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Abstract

We theoretically study how differential privacy interacts with both individual and group
fairness in binary linear classification. More precisely, we focus on the output perturbation
mechanism, a classic approach in privacy-preserving machine learning. We derive high-probability
bounds on the level of individual and group fairness that the perturbed models can achieve
compared to the original model. Hence, for individual fairness, we prove that the impact of
output perturbation on the level of fairness is bounded but grows with the dimension of the
model. For group fairness, we show that this impact is determined by the distribution of so-called
angular margins, that is signed margins of the non-private model re-scaled by the norm of each
example.

1 Introduction

With the advent of Machine Learning models as tools that may significantly impact human lives,
concerns surrounding their trustworthiness started to arise. Among the several notions of trust
considered in the literature, Fairness and Privacy emerged as two very desirable properties. The
former seeks for models that do not unjustly discriminate against individuals while the latter aims at
protecting the personal information of individuals whose data was used to train the models. While
both aspects have been extensively studied in isolation (Barocas et al., 2019, Dwork and Roth, 2014),
it is only recently that the question of their interactions started to attract some interest (Fioretto
et al., 2022). In this paper, we take a step forward in theoretically understanding this interplay.

Fairness arises when the machine learning models directly affect individuals, for example by
taking decisions related to their health or by judging whether they should receive a loan. Depending
on the problem at hand, the notion of fairness that should be considered changes. Two main families
of definitions have emerged in the literature. On the one hand, individual fairness states that similar
individuals should be treated similarly (Dwork et al., 2012). On the other hand, group fairness seeks
to prevent discriminatory behaviors against some demographic groups defined by population-level
characteristics such as gender or age (Calders et al., 2009, Hardt et al., 2016). Subsequently, a large
amount of the fairness literature has been dedicated to the design of algorithms able to enforce such
constraints as can be seen from recent surveys (Barocas et al., 2019, Caton and Haas, 2023, Mehrabi
et al., 2021, Hort et al., 2022). In this work, our objective is not to propose yet another algorithm to
learn fair models but, instead, it is to study the theoretical impact of privacy on both individual and
group fairness.
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The goal of privacy-preserving machine learning is to learn models such that a malicious entity is
unable to infer whether the data of an individual took part in model training or not. This objective
is most commonly formalized under the notion of differential privacy (Dwork and Roth, 2014) which
bounds the ratio of the probabilities that a mechanism outputs the same sets of models when it
learns from two datasets that differ in a single data point. To hide the presence of an individual,
differentially private mechanisms use randomization during the training process. For example, in
output perturbation, the weights of the learned model are randomized using centered noise (Balle
and Wang, 2018). Similarly, in noisy gradient descent, the (clipped) gradients are perturbed to
obtain a private model (Abadi et al., 2016). Thus, privacy-preserving mechanisms tend to output
models that have equivalent privacy guarantees but are likely to have different outputs on the same
set of individuals (Kulynych et al., 2023). Evaluating the impact of privacy on fairness requires a
thorough understanding of the distribution of models that can be returned by a given mechanism
and, consequently, an understanding of the distribution of their predictions. In this work, we take a
step forward in this direction.

Contributions. We propose an in-depth study of the impact of output perturbation mechanism
on fairness in binary linear classification. Our contributions are of theoretical nature and span
three main concepts that capture different fairness issues, namely individual fairness, disagreement,
and group fairness. In Section 3, we derive a high-probability bound on the individual fairness of
private models compared to the original, non-private model. This bound grows with the dimension
of the problem p and the noise parameter of the output perturbation mechanism σ at a rate of
O(σ

√
p). Under additional assumptions, we also show a lower bound on individual fairness that

grows at the same rate. It means that the impact of output perturbation on individual fairness, in
general, depends on the dimension of the problem. Second, in Section 4, we derive a high probability
bound on the prediction disagreement (Kulynych et al., 2023) between a non-private model and its
private counterparts. This result shows that the impact of output perturbation on a single individual
critically depends on the angular margin of the non-private model, that is its signed margin divided
by the norm of the feature vector. We also extend this result to show that most perturbed models
only disagree with the non-private model on a limited number of examples. Finally, in Section 5,
we derive a high-probability bound on the group fairness of the private models compared to the
non-private one. Our bound grows with the noise parameter σ and depends on the distribution of
angular margins of the non-private model.

Related Works

Privacy and predictive multiplicity. To the best of our knowledge, Kulynych et al. (2023) were
the first to theoretically investigate the problem of predictive multiplicity in privacy. For a fixed
example, they study the probability that two models obtained from the same privacy preserving
mechanism behave differently. They provide a closed-form expression for this disagreement for the
output perturbation mechanism applied to linear models. Interestingly, while they do not mention it
explicitly, angular margins, that are at the core of our derivations, appear to play a key role in their
results. They also show that the disagreement can be efficiently estimated using a limited number of
models drawn from the distribution of private models. Finally, they empirically evaluate the degree
of disagreement between models trained using the DP-SGD mechanism (Abadi et al., 2016) and the
objective perturbation mechanism (Chaudhuri et al., 2011). In our work, rather than considering
the predictive multiplicity between different private models, we focus on the differences in terms
of predictions between a non-private model and its private counterparts. Furthermore, beyond the
probability of disagreement for a given example, we show that for all but a few private models, the
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probability that they disagree with the non-private model is bounded by a quantity that depends on
the distribution of angular margins of the latter.

Privacy negatively impacts fairness. Bagdasaryan et al. (2019) perform one of the first empirical
analyses of the impact of differential privacy on fairness. They show that in image-based gender
classification, the expected accuracy of private models trained using DP-SGD (Abadi et al., 2016) is
more negatively impacted for darker-skin individuals compared to that of the lighter skin individuals.
Farrand et al. (2020) extend the experimental setting of Bagdasaryan et al. (2019), by considering
higher class size imbalances on CelebA dataset (Liu et al., 2015); they also consider a higher range of
privacy levels. In our work, we theoretically analyze output perturbation and show that its impact on
group fairness is limited and is controlled by the distribution of angular margins of the non-private
model. Note that our results do not contradict these empirical findings since (i) we consider a different
privacy preserving mechanism and (ii) we consider linear models instead of complex non-linear neural
networks.

Privacy has a limited impact on fairness. Tran et al. (2021) and Esipova et al. (2023) perform
one of the first theoretical analyses of the interaction of privacy preserving machine learning with
group fairness. The authors study the impact of privacy-preserving mechanism on the expected excess
risk gap where the expectation is taken over the randomness of the mechanism. They respectively
show that privacy has a limited impact on fairness as long as either the gradients (Esipova et al.,
2023) or the Hessians (Tran et al., 2021) are well aligned between different groups. In this paper,
we also derive conditions ensuring that privacy has a limited impact on fairness. However, we (i)
consider different fairness measures and (ii) obtain different quantities of interest, that is angular
margins. The work closest to ours is the one of Mangold et al. (2023). It studies the impact of the
output perturbation (Balle and Wang, 2018) and DP-SGD mechanisms (Abadi et al., 2016) on group
fairness in classification. They derive high probability bounds showing that the loss of fairness due
to privacy decreases at a rate Õ(

√
p log(1/δ)/(εn)), where p is the number of model parameters, n is

the dataset size, and (ε, δ) are the differential privacy parameters. In this work, we restrict ourselves
to linear binary classification problems with output perturbation. It simplifies the analysis and
allows us to obtain a bound that is independent of the number of model parameters p, improving the
sharpness of the result in high-dimensions. Beyond group fairness, we also provide a high probability
bound on the loss of individual fairness due to privacy.

2 Setting and Notations

We assume that the data can be represented as z = (x, s, y), where x ∈ X ⊆ Rp is a feature space,
s ∈ S is a categorical sensitive attribute such as ethnicity or gender, and y ∈ Y = {−1, 1} is a binary
target label. The training dataset D = {zi}ni=1 consists of n i.i.d. samples drawn from an unknown
distribution D over X ×S×Y . We consider the family H of linear models hθ(x) = θ⊺x, where θ ∈ Rp

is the vector of parameters. Given an example x ∈ X , the prediction ŷ ∈ {−1, 1} is determined by
the sign of the model evaluated at the datapoint, that is ŷ(hθ, x) = 1 if hθ(x) ≥ 0 and ŷ(hθ, x) = −1
otherwise. Note that we implicitly model the bias term in the model weights by having the last
component of each feature vector x being equal to 1. To simplify the exposition, we sometimes drop
the subscript θ in the model notation hθ. Throughout the paper, we use uppercase letters to denote
random variables, and lowercase letters to denote their realizations.

