zi | 21:(141)) =

Je @i(zi | i, 21.6-1)) fu(2i)da;. Bounding the Kullback-Leibler divergence by the x?-divergence,

we have
(0) rv
(EZ'L‘ZI (i-1)’ Z [21:¢i—1)

2

Z |Z1 T Zilzioy (v) .
(u) —1 EZi‘zlz(i—l) (dzz)

Z [21:i—1)

) 2
m; Zz 21— m; Zi | 21— v
:/ < | 1 1) (zi | =1 1)) mg )(Zi | Zl:i—l)dﬂzl;(i,l) (2)
= i (Zz | Rlii— 1)

o i | 210m1) (ole) fu(x))dz>2m<u>

T ) i (zi | 21i-1)dpz, oy, (2i)

m; (Zz|zlz 1)

/ [ / (ql %] 21m1) —) (fo(fc)—fu(w))dw] m (2 | 21i-)dpar, , (20),
z |Jr mi zl|z“1)
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since [o(fo — fu) = 0. Recall that g; satisfies e™* < ¢;(2; | @, 21:-1)) < e*. Thus, we have
ea:feafVZm (z:Z | z1.¢—1)) = e [ f, = e~“, and therefore

i\%i | Ty 21:(i— _ _
0 < iz, (2) = qgu) 2. 216-n) — e < zy =2 — 72,
m; (2 | Zl:(i—l))

Thus,

QLN > [/ <M - 6_2a> (fo(z) = fv(x))diE] m (i | 214-1)

vEVN )(Zi | z1:i-1)

2
< eo‘52 [Z Vi / 9i,z1. Z wk ) ‘|
UGVN

k=1
N

~ 3| [ g pinlarie] 2

k=1

N
<ed’z2 Y [l < 6?22 NhCT = —0252 218,
k=1

where we recall that C; = [ |1|. We thus obtain
- e
KL(QY},, Q™) < §Cfé2nzi|B|,

and (B3] holds as soon as
A1)
eC?nz2|B|’

Finally, taking 6 = min {\/E - min { I(\Ji?\]fj’ (1 } \/ eé,glmz)‘B' }, we obtain
1(1—L0)h5} _VIBl
[Vl " 2 \/_\/an

If B is chosen such that Cy(B) = min{ fo(x),r € B} > ChP, then the bound becomes

En,a(fo,7) = C(1h, ) min {|B| min {

B
Enolfo:1) > C(,7, L, Lo) min {'B'hﬂ’ @L lﬁl } |

and the choice h =< |B|~/(28+1) (nz2)=1/(28+1) yields

Bl o 8
Ena(fo.7) = C(, v, L, Lo)| B|>771 (nz, )~ 771
Note that with this choice of h, the condition Co(B) > Ch? becomes |B|?/ 8+ Cy(B) > C(nz2)~#/(28+1),

C Proofs of Section
C.1 Example 5.2]

We first prove the result for the non-interactive case. Take
B =1a,T], with T= (na2)k<4ﬂ+§>ﬁ+3ﬁ+3.
Note that T > a for n large enough. Theorem [34] gives

k
ENL(fo,7) S (T = a) 55 (na?) "5 + (1)
S Tﬁ%(noﬁ)‘% 4Tk

o\ — 2k
= (na®)” FEFTIFIFE3,
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To obtain the lower bound, we first check that condition () in Theorem is satisfied. Since
T — 400 as n — o0, it holds for n large enough

5 s ka
[B|7TCo(B) = (T — a) 7% g
B
— koA~ (k1) (1 _ g) EEER:
T

B—(k+1)(48+3)
>T 1B+3

~

z>C (na2)_%.
Condition (7)) is thus satisfied and Theorem thus yields for n large enough

N (fo,7) 2 [1og (C(T_a)%(na%ﬁ)y (T — @) 35 (na?)~ 7%
—1
> [log (CT%(W?)#)} T (na?)~ 5
—1
z [log (C’(na%%'kmﬁ)ﬁsws*ﬁ)} (na2)*w+2+>isﬁ+s_

The proof in the interactive scenario follows the same lines at the exception of the choice of T'
which should be taken as 5
T = (na?)FEFrnTs,