In the remainder of this section, we introduce the notions of accuracy, individual fairness, group
fairness, and privacy, that will be used throughout the paper.
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Accuracy. The accuracy A of a model h over D is the probability that it makes correct predictions,
that is

A(h,D) = PZ=(X,S,Y )∼D [ŷ(h,X) = Y ] . (1)

Individual fairness. We use a standard notion of fairness (Mukherjee et al., 2020) where a model
h is called L(h)-individually fair if for any pair of individuals x, x′ ∈ X ,

|h(x)− h(x′)| ≤ L(h) · ∥x− x′∥2. (2)

We note that any linear model hθ is ∥θ∥2-individually fair, since using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for
any x, x′ ∈ X , we have |θ⊺x− θ⊺x′| ≤ ∥θ∥2 · ∥x− x′∥2. We denote the smallest individual fairness
constant L(h) as L∗(h).

Group fairness. We use a unified notation encompassing several group fairness notions (Maheshwari
and Perrot, 2023, Mangold et al., 2023). It assumes that the set X × S × Y can be partitioned

into K non-intersecting subsets τk (subgroups of the population), that is X × S × Y =
⋃K

k=1 τk.
The partition is specific to each fairness notion, and typically depends on the value of the sensitive
attribute S and the true label Y . The fairness measure Fk of a model h is then defined as

Fk(h,D) = C0
k +

K∑
k′=1

Ck′

k · A(h,Dk′), (3)

where C0
k , C

k′

k denote constants that are specific to each fairness notion and independent from
model h, and Dk denotes the conditional distribution of Z = (X,S, Y ) for the group k, that is
P(Z = z | Z ∈ τk).

If Fk(h,D) = 0, then the model is called fair. If Fk(h,D) is positive then the group k is called
advantaged, whereas if Fk(h,D) is negative then the group k is called disadvantaged. Mangold et al.
(2023) show that classic group fairness notions such as demographic parity (Calders et al., 2009),
equalized odds and equality of opportunity (Hardt et al., 2016), or accuracy parity (Zafar et al.,
2017) can all be represented in the form of (3).

Privacy. We consider the standard notion of differential privacy (Dwork and Roth, 2014, Def. 2.4).
It states that a randomized mechanism Mpriv which takes as input a dataset D ∈ (X ×S ×Y)n and
outputs a prediction model h ∈ H is (ε, δ)-differentially private if for any two datasets D, D′ that
differ in a single element, and for any set of models H ⊆ H:

P
[
Mpriv(D) ∈ H

]
≤ exp(ε) ·P

[
Mpriv(D′) ∈ H

]
+ δ,

where ε ≥ 0 and δ ∈ [0, 1]. To guarantee (ε, δ)-differential privacy, various mechanisms were proposed
in the literature. In this paper, we focus on the output perturbation mechanism using centered
Gaussian noise (Balle and Wang, 2018). It consists in perturbing the output of the non-private
mechanism M : (X × S × Y)n → H as follows

Mpriv(D) = M(D) + σ · ξ, ξ ∼ N (0, Ip). (4)

In (4), we implicitly overloaded the “+” operator: adding a vector v ∈ Rp to a linear model hθ

parameterized by a weight vector θ ∈ Rp represents a linear model with vector of weights equal to
θ + v. The noise parameter σ ≥ 0 controls the level of differential privacy as stated below.
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Lemma 2.1 (Balle and Wang (2018)). The output perturbation mechanism (4) provides (ε, δ)-
differential privacy guarantees if and only if

Φ (∆/2σ − εσ/∆)− exp(ε) · Φ (−∆/2σ − εσ/∆) ≤ δ,

where Φ denotes the CDF of the standard normal random variable, ∆ is the sensitivity of the non-
private learning mechanism M defined as ∆ = supD,D′ ∥M(D)−M(D′)∥2, and D,D′ ∈ (X×S×Y)n

denote all pairs of datasets that differ in a single element.

3 Individual Fairness of Private Models

As our first contribution, we study the impact of output perturbation on individual fairness. More
precisely, given a non-private model h obtained through the mechanismM and its private counterparts
hpriv obtained using Mpriv, we prove that the loss of fairness due to privacy is bounded with high
probability with respect to the randomness of the privacy-preserving mechanism Mpriv. The bound
grows linearly with the noise parameter σ, and as

√
p with the number of model parameters. To

achieve this, we start, in the next theorem, by deriving a high-probability bound on the norm of
private models hpriv. This result will serve as the basis to derive our results on individual fairness.
We defer all the proofs of our results to Appendix A.

Theorem 3.1. Let M be a non-private mechanism returning h and Mpriv be the output perturbation
mechanism (4).

1. With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv, we have

∥θpriv∥2 < ∥θ∥2 + σ

√√√√p+ 2

√
p log

(
1

ζ

)
+ 2 log

(
1

ζ

)
.

2. With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv, we have

∥θpriv∥2 > max


∥θ∥2 − σ

√
p+ 2

√
p log

(
2
ζ

)
+ 2 log

(
2
ζ

)
,

σ

√
max

(
0, p− 2

√
p log

(
2
ζ

))
− ∥θ∥2.

In the general setting, L∗(hpriv) ≤ ∥θpriv∥2, hence, only the upper bound from Theorem 3.1 can
be applied to bound the individual fairness constant of private models L∗(hpriv). If X is an open
set, then we show in Appendix A.2 that L∗(hpriv) = ∥θpriv∥2, so both lower bound and upper bound
from Theorem 3.1 can be used.

To summarize, we prove that the upper bound on the individual fairness of private models L(hpriv)
grows with the dimension p and the noise parameter σ as O(σ

√
p). For empirical risk minimization

problems with convex loss functions and strongly-convex penalty terms (Chaudhuri et al., 2011),
for a fixed privacy parameter ε, the noise parameter σ is decreasing with the number of training
examples n at a rate of 1/n. Hence, the above result suggests that collecting more data can reduce
the impact of differential privacy on the individual fairness constant L(hpriv).

Under the additional assumption that X is an open set, we also show a lower bound on the
individual fairness constant which grows with the noise σ and the dimension p hinting that the
dependence on these two quantities is unavoidable. As we will show in Section 5, this contrasts with
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Figure 1: Individual fairness of perturbed models hpriv on Adult dataset. The 99%-confidence bounds
are shown by dashed lines, and color-filled regions correspond to regions where 99% of measurements
lie.

our results for group fairness notions for which we show that the impact of output perturbation is
dimension-independent.

We illustrate the individual fairness upper bound from Theorem 3.1 in Fig. 1 for the Adult dataset
(Dua and Graff, 2017). The non-private model h is obtained by training the l2-regularized logistic
regression with penalty term C = 1 on 80% of the data. For each value of the privacy parameter ε,
we generate 100 private models hpriv. To calculate the confidence bounds, we use the remaining 20%
of the data. The random seed is set to 0 for all figures (see Appendix B for other seeds). We plot
the norm of each private model weights ∥θpriv∥2 as a single point. The high probability bound from
Theorem 3.1 is shown as a dashed line. We observe that the bound is tight for the chosen range of
privacy parameters ε and fixed δ = 1/n2.

In this section, we have shown that a private model derived from a model that tends to treat close
individuals similarly will also treat close individuals similarly. However, this does not tell us how the
individuals themselves will be impacted by privacy. This is what we study in the next section.

4 Disagreement of Non-Private and Private Models

As our second contribution, we study the level of disagreement between a non-private model h
obtained through the mechanism M, and its private counterparts hpriv obtained using output
perturbation Mpriv. It corresponds to cases where their predictions differ due to the randomization
in the mechanism Mpriv. Hence, in our first lemma, we compute the probability that the private
models disagree with the non-private one for a single example x ∈ X . This probability is a decreasing
function of the absolute value of the so-called angular margin α(h, x, y), that is confidence margins
scaled by the norm of the feature vector as

α(h, x, y) = ρ(h, x, y)/∥x∥2,

where the quantity ρ(h, x, y) = y · h(x) is called the signed margin of the model h for the data point
(x, y) (Allwein et al., 2001). Its absolute value, that is |ρ(h, x, y)|, is a quantification of the confidence
of a model in its predictions, with larger values indicating higher confidence.
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Lemma 4.1. The probability that the private models hpriv drawn from Mpriv disagree with the
non-private model h for a given x ∈ X is

Phpriv

[
ŷ(hpriv, x) ̸= ŷ(h, x)

]
= Φ

(
− |α(h, x, y)|

σ

)
,

where Φ is the CDF of the standard normal distribution.

Note that the above result measures the disagreement probability of the private model hpriv

with the non-private model h, whereas Kulynych et al. (2023) quantify the disagreement probability

between two private models hpriv
1 and hpriv

2 that can be obtained using output perturbation from h.
In Fig. 2a, we illustrate the disagreement probability for different values of angular margin α and
different values of the privacy parameter ε and δ ≈ 10−9. We can identify three main regimes. For
large ε, the probability that hpriv disagrees with the non-private model h is small. For intermediate
ε, the data points with lower angular margins have higher disagreement probability. For small ε, the
disagreement probability reaches the value of 0.5 for all the examples.

We now aim to quantify the proportion of such disagreements across the overall data distribution
D, that is to bound the proportion of data points x on which a private model hpriv disagrees with
the non-private model h. Theorem 4.2 tells us that, with high probability over the randomness of
the privacy-preserving mechanism Mpriv, this proportion is bounded by the expectation over data
distribution D of the disagreement probability. Therefore, the disagreement ratio tends to be smaller
if the angular margins of the non-private model h are large in absolute values.

Theorem 4.2 (Disagreement ratio bound). With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness
of Mpriv, the disagreement ratio of hpriv is bounded

PD
[
ŷ(hpriv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)

]
<

ED

[
Φ
(

−|α(h,X,Y )|
σ

)]
ζ

.

In Fig. 2b we plot the disagreement ratio for different privacy parameters ε for the Adult dataset
(Dua and Graff, 2017). We use the same procedure as in Fig. 1 for the private and non-private
models. Our 99%-confidence bound on the disagreement ratio is non-trivial for values of ε ∈ (1, 10).

While measuring disagreement provides some insights on how close the predictions of the private
and non-private models are, it is difficult to directly connect it to group fairness. Indeed, it does not
tell us anything about the behavior of the models among groups, that is a higher disagreement for
one sensitive group does not necessarily mean that group fairness will be negatively impacted. It
means that a more specific analysis is needed. This is the goal of the next section.

5 Group Fairness of Private Models

In this section, we study the impact of output perturbation on group fairness. In Section 5.1,
we bound the expectation and the variance of the fairness measure Fk(h

priv) with respect to the
randomness in the privacy preserving mechanism Mpriv. Interestingly, both quantities strongly
depend on the distribution of angular margins α(h, x, y) of the non-private model, a concept that
was already key in the measurement of disagreement. Then, using the expressions on expectation
and variance of fairness measures, in Section 5.2 we derive a high probability bound on the group
fairness of a given private model.
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Figure 2: (a) Disagreement probability of the perturbed model hpriv with the unperturbed model
h for a data point; (b) Disagreement ratio of perturbed models hpriv with the unperturbed model
h on the Adult dataset. On panel (b), the 99%-confidence bounds are shown by dashed lines, and
color-filled regions correspond to regions where 99% of measurements lie.

5.1 Expectation and Variance of Group Fairness

We start by showing that the expectation of both the accuracy EA = Ehpriv

[
A(hpriv,D)

]
and the

group fairness EFk
= Ehpriv

[
Fk(h

priv,D)
]
over the randomness of the privacy-preserving mechanism

Mpriv can be written in terms of the expectation over the distribution of angular margins α of the
non-private model h.

Lemma 5.1 (Expected fairness of output perturbation). Let M be a non-private mechanism
returning h and Mpriv be the output perturbation mechanism (4).

1. The expected accuracy A over the randomness of private models hpriv equals

EA(h, σ,D) = ED [Φ (α(h,X, Y )/σ)] . (5)

2. The expected fairness Fk over the randomness of private models hpriv equals

EFk
(h, σ,D) = C0

k +

K∑
k′=1

Ck′

k EA(h, σ,Dk′). (6)

From the previous result alone, one could be tempted to conclude that as the right hand side of
Equation (6) becomes 0, for example when the noise becomes large while C0

k = 0 and
∑K

k′=1 C
k′

k = 0
as in accuracy parity (Mangold et al., 2023), the private models tend to be fair. However, this
conclusion would be erroneous. Indeed, Fk ∈ [−1, 1] and thus it could be that the fairness of private
models that advantage and disadvantage a given group compensate one another. Thus, the previous
result alone is not sufficient to conclude anything on the group fairness of private models and we also
need to look at the variance to get a more complete picture. This is done in the next lemma where
we upper bound it, showing that angular margins are, once again, the key quantities that need to be
considered.

Lemma 5.2 (Variance of fairness of private models hpriv). Let M be a non-private mechanism
returning h and Mpriv be the output perturbation mechanism (4).
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1. The variance of the accuracy A over the randomness of the privacy-preserving mechanism
Mpriv is bounded from above, that is

Vhpriv

[
A(hpriv,D)

]
≤ VA(h, σ,D) = E

Z(1),Z(2)∼D

[
Φ

(
α(h, Zmin

σ

)
Φ

(
−α(h, Zmax)

σ

)]
,

where Zmin = argminZ(1),Z(2) α(h, Z) and Zmax = argmaxZ(1),Z(2) α(h, Z).

2. The variance of the group fairness measure Fk over the randomness of the privacy-preserving
mechanism Mpriv is bounded from above, that is

Vhpriv

[
Fk(h

priv,D)
]
≤ VFk (h, σ,D),

where VFk
=
[∑K

k′=1 |Ck′

k |
√
VA(h, σ,Dk′)

]2
.

It is worth noting that the smaller is the noise parameter σ, the lower is the fairness variance.
Indeed, we either have limσ→0 Φ(α(h, Z

min)/σ) = 0 or limσ→0 Φ(−α(h, Zmax)/σ) = 0. This is an
expected but desirable behaviour for a variance upper bound since, in this case, the private models
tend to be identical to the non-private model and thus tend to have similar fairness levels. Similarly,
as the noise becomes large, the right hand side becomes 1

2

∑K
k′=1 |Ck′

k | which might be close to 1.

For example, for accuracy parity it holds that
∑K

k′=1 |Ck′

k | ≤ 2 (Mangold et al., 2023). In this case,
anything may happen as imposing privacy could lead to both models that strongly advantage or
disadvantage specific groups.

5.2 High Probability Bound on Group Fairness

In the previous section, we derived bounds on the expectation and variance of group fairness given the
randomness in the privacy preserving mechanism. In this section, we show that, using Chebyshev’s
inequality, we can derive bounds on the accuracy and fairness of individual models hpriv that hold
with high probability. This is summarized in the next theorem for fairness and in Appendix A.7 for
accuracy.

Theorem 5.3. Let EFk
and VFk

denote the expected fairness and the fairness variance upper bound
defined in Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.2. With probability at least 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv,
we have Fk(h

priv,D) < EFk
(h, σ,D) +

√
VFk

(h,σ,D)

ζ ,

Fk(h
priv,D) > EFk

(h, σ,D)−
√

VFk
(h,σ,D)

ζ .

The main takeaway of this theorem is that non-private models with angular margins that are far
from 0 tend to be less impacted by output perturbation. Furthermore, we emphasize that the right
hand side of the bound depends only on the distribution of angular margins of the non-private model
h, the data distribution D, the noise parameter σ, and the confidence parameter ζ. In particular, it
does not depend on p the number of parameters of the model. To more precisely position this result
with respect to the state of the art, we propose to compare it to the bound of Mangold et al. (2023)
that was derived for models with Lipschitz-continuous margins and is recalled below.