C.2 Example 5.3

We first prove the result for the non-interactive case. Take

1 2
B=10,T], with T = 313 i 3 log(na?).
Theorem B4 gives
ENG(fo,7) S T (na) " 755 + exp(~AT)
< 10g(no¢2)2§ig (na?)” 5+ 4 (na®)” 75+
< log(na?) s (na?)~ 3

Now, observe that

|B|775 Cy(B) = T - Aexp(—AT) = AT 75 (na?)" %5 > (na?)” 7.
Thus, condition ([7) is satisfied and Theorem yields

38+3 28

4 4 -1
ENLL(f0,7) 2 [log (CTHH (na?) 75 )| 7955 (na?)~ 7%
g 4B+4 2\ —2 -1 2 3845 2\ —
> [log (Clog(na )35¥3 (na )4ﬁ+3)} log(na®)78+3 (na”) ™ 26+3.

The proof in the interactive scenario follows the same lines at the exception of the choice of T
which should be taken as 5

1
T=—_. 1 2).
N 2511 og(na”)

C.3 Example 5.4

We first prove the result for the non-interactive case. Take

B=[-T,T], with T= log(na?).

4p
43 + 3
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Theorem B.4] gives

+o0
5%(fo,7) S (2T> Zgig (na2)_% + i efIZ/ngg

V2 Jr
2
< Tﬁ%(na%_% + %exp (T—)

< log(na?) T (na?) " 4 (na)” TS

~

Now, observe that

|B|7#7 Co(B) = (21) %7 -

1 T2 20
exp | —— | = (na?)" 7+,
o p( 2>N( )
Thus, condition () is satisfied and Theorem Bl yields

-1 3843

&L (f0,7) 2 [log (CRT)FF (na®) 75 )| (21) 55 (na?) " 75

1 ahs
pe [log (C log(na2) 2&%143) (na%ﬁ)} log(naQ) 2(34%133) (na2)74§%

The proof in the interactive scenario follows the same lines at the exception of the choice of T
which should be taken as
20

T = 1 2).,
11 og(na?)

C.4 Example

We first prove the result for the non-interactive case. Take

B=[-T,T), with T = (na?)7.

Theorem B.4] gives

36+ 2 [T 42

ENI < (2T)35+3 2 _% — —d
n,a(f077> N( ) (TLO& ) + wa Jp a2—|—x2 x

w

3843

T5+3 (na2)74§% + arctan (%) .

N

Since T'— oo as n — 0o, we have arctan(a/T) ~n— 00 /T and thus arctan(a/T) < 2(a/T) for n
large enough. This gives for n large enough

ENL(for7) S T3 (na?) "7 + — = (na?) " 710

Now, observe that for n large enough it holds

B s 1 a? B 1 _ 28
|B|4B+3 Co(B) = (2T>4@+3 . Em z TB+3 . ﬁ — (noﬁ) 13+3

Thus, condition (7)) is satisfied and Theorem B3l yields
-1 ) )
57’1:{{1(.]8037) Z |:10g (C(QT)%(TLQ2)432T)1| (QT)m(nQQ)*w%
2 1
2 [log (Cna®) 55 #5+5) | (na?)~ 75,

The proof in the interactive scenario follows the same lines at the exception of the choice of T
which should be taken as

T = (naQ)%.
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C.5 Example

We first prove the result for the non-interactive case. The upper bound is straightforward taking
B =[0,2/+/Ly]. For the lower bound, take

2 28
B=|T,— —T|, with T = (na?) 5.
{ VLo }

Note that for n large enough it holds T' < 1/(2+/Lg) and we thus have

B 2 46+3 o\__28
|B|4ﬁ+SCO(B) = (\/T —2T) LOTZT: (TLO{ ) 46+3 |
0

Thus, condition ([7) is satisfied and Theorem yields

9 i§+4 - 9 3§+3

+3 2 4B+3 28
log [ C (— - QT) na?) T+ (— - QT) na?)” T8
< VLo () T (

> [log (C(no?)ﬁ)} o

ENL(fo,v) 2

(noﬂ)_%

The proof in the interactive scenario follows the same lines at the exception of the choice of T for
the lower bound which should be taken as

T = (naQ)fwil.