Theorem 5.4 (Mangold et al. (2023)). With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of
Mpriv, we have {

Fk(h
priv,D) ≤ Fk(h,D) + P (h, σ,D, ζ),

Fk(h
priv,D) ≥ Fk(h,D)− P (h, σ,D, ζ),

9
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Figure 3: Accuracy A and group fairness Fk (accuracy parity) of private models hpriv for different
values of ε on Adult. The 99%-confidence bounds are shown by dashed and crossed lines. The
color-filled regions are the ones where 99% of measurements lie.

where P =
∑K

k′=1 |C
k′
k |PDk′

[
|ρ(h,X,Y )|

LX,Y
≤ 2σ

√
log
(

2
ζ

)
p

]
, LX,Y is the Lipschitz constant of the margin

ρ(h,X, Y ) with respect to h, and p is the number of model parameters.

The main disadvantage of our bound lies in the dependence in ζ where our bound is slightly worse
with a rate of 1/

√
ζ compared to

√
log(1/ζ). However, the bound in Theorem 5.4 grows unbounded

with the number of model parameters as
√
p appears in the right hand side while, as mentioned before

our bound does not depend on the dimension of the model. Hence, our result seems more applicable
for larger models. Interestingly, we also note that despite the different proof techniques used to
obtain the bounds, there is a close relation between the quantity ρ(h,X, Y )/LX,Y in Theorem 5.4
and the notion of angular margin α(h,X, Y ). Indeed, for linear models, the two values coincide.

In Fig. 3, we illustrate our bounds on the Adult dataset using the same setting as in Fig. 1.
We treat the gender of an individual as the sensitive attribute. We plot the accuracy and fairness
of each private model hpriv by a single point. We depict our bounds on accuracy (Fig. 3a) and
fairness (Fig. 3b) using dashed lines and the corresponding bounds from Mangold et al. (2023) with
crossed lines. We observe that, in this setting, our bound is tighter even though we set the confidence
parameter to be as small as ζ = 0.01.

So far, we have shown that the impact of output perturbation on various fairness quantities is
bounded. In the next section, we show that our theoretical results could be relevant in a variety of
different settings.

6 Using the Bounds in Various Settings

In this section, we analyze how the bounds on individual fairness, disagreement, and group fairness
from Sections 3, 4, and 5 can be used in various scenarios. In Section 6.1, we show how the bounds
can be used to verify whether a model h satisfies a promised level of fairness without accessing it
directly but via observing a private version hpriv of h and the noise parameter σ. Next, in Section 6.2,
we discuss that, under some assumptions used in the literature to study the dynamics of gradient
descents (Mandt et al., 2017), our results can also be applied to Noisy GD, a relaxation of DP-SGD
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(Abadi et al., 2016) which is another popular privacy-preserving mechanism. Finally, in Section 6.3,
we derive a finite-sample bound for our results on group fairness.

6.1 Auditing Using Private Models

We first show how our bounds can be used to assess a model’s fairness without accessing it directly.
We assume that the auditor has some prior knowledge about the unknown model h. We model this
prior as a multivariate normal distribution. The auditor observes a noisy model hpriv obtained from
the model h using the output perturbation mechanism (4). In the next lemma, we show that the
posterior distribution of weights of the model h given its private release hpriv is a multivariate normal
distribution. It is a corollary of the classic result on the conditional distribution of components of
multivariate Gaussian vector (Rencher and Schaalje, 2008, Theorem 4.4d).

Lemma 6.1. Let hpriv be the private model obtained from the model h using the output perturbation
mechanism (4). Assume a Bayesian prior on model weights Θ ∼ N (µ, η2Ip). Then, the posterior
distribution of model weights h follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution

Θ | Θpriv = θpriv, σ ∼ N

(
µ+

[
1 +

σ2

η2

]−1

(θpriv − µ),

[
1 +

σ2

η2

]−1

σ2Ip

)
.

In particular, for the uniform prior, that is η2 → ∞, we have Θ | Θpriv = θpriv, σ ∼ N
(
θpriv, σ2Ip

)
.

This lemma shows that to evaluate the original model h for fairness, we can again consider the
output perturbation mechanism, where the weights of the private model θpriv are perturbed by
centered noise that only depends on σ and η. Furthermore, with a uniform prior, it boils down to
considering θ = θpriv + σ · ξ, where ξ ∼ N (0, Ip). Hence, all the bounds we derived in the previous
sections can be applied by simply exchanging the role of h and hpriv in Theorems 3.1, 4.2, and 5.3. It
implies that with high-probability, we can bound individual fairness, group fairness, and accuracy of
the non-private model. Furthermore, if the auditor has some prior knowledge about the non-private
model, it can leverage it to obtain tighter upper bounds. Note that our assumption requires some
knowledge about the noise generation process used in the privacy mechanism employed to obtain
hpriv which can potentially lead to privacy leaks.

6.2 The Noisy GD Mechanism

All our results so far assume that output perturbation was used to enforce privacy. In this section,
we show that, under some assumptions, our bounds can also be used for another privacy mechanism
called noisy gradient descent.

The noisy GD mechanism is a relaxation of the DP-SGD mechanism (Abadi et al., 2016) which
has been designed to enforce privacy in empirical loss minimization based on gradient descent. The
main idea behind DP-SGD is that, at each optimization step, the gradient ∇θL̂ of the loss L̂ is
clipped and perturbed. This allows for a finer control of the overall added noise. In this section, we
assume that the sensitivity of the loss gradient is fixed and known to the practitioner and thus we
can ignore the clipping step. We also consider that the full gradient is used in each step. To obtain
a private model hpriv, at each iteration t = 1, . . . , T − 1, the model weights are updated using the
perturbed gradient:

θ(t+1) = θ(t) − η
[
∇θL̂(θ(t), D) + σ · ξ(t)

]
, (7)
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where D is the training data, η is the learning rate, and the random noise follows a normal distribution
ξ(t) ∼ N (0, Ip).

In the rest of this section, we show that the stationary distribution of model weights obtained
using noisy GD can be approximated by a multivariate normal distribution with mean θ∗ (the optimal
non-private model), and a covariance matrix which depends on noise parameter σ, the learning rate
η, and the Hessian of the loss function at the optimum H. This implies that noisy GD can be seen
as perturbation of θ∗ with non-isotropic Gaussian noise. Interestingly, our results from the previous
sections also hold in this case as can be seen in the Appendix where we prove more general results
than the ones displayed in the main paper. Thus, the fairness levels of private models obtained
through the noisy GD mechanism can also be bounded.

Approximating the dynamics of Noisy GD. The assumptions, inspired by that of Mandt et al.
(2017) and Koskela and Kulkarni (2023), are stated below.

(A1) The empirical loss is well-approximated by a quadratic function, that is L̂(θ) = L̂(θ∗)+ 1
2 (θ−

θ∗)⊺H(θ − θ∗), where Hij =
∂2
θ L̂(θ)

∂θi∂θj
|θ=θ∗ is the symmetric positive definite Hessian at the optimum

θ∗ = argminθ∈Rp L̂(θ).

(A2) The noisy GD dynamics is well-approximated by its continuous-time dynamics

dθt = −η (H(θt − θ∗)dt+ σIpdWt) ,

where dWt is the Wiener process.
An implication of the above assumptions is the following result on the stationary distribution

of model weights of noisy GD mechanism. This is a direct corollary of the result on the stationary
distribution of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, for example, see (Godrèche and Luck, 2018).

Lemma 6.2. Under assumptions (A1)–(A2), the stationary distribution of the model weights of
noisy GD mechanism is multivariate Gaussian, that is θpriv ∼ N

(
θ∗, 1

2σ
2ηH−1

)
.

In other words, noisy GD can approximately be seen as a case of the perturbation with Gaussian
noise with covariance matrix Σ = 1

2ηH
−1 and the noise parameter σ.

Discussion on the assumptions. The assumptions (A1)-(A2) are relatively strong and whether
they hold or not has been tested in the prior literature. Hence, Hyland and Tople (2019) provide
an empirical estimation of the distribution of stochastic gradient descent (without perturbation
and clipping), and show that it can be well-approximated by a Gaussian distribution for the case
of convex loss functions. However, they also show that for non-convex problems such as the ones
involving neural networks, the asymptotic normality does not hold. Similarly, Maddox et al. (2019)
show that assumption (A1) does not hold for deep neural networks in general. In their numerical
analysis, they show that in this case the Hessian at the convergence point is not positive definite.
From a theoretical standpoint, Chen et al. (2022) provide the conditions on the asymptotic normality
of noisy GD with constant stepsize for smooth and strongly-convex objectives.

6.3 Finite Sample Analysis of Group Fairness

In Theorem 5.3 we assume that the whole data distribution D is available. Interestingly, the result
also holds for an empirical distribution induced by a finite dataset D. That is, with probability
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greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of private models hpriv, we have∣∣Fk(h
priv, D)− EFk

(h, σ,D)
∣∣ <√VFk

(h, σ,D)/ζ.

In practice, however, we only observe a sample D of size n which is drawn from another unknown
distribution D and we need to bound the fairness evaluated on the finite sample to the one on the
overall distribution. This is done in the next Lemma where we bound the group fairness of private
models on the true distribution D using the empirical fairness of the non-private model. It is a
corollary of Lemma 3.4 from Mangold et al. (2023).

Lemma 6.3. Assume that n ≥ 8 log((2K+1)/κ)
mink′ pk′

where pk′ is the true proportion of examples from

group k′. Assume also that PD

(∑K
k′=0

∣∣∣Ck′

k − Ĉk′

k

∣∣∣ > αC

)
≤ B3 exp(−B4α

2
Cn). With probability

1 − κ over the randomness of dataset D of size n, with probability 1 − ζ over the randomness of
private models hpriv, we have

∣∣∣Fk(h
priv,D)− EFk (h, σ,D)

∣∣∣ ≤√VFk (h, σ,D)/ζ +O

(
K∑

k′=1

|Ĉk′
k |

√
dH + log(K/κ)

npk′

)
,

where dH is the Natarajan dimension of the class of linear models H.

This theorem thus shows that our bounds are applicable in the finite sample setting up to an
error which decreases with the size n of the dataset but grows with the number of model parameters
p through its Natarajan dimension dH.

7 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we theoretically investigated the impact of output perturbation on individual fairness,
disagreement, and group fairness in binary linear classification. We showed that such impact can be
bounded and that a key quantity of interest is the distribution of angular margins of the non-private
model.

Limitations and perspectives. An obvious limitation of our results is that we only consider
binary linear classification. It would be interesting to consider non-linear methods, for example by
leveraging the rich literature on translation-invariant kernels approaches that can be seen as learning
linear models in a space induced by random projections (Chaudhuri et al., 2011). Similarly, while we
bound the loss of fairness due to privacy, we do not address the problem of learning fair and private
models. An interesting future work could thus be to leverage our findings on angular margins to
create new algorithms.
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A Proofs

In this section, we provide proofs of all results stated in the main text. We consider a more general case
of perturbation than that in (4). It consists in perturbing the output of the non-private mechanism
M : (X ×S×Y)n → H using Gaussian noise with a possibly non-diagonal positive-definite covariance
matrix Σ, that is

Mpriv(D) = M(D) + σ · ξ, ξ ∼ N (0,Σ), (8)

We note that the matrix Σ might also depend on the dataset D, hence, the mechanism (8) does not
have the same privacy guarantees as the standard output perturbation mechanism (4). The privacy
analysis of such mechanism with data-dependent covariance matrix Σ(D) is an interesting research
question, however, it is beyond the scope of this paper.

A.1 Technical Lemmas

In this section, we state several results from linear algebra and probability theory that are used in
the proofs.

We use the following lemma to bound the quadratic forms.

Lemma A.1. Let A ∈ Rp×p be a symmetric matrix. Then, for all vectors x ∈ Rp, we have:

λmin∥x∥22 ≤ x⊺Ax ≤ λmax∥x∥22,

where λmin and λmax are the smallest and the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A, respectively.

Proof. Since the matrix A is real symmetric, then all its eigenvalues {λi}pi=1 are real and there exists
an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors of A (Treil, 2017, Theorem 2.1) which we denote by {vi}pi=1.
We represent x =

∑p
i=1 αivi in such basis where αi ∈ R. We use the definition of eigenvalues and

the property that the basis is orthonormal:

x⊺Ax =

(
p∑

i=1

αivi

)⊺

A

(
p∑

i=1

αivi

)
=

(
p∑

i=1

αivi

)⊺( p∑
i=1

αiλivi

)
=

p∑
i=1

α2
iλi ≤ λmax

p∑
i=1

α2
i

= λmax∥x∥22.

Similarly, we obtain the lower bound:

x⊺Ax =

p∑
i=1

α2
iλi ≥ λmin

p∑
i=1

α2
i = λmin∥x∥22.

Next we state a few properties of multivariate normal random vectors. The first lemma describes
the distribution of a scalar product between a multivariate normal vector and a constant vector.

Lemma A.2 (Theorem 4.4a, Rencher and Schaalje (2008)). Let ξ denote a multivariate normal
random vector in Rp, that is ξ ∼ N (µ,Σ). For any constant vector x ∈ Rp, the scalar product ξ⊺x is
a univariate normal random variable with parameters

ξ⊺x ∼ N (µ⊺x, x⊺Σx).
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The next lemma describes the conditional distribution of two jointly normal random vectors.

Lemma A.3 (Theorem 4.4d, Rencher and Schaalje (2008)). Let Θ1 ∼ N (µ1,Σ1) and Θ2 ∼ N (µ2,Σ2)
be two jointly multivariate p-dimensional normal random vectors with covariance matrix Σ1,2. Then,
the conditional distribution Θ1 | Θ2 = t is a multivariate normal random vector

Θ1 | Θ2 = t ∼ N
(
µ1 +Σ1,2Σ

−1
2 (t− µ2), Σ1 − Σ1,2Σ

−1
2 Σ1,2

)
.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Before proving Theorem 3.1, we provide the expression for the smallest individual fairness constant
in (2).

Lemma A.4. Let L∗(h) be the smallest individual fairness constant for the linear model hθ on the
set X ⊆ Rp.

1. In general, L∗(hθ) ≤ ∥θ∥2.

2. If X is an open set, then L∗(hθ) = ∥θ∥2.

Proof. In general, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can verify that

|hθ(x)− hθ(x
′)| = |θ⊺x− θ⊺x′| = |θ⊺(x− x′)| ≤ ∥θ∥2∥x− x′∥2,

which means that L∗(hθ) ≤ ∥θ∥2.
Assume now that X ⊆ Rp is an open set. Then for any fixed θ ∈ Rp and for any fixed x ∈ X , by

assumption that X is open, there exists a vector x′ ∈ X in the neighborhood of x such that x− x′

is linearly dependent with θ. Therefore, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality becomes an equality for
such pair x, x′ ∈ X , that is |hθ(x)− hθ(x

′)| = |θ⊺(x− x′)| = ∥θ∥2∥x− x′∥2. Hence, L = ∥θ∥2 is the
minimal Lipschitz constant of a linear model hθ on the set X .

Now we proof the bound on the norm of private models hpriv.

Theorem A.5. Let M be a non-private mechanism returning h and Mpriv be the perturbation
mechanism (8). Let λmin

Σ and λmax
Σ denote the smallest and the largest eigenvalues of the matrix Σ

in (8).

1. With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv, we have

∥θpriv∥2 < ∥θ∥2 + σ
√

λmax
Σ

√√√√p+ 2

√
p log

(
1

ζ

)
+ 2 log

(
1

ζ

)
.

2. With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv, we have

∥θpriv∥2 > max


∥θ∥2 − σ

√
λmax
Σ

√
p+ 2

√
p log

(
2
ζ

)
+ 2 log

(
2
ζ

)
,

σ
√

λmin
Σ

√
max

(
0, p− 2

√
p log

(
2
ζ

))
− ∥θ∥2.
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Proof. Upper bound. We use the triangle inequality to upper bound the norm of the weights of
the model hpriv:

∥θpriv∥2 = ∥θ + σξ∥2 ≤ ∥θ∥2 + σ∥ξ∥2 ≤ ∥θ∥2 + σ
√

χ⊺Σχ ≤ ∥θ∥2 + σ
√
λmax
Σ ∥χ∥2,

where χ is an isotropic Gaussian random variable distributed as N (0, Ip). The last inequality is due
to Lemma A.1.