C.6 Example (.7

Let a > 1,b>1 with a > 1 or b > 1. We first prove the result for the non-interactive case. The
upper bound is straightforward taking B = [0,1]. For the lower bound, we need to distinguish
different cases.

Case 1 : a > 1,b=1.In this case fj is strictly non-decreasing on [0, 1] and fy(0) = 0. In order
that fy is bounded from below by a strictly positive quantity, we thus take B of the form B = [T, 1]
with 0 < T} < 1. We choose

T) = (na?)” @0

Observe that that for n large enough we have

] 1
[BI7#7 Co(B) = [L - )77 - 2T = (na?) T

B(a,1)" !
Thus, condition ([7) is satisfied and Theorem yields for n large enough

-1 3843 28
4

ENL(fo0,7) 2 [log (C1 = 1155 (na?) 75 )| (1= T3] 7 (na?)~ 755

-1 28

2 [log (C(noﬁ)ﬁ)} (na?)~ 753,

Case 2 : a=1,b> 1. In this case fo is strictly non-increasing on [0,1] and fo(1) = 0. In
order that fy is bounded from below by a strictly positive quantity, we thus take B of the form
B =[0,1—1T5] with 0 < T> < 1. We choose

T, = (na2)7 Gy e )
Observe that that for n large enough we have

B 1 2
(BT Co(B) = [ BT - T 2T = (na?)
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Thus, condition () is satisfied and Theorem yields for n large enough

XL (o) 2 [log (€1~ T (na?) 75 ) | 1 = T (o)~
2 [jog (Cnaty )] (naty 75,

Case 8 : a > 1,b> 1. In this case, fj is non-decreasing on [0, (a —1)/(a+b—2)], non-increasing
on [(a —1)/(a+b—2),1] and fy(0) = fo(1) = 0. In order that fy is bounded from below by a
strictly positive quantity, we thus take B of the form B = [T3,1 — T4] and we choose

Ty = (na?)” @00, Ty = (na?)” T00m,

Observe that for n large enough it holds

a—1
O<T3< ———<1-T4y<1.
<13 et b_2 4

Observe that for n large enough we have

_B8 1
(BT Co(B) = [1— (T3 + Ta)] 77 - epsmin (T34 (1= 15)1 ™, (1= 1)1
a/)
2 min {T;il, Ti’*l}
2 (na?)~ w7,
Thus, condition () is satisfied and Theorem yields for n large enough

Enalfo,n) 2 [log (C [ — (T5 + )] 7555 (noﬂ)ﬁ)} B [1— (T3 + T0)] 3 (na?)” 55
= [1og (C(non)‘lBQT)}i1

(na2)74§%

The proof in the interactive scenario follows the same lines at the exception of the choice of T7 and
T5 which should be taken as

2 - E— 2 ____ B
T =T3 = (na?) @oEErn | Ty =Ty = (na®)” G-DEFD

C.7 Example 5.8

We prove the result for the non interactive case. Take

B compact set 2

. 38+3 9\ __28 1 .
B = By o € arg inf fo > |B|%#+3 (na”)” 18+ 4 and inf fo > sup fo ¢,
B no B B

It holds B = B, o = [0, a.] with

(log 2)A 3643 o 26 1
Ay = su a:—————— > a3 (na I5+3 ,
{0 gy 2 o 0 e
and Theorem [B.4] thus gives
3643 28 1 3843 5
ENL (fo,7) < al™® (na?)” 5 + _ < al" (no?) T,
’ no

where the last inequality follows from a, > 1 > (na2)72ﬁl+2.
Inspecting the proof of Theorem B.5 we see that the lower bound can be rewritten

2 —1
ENL(fo.7) 2 [1og (C1BIFH (na®) ™5 ) | min {|BICo(B); [BIHF5 (na?) "5 }.
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Yet, for B = B,, o = [0, a.] it holds

yielding

|Bn,a|CO(Bn,a) =

A(log2)“a, 1 Bty 28
> 18+3 2 313
(@ 2) (o2 T a)) A ~ loglan) < ™ ") T

4B+4 38+3

-1
Enalfom) 2 [mg (Ca;m (noﬂ)ﬁﬂ llog(a,)] ™ @27 (na?)~ 7,
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