We need to bound from above the random variable ∥χ∥2. We use the lower bound on the squared
norm of standard Gaussian random vector from Laurent and Massart (2000, Lemma 1). For any
t > 0,

Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
pt+ 2t

)
≤ exp(−t) = ζ,

which implies that for t = log(1/ζ), we have that

Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 < p+ 2

√
p log(1/ζ) + 2 log(1/ζ)

)
= 1−Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
p log(1/ζ) + 2 log(1/ζ)

)
> 1− ζ.

Hence, with probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of χ, we have that

∥θpriv∥2 < ∥θ∥2 + σ
√

λmax
Σ

√
p+ 2

√
p log(1/ζ) + 2 log(1/ζ).

Lower bound. We use the reverse triangle inequality to lower bound the individual fairness
constant of the private model:

∥θpriv∥2 = ∥θ + σξ∥2 ≥ |∥θ∥2 − σ∥ξ∥2| = max (σ∥ξ∥2 − ∥θ∥2, ∥θ∥2 − σ∥ξ∥2)

= max
(
σ
√

χ⊺Σχ− ∥θ∥2, ∥θ∥2 − σ
√
χ⊺Σχ

)
≥ max

(
σ
√
λmin
Σ ∥χ∥2 − ∥θ∥2, ∥θ∥2 − σ

√
λmax
Σ ∥χ∥2

)
,

where χ is an isotropic Gaussian random variable distributed as N (0, Ip).
To complete the proof, we need to bound from below and above the random variable ∥χ∥2. Again,

we use the lower and the upper bound on the norm of standard Gaussian random vector from Laurent
and Massart (2000, Lemma 1). For any t > 0,

Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≤ p− 2

√
pt
)
≤ exp(−t),

Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
pt+ 2t

)
≤ exp(−t).

By combining the lower and the upper bound using the union bound, we finally obtain the two
sided bound on ∥χ∥22.

Pχ

({
∥χ∥22 ≤ p− 2

√
pt
}
∪
{
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
pt+ 2t

})
↓ union bound

≤ Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≤ p− 2

√
pt
)
+Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
pt+ 2t

)
≤ Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≤ p− 2

√
pt
)
+Pχ

(
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
pt+ 2t

)
≤ 2 exp(−t) = ζ
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which implies that for t = log(2/ζ), we have:

Pχ

(
p− 2

√
p log(2/ζ) < ∥χ∥22 < p+ 2

√
p log(2/ζ) + log(2/ζ)

)
= 1−Pχ

({
∥χ∥22 ≤ p− 2

√
p log(2/ζ)

}
∪
{
∥χ∥22 ≥ p+ 2

√
p log(2/ζ) + 2 log(2/ζ)

})
> 1− ζ.

The rest of the proof consists in taking the squared root over the lower and the upper bound on the
random variable ∥χ∥22, and substituting it into the lower and the upper bound on ∥θpriv∥2.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Lemma A.6. The probability that the private models hpriv drawn from Mpriv disagree with the
non-private model h for a given x ∈ X is

Phpriv

[
ŷ(hpriv, x) ̸= ŷ(h, x)

]
= Φ

(
− |α(h, x, y)|

σ

)
,

where Φ is the CDF of the standard normal distribution.

Proof. We rewrite the probability of interest by using Lemma A.2 stating that the scalar product of
a multivariate normal vector with a constant vector follows a univariate normal distribution :

Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) ̸= ŷ(h, x)

)
= Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = 1, ŷ(h, x) = −1

)
+Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = −1, ŷ(h, x) = 1

)
↓ since the noise ξ in the perturbation mechanism (8) is independent with the model h

= Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = 1

)
· Jŷ(h, x) = −1K +Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = −1

)
· Jŷ(h, x) = 1K

↓ the brackets J·K denote the indicator function

= P
ξ∼N (0,Σ)

(θ⊺x+ σξ⊺x ≥ 0) Jθ⊺x < 0K + P
ξ∼N (0,Σ)

(θ⊺x+ σξ⊺x < 0) Jθ⊺x ≥ 0K

=

(
1− Φ

(
−θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

))
Jθ⊺x < 0K +Φ

(
−θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
Jθ⊺x ≥ 0K

↓ using the property that 1− Φ(w) = Φ(−w)

= Φ

(
θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
Jθ⊺x < 0K +Φ

(
−θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
Jθ⊺x ≥ 0K = Φ

(
−|θ⊺x|
σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
= Φ

(
−|α(h, x, y)|

σ

)
.

In the last equality, we use the notation for angular margins α(h, x, y) = yθ⊺x√
x⊺Σx

as it simplifies the

exposition and is useful to present further results of the paper. We put the label y in the definition
of α since y ∈ Y = {−1, 1}.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Theorem A.1 (Disagreement ratio bound). With probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness
of Mpriv, the disagreement ratio of hpriv is bounded

PD
[
ŷ(hpriv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)

]
<

ED

[
Φ
(

−|α(h,X,Y )|
σ

)]
ζ

.
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Proof. We first use Markov’s inequality to obtain the bound on the tail of the disagreement ratio:

Phpriv

[
PD[ŷ(h

priv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)] ≥ t
]
≤

Ehpriv

[
PD[ŷ(h

priv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)]
]

t
= ζ.

Hence, with probability greater than 1 − ζ over the randomness of the perturbation mechanism
Mpriv, we have

PD[ŷ(h
priv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)] <

Ehpriv

[
PD[ŷ(h

priv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)]
]

ζ
.

To derive the expression on the right hand side, we use the Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem to change the
order of expectation:

Ehpriv

[
PD[ŷ(h

priv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)]
]
= Ehpriv

[
EDJŷ(hpriv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)K

]
= ED

[
EhprivJŷ(hpriv, X) ̸= ŷ(h,X)K

]
= ED

[
Φ

(
−|α(h,X, Y )|

σ

)]
,

where the last equality follows from Lemma 4.1.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Lemma A.7 (Expected fairness). Let M be a non-private mechanism returning h and Mpriv be the
perturbation mechanism (8).

1. The expected accuracy A over the randomness of private models hpriv equals

EA(h, σ,Σ,D) = ED

[
Φ

(
α(h,X, Y )

σ

)]
.

2. The expected fairness Fk over the randomness of private models hpriv equals

EFk
(h, σ,Σ,D) = C0

k +

K∑
k′=1

Ck′

k EA(h, σ,Σ,Dk′).

Before proving Lemma 5.1, we need to prove the following technical lemma.

Lemma A.8. Let M be a non-private mechanism returning h and Mpriv be the perturbation
mechanism (8) which generates private models hpriv. The probability that the private models predict
the label y given an example x is equal to

Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = y

)
= Φ

(
α(h, x, y)

σ

)
.
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Proof. We rewrite the probability that the private model makes a prediction y for a given example
x ∈ X :

Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = y

)
= Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = 1, y = 1

)
+Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = −1, y = −1

)
↓ since the noise ξ in perturbation mechanism (8) is independent with the label y

= Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = 1

)
Jy = 1K +Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, x) = −1

)
Jy = −1K

↓ the brackets J·K denote the indicator function

= P
ξ∼N (0,Σ)

(θ⊺x+ σξ⊺x ≥ 0) Jy = 1K + P
ξ∼N (0,Σ)

(θ⊺x+ σξ⊺x < 0) Jy = −1K

↓ using Lemma A.2

=

(
1− Φ

(
−θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

))
Jy = 1K +Φ

(
−θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
Jy = −1K

↓ using the property that 1− Φ(w) = Φ(−w) and the definition of angular margins α(h, x, y)

= Φ

(
θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
Jy = 1K +Φ

(
−θ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
Jy = −1K = Φ

(
yθ⊺x

σ
√
x⊺Σx

)
= Φ

(
α(h, x, y)

σ

)
.

Now we are ready to prove Lemma A.7.

Proof of Lemma A.7. The proof of the first part consists in changing the order of expectation using
Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem:

EA = Ehpriv

[
A(hpriv,D)

]
= Ehpriv

(
EDJŷ(hpriv, X) = Y K

)
= ED

(
EhprivJŷ(hpriv, X) = Y K

)
= ED

[
Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, X) = Y

)]
= ED

[
Φ

(
α(h,X, Y )

σ

)]
,

where the last equality is due to Lemma A.8.
To prove the second part of the lemma, we use the definition of fairness measure Fk(h,D) =

C0
k +

∑K
k′=1 C

k′

k · A(h,Dk′), the obtained expression for the expected accuracy EA, and the linearity
of expectation.

A.6 Proof of Lemma 5.2

Lemma A.9 (Variance of fairness of private models hpriv). Let M be a non-private mechanism
returning h and Mpriv be the perturbation mechanism (8).

1. The variance of the accuracy A over the randomness of the privacy-preserving mechanism
Mpriv is bounded from above, that is

Vhpriv

[
A(hpriv,D)

]
≤ VA(h, σ,Σ,D) = E

Z(1),Z(2)∼D

[
Φ

(
α(h, Zmin

σ

)
Φ

(
−α(h, Zmax)

σ

)]
,

where Zmin = argminZ(1),Z(2) α(h, Z) and Zmax = argmaxZ(1),Z(2) α(h, Z).

2. The variance of the group fairness measure Fk over the randomness of the privacy-preserving
mechanism Mpriv is bounded from above, that is

Vhpriv

[
Fk(h

priv,D)
]
≤ VFk

(h, σ,Σ,D) =

[
K∑

k′=1

|Ck′

k |
√

VA(h, σ,Σ,Dk′)

]2
.
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Proof. We start with the derivation of the accuracy variance bound.
Accuracy variance. Using the definition of accuracy,

Vhpriv

(
A(hpriv,Dk)

)
= Vhpriv

(
EDk

Jŷ(hpriv, X) = Y K
)
= Ehpriv

((
EDk

Jŷ(hpriv, X) = Y K
)2)

−
(
Ehpriv

(
EDk

Jŷ(hpriv, X) = Y K
))2

.

We would like to change the order of expectation from the expectation over hpriv to the expectation
over data distribution D. To be able to do so, we introduce two independent identically distributed
random variables Z ′ ∼ Dk and Z ′′ ∼ Dk. We upper bound the first term in the expression for the
accuracy variance:

Ehpriv

(
E

Z′∼Dk

Jŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′K · E
Z′′∼Dk

Jŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′K
)

↓ independence of Z′ and Z′′

= Ehpriv

(
E

Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

Jŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′, ŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′K
)

↓ changing the order of expectation using Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem

= E
Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
EhprivJŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′, ŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′K

)
= E

Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
Phpriv

(
ŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′, ŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′))

↓ using the property that P(A,B) ≤ min(P(A),P(B))

≤ E
Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
min

(
Phpriv

[
ŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′] ,Phpriv

[
ŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′]))

↓ using Lemma A.8

= E
Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
min

(
Φ

(
α(h,X ′, Y ′)

σ

)
,Φ

(
α(h,X ′′, Y ′′)

σ

)))
.

We rewrite the second term in the expression for the accuracy variance:

Ehpriv

(
EZ′∼Dk

Jŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′K
)
·Ehpriv

(
EZ′′∼Dk

Jŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′K
)
=

↓ changing the order of expectations using Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem

= EZ′∼Dk

(
EhprivJŷ(hpriv, X ′) = Y ′K

)
·EZ′′∼Dk

(
EhprivJŷ(hpriv, X ′′) = Y ′′K

)
↓ using Lemma A.8

= EZ′∼Dk

(
Φ

(
α(h,X ′, Y ′)

σ

))
·EZ′′∼Dk

(
Φ

(
α(h,X ′′, Y ′′)

σ

))
↓ independence of Z′ and Z′′

= E
Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
Φ

(
α(h,X ′, Y ′)

σ

)
· Φ
(
α(h,X ′′, Y ′′)

σ

))
.

Finally, by introducing the notation Zmin = argmin
Z′,Z′′

α(h, Z), Zmax = argmax
Z′,Z′′

α(h, Z), we show
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the following upper bound on the variance of accuracy:

Vhpriv

[
A(hpriv,Dk)

]
≤ E

Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
Φ

(
α(h,Xmin, Y min)

σ

)
− Φ

(
α(h,Xmin, Y min)

σ

)
· Φ
(
α(h,Xmax, Y max)

σ

))
= E

Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
Φ

(
α(h,Xmin, Y min)

σ

)
·
(
1− Φ

(
α(h,Xmax, Y max)

σ

)))
↓ using the property that 1− Φ(w) = Φ(−w)

= E
Z′∼Dk,Z′′∼Dk

(
Φ

(
α(h, Y min, Y min)

σ

)
· Φ
(
−α(h,Xmax, Y max)

σ

))
= VA(h, σ,Σ,Dk).

Fairness variance. We use the distributive property of the covariance to derive the fairness
variance:

Vhpriv

[
Fk(h

priv,D)
]
= Covhpriv

[
Fk(h

priv,D),Fk(h
priv,D)

]
=

K∑
k′=1

K∑
k′′=1

Ck′

k Ck′′

k Covhpriv

[
A(hpriv,Dk′),A(hpriv,Dk′′)

]
.

After, we use the triangle inequality and the covariance inequality to upper bound the fairness
variance:

Vhpriv

(
Fk(h

priv,D)
)
≤

K∑
k′=1

K∑
k′′=1

|Ck′

k | · |Ck′′

k | ·
∣∣Covhpriv

[
A(hpriv,Dk′),A(hpriv,Dk′′)

]∣∣
↓ using the covariance inequality

≤
K∑

k′=1

K∑
k′′=1

|Ck′

k | · |Ck′′

k | ·
∣∣∣√Vhpriv [A(hpriv,Dk′)] ·Vhpriv [A(hpriv,Dk′′)]

∣∣∣
=

(
K∑

k′=1

|Ck′

k |
√

Vhpriv [A(hpriv,Dk′)]

)2

≤

(
K∑

k′=1

|Ck′

k |
√
VA(h, σ,Σ,Dk′)

)2

= VFk
(h, σ,Σ,D).

The last inequality is due to the upper bound on the accuracy variance proven in the first part of the
lemma.

A.7 Proof of Theorem 5.3

We restate Theorem 5.3 by additionally providing the high probability bound on accuracy of private
models.

Theorem A.2. Let M be a non-private mechanism returning h and Mpriv be the perturbation
mechanism (8).

1. Let EFk
and VFk

denote the expected fairness and the fairness variance upper bound defined in
Lemma A.7 and Lemma A.9. With probability at least 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv, we
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have Fk(h
priv,D) < EFk

(h, σ,Σ,D) +
√

VFk
(h,σ,Σ,D)

ζ ,

Fk(h
priv,D) > EFk

(h, σ,Σ,D)−
√

VFk
(h,σ,Σ,D)

ζ .

2. Let EA and VA denote the expected fairness and the fairness variance upper bound defined in
Lemma A.7 and Lemma A.9. With probability at least 1− ζ over the randomness of Mpriv, we
have A(hpriv,D) < EA(h, σ,Σ,D) +

√
VA(h,σ,Σ,D)

ζ ,

A(hpriv,D) > EA(h, σ,Σ,D)−
√

VA(h,σ,Σ,D)
ζ .

Proof. We use the Chebyshev’s inequality to bound the fairness and the accuracy of private models.
For any t > 0, we have:

Phpriv

(
|Fk(h

priv,D)−Ehpriv

(
Fk(h

priv,D)
)
| ≥ t

)
≤ Vhpriv

(
Fk(h

priv,D)
)
/t2 ≤ VFk

(h, σ,Σ,D)/t2 = ζ.

Hence, with probability greater than 1− ζ over the randomness of the perturbation mechanism (8),
we have:

|Fk(h
priv,D)− EFk

(h, σ,Σ,D)| <
√

VFk
(h, σ,Σ,D)/ζ,

where above we use the notation for the expected fairness EFk
from Lemma A.7.

Using the same proof technique, we derive the high probability bound on the accuracy of private
models. That is, with probability greater than 1− ζ, we have

|A(hpriv,D)− EA(h, σ,Σ,D)| <
√
VA(h, σ,Σ,D)/ζ.

A.8 Proof of Lemma 6.1

We prove a more general result that in the main text. We consider the prior on θ with a mean µ and
a non-diagonal symmetric positive-definite covariance matrix η2A, that is Θ ∼ N (µ, η2A).

Theorem A.3 (Bayesian estimation of the private model). Let hpriv be the private model obtained
from the model h using the perturbation mechanism (8). Assume a Bayesian prior on model weights
Θ ∼ N (µ, η2A). Then, the posterior distribution of model weights h follows a multivariate Gaussian
distribution

Θ | Θpriv = θpriv, σ,Σ ∼ N

(
µ+A

[
A+

σ2

η2
Σ

]−1

(θpriv − µ), A

[
A+

σ2

η2
Σ

]−1

σ2Σ

)
.

In particular, for the uniform prior, that is η2 → ∞, we have Θ | Θpriv = θpriv, σ,Σ ∼ N
(
θpriv, σ2Σ

)
.

Proof. Due to our assumption that Θ ∼ N (µ, η2A), the marginal distribution of the private model
weights Θpriv is a multivariate normal Gaussian vector:

Θpriv = Θ+ σξ ∼ N
(
µ, η2A+ σ2Σ

)
.
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Since the noise vector ξ is independent with Θ, the covariance matrix for the random vectors Θ and
Θpriv is

Cov
[
Θ,Θpriv

]
= η2A.

Next, we use Lemma A.3 which describes the parameters of the conditional distribution of two
correlated multivariate normal random vectors:

E
[
Θ | Θpriv = θpriv

]
= µ+ η2A(η2A+ σ2Σ)−1

(
θpriv − µ

)
= µ+A

(
A+

σ2

η2
Σ

)−1

(θpriv − µ),

Cov[Θ,Θ | Θpriv = θpriv] = η2A− η2A
[
η2A+ σ2Σ

]−1
η2A = η2A

(
Ip −

[
η2A+ σ2Σ

]−1
η2A

)
= η2A

[
η2A+ σ2Σ

]−1 (
η2A+ σ2Σ− η2A

)
= A

[
A+

σ2

η2
Σ

]−1

σ2Σ.

Finally, we note that when η2 → ∞, which corresponds to the case of the uniform prior assumption,
we have:

E[Θ | Θpriv = θpriv]
η→∞−−−−→ µ+AA−1(θpriv − µ) = θpriv,

Cov[Θ,Θ | Θ = θpriv]
η→∞−−−−→ AA−1σ2Σ = σ2Σ.

Hence, Θ | Θpriv = θpriv ∼ N
(
θpriv, σ2Σ

)
.

A.9 Proof of Lemma 6.2

We restate the assumptions of Section 6.2

(A1) The empirical loss is well-approximated by a quadratic function, that is L̂(θ) = L̂(θ∗)+ 1
2 (θ−

θ∗)⊺H(θ − θ∗), where Hij =
∂2
θ L̂(θ)

∂θi∂θj
|θ=θ∗ is the symmetric positive definite Hessian at the optimum

θ∗ = argminθ∈Rp L̂(θ).

(A2) The noisy GD dynamics is well-approximated by its continuous-time dynamics

dθt = −η (H(θt − θ∗)dt+ σIpdWt) , (9)

where dWt is the Wiener process.

Lemma A.10. Under assumptions (A1)–(A2), the stationary distribution of the model weights of
noisy GD mechanism is multivariate Gaussian, that is θpriv ∼ N

(
θ∗, 1

2σ
2ηH−1

)
.

Proof. Under assumptions (A1)–(A2), it is shown that the stochastic process (9) has an analytic
stationary solution which is a multivariate normal distribution θ ∼ N (θ∗,Θ), where the covariance
matrix Θ can be found from the condition (Godrèche and Luck, 2018):

ΘH +HΘ = ησ2Ip. (10)

While in general the equation cannot be solved analytically, for our case, however, such analytical
solution exists. We can verify by substitution that Θ = 1

2ησ
2H−1 which concludes the proof.
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A.10 Proof of Lemma 6.3

Lemma A.11 (Corollary of Lemma 3.4 from (Mangold et al., 2023)). Let hpriv be the pri-
vate model obtained from the model h using the perturbation mechanism (8). Assume that n ≥
8 log((2K+1)/κ)

mink′ pk′
where pk′ is the true proportion of examples from group k′. Assume also that

PD

(∑K
k′=0

∣∣∣Ck′

k − Ĉk′

k

∣∣∣ > αC

)
≤ B3 exp(−B4α

2
Cn). With probability 1− κ over the randomness of

dataset D of size n, with probability 1− ζ over the randomness of private models hpriv, we have

∣∣Fk(h
priv,D)− EFk

(h, σ,D)
∣∣ ≤√VFk

(h, σ,D)/ζ +O

(
K∑

k′=1

|Ĉk′

k |

√
dH + log(K/κ)

npk′

)
,

where dH is the Natarajan dimension of the class of linear models H.

Proof. For any given dataset D, we prove in Theorem 5.3 that

Phpriv

(
EFk

(h, σ,D)−

√
VFk

(h, σ,D)

ζ
≤ Fk(h

priv) ≤ EFk
(h, σ,D) +

√
VFk

(h, σ,D)

ζ

)
≥ 1− ζ.

It implies that with probability 1 over the randomness of dataset D, the above inequality holds.
To simplify the notation, further in the proof, we denote fairness on dataset as F̂k(h) = Fk(h,D)

and we denote fairness on distribution D as Fk(h) = Fk(h,D). We also use the notation EF̂k
(h) =

EFk
(h, σ,D) and VF̂k

(h) = VFk
(h, σ,D) to denote expectation and variance of fairness on the dataset

D.
Next, we bound the error in the estimation of exact fairness by its empirical counterpart F̂k, that

is

PD

(∣∣∣F̂k(h
priv)−Fk(h

priv)
∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ PD

(
sup
h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ κ. (11)

We use the proof of (Mangold et al., 2023, Appendix D, proof of Lemma 3.4) who show that for

a fixed κ, for n ≥ 8 log( 2K+1
κ )

mink′∈{1,...,K} pk′
, and under assumption that PD

(∑K
k′=0

∣∣∣Ck′

k − Ĉk′

k

∣∣∣ > αC

)
≤

B3 exp(−B4α
2
Cn), inequality (11) holds for

t =

√√√√ log
(

B3(2K+1)
κ

)
B4n

+

K∑
k′=1

8|Ĉk′

k |

√√√√dH log
(npk′

2 + 2 log(|Y|)
)
+ log

(
8(2K+1)

κ

)
npk′

,

where dH is the Natarajan dimension of the class H.
Consider then the following probability P of the intersection of two events

P = PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
≤ F̂k(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ

 ≥ 1− ζ

 ∩
{
sup
h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≤ t

}
= 1−PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
≤ F̂k(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ

 < 1− ζ

 ∪
{
sup
h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≥ t

}
↓ union bound

≥ 1−PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
≤ F̂k(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ

 < 1− ζ

−PD

(
sup
h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≥ 1− κ.
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The rest of the proof consists in observing that for the probability P , we have the following upper
bound which represents our probability of interest

P = PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
≤ F̂k(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ

 ≥ 1− ζ

 ∩
{
sup
h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≤ t

}
↓ adding Fk(h

priv)− F̂k(h
priv) in the first inequality, and using the property that sup

h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≤ t

≤ PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
− t ≤ Fk(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
+ t

 ≥ 1− ζ

 ∩
{
sup
h∈H

∣∣∣F̂k(h)−Fk(h)
∣∣∣ ≤ t

}
↓ using P(A ∩B) ≤ P(A)

≤ PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
− t ≤ Fk(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
+ t

 ≥ 1− ζ

 .

Hence, we show that

PD

Phpriv

EF̂k
(h)−

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
− t ≤ Fk(h

priv) ≤ EF̂k
(h) +

√
VF̂k

(h)

ζ
+ t

 ≥ 1− ζ

 ≥ P ≥ 1− κ,

which concludes the proof.

B Additional Figures

In this section, we provide additional experimental results. In Fig. 4 we illustrate the high-probability
bounds from Section 3, Section 4, and Section 5 for different values of random seeds.
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(c) Disagreement ratio
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Figure 4: Accuracy, accuracy parity fairness measure, disagreement ratio and individual fairness of
private models hpriv for different values of ε on Adult dataset. Different rows correspond to different
values of random seeds (1, 2, 3, 4). The 99%-confidence bounds are shown by dashed and crossed
lines, and color-filled regions correspond to regions where 99% of measurements lie.
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