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Abstract

Most of the literature on differential privacy considers the item-level case where each user has a
single observation, but a growing field of interest is that of user-level privacy where each of the n
users holds T observations and wishes to maintain the privacy of their entire collection.

In this paper, we derive a general minimax lower bound, which shows that, for locally private
user-level estimation problems, the risk cannot, in general, be made to vanish for a fixed number
of users even when each user holds an arbitrarily large number of observations. We then derive
matching, up to logarithmic factors, lower and upper bounds for univariate and multidimensional
mean estimation, sparse mean estimation and non-parametric density estimation. In particular, with
other model parameters held fixed, we observe phase transition phenomena in the minimax rates as T’
the number of observations each user holds varies.

In the case of (non-sparse) mean estimation and density estimation, we see that, for 7' below
a phase transition boundary, the rate is the same as having nT users in the item-level setting.
Different behaviour is however observed in the case of s-sparse d-dimensional mean estimation,
wherein consistent estimation is impossible when d exceeds the number of observations in the item-
level setting, but is possible in the user-level setting when 7' > slog(d), up to logarithmic factors.
This may be of independent interest for applications as an example of a high-dimensional problem
that is feasible under local privacy constraints.
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1 Introduction

Advances in data science and machine learning have demonstrated the immense statistical utility of large
data sets when used as training data for a range of problems. Growing user concerns and regulatory
demands (e.g. Zaeem and Barber, 2020), however, have raised issues of protecting the privacy of individ-
uals whose data are collected and analysed. The desirable outcome of protecting an individual’s privacy
in a quantifiable manner whilst maintaining the statistical utility of the data has led to the development
of formal frameworks for the notion of privacy, with differential privacy (Dwork et al., 2006) emerging as
the “gold standard”. These ideas have since been developed and implemented by technology companies
such as Google (Erlingsson et al., 2014) and Meta (Yousefpour et al., 2021), and public bodies such as
the United States Census Bureau (Bureau, 2023).

First formalised in what is called the central model of differential privacy, where there is a trusted
data aggregator who has access to the original data before producing a private output statistic, there is
also the local model, where data are privatised before being sent to a data aggregator. This is a more
stringent requirement but results in greater privacy protection. The local model, whilst at the time not
yet formalised under the differential privacy framework, is one of the older instances of privacy, dating
back to the randomised response mechanism of Warner (1965), designed to avoid the issue of evasive
responses in surveys where an individual lies when answering a potentially incriminating question.

Originating from computer science and cryptography, differential privacy has more recently attracted
interest from the statistics community. A rich field of questions can be generated by aiming to introduce
optimal private protocols for familiar statistical problems and thus to quantify the cost of privacy; see, for
example, work on mean estimation (e.g. Duchi et al., 2018), density estimation (e.g. Butucea et al., 2020;
Sart, 2023), hypothesis testing (e.g. Berrett and Butucea, 2020; Lam-Weil et al., 2022) and change point
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analysis (e.g. Berrett and Yu, 2021). There is also a growing appreciation of the connections between
differential privacy and robust statistics, both in the central (Liu et al., 2022; Hopkins et al., 2023)
and local models (Li et al., 2023; Chhor and Sentenac, 2023), and techniques from the robust statistics
literature can often be leveraged to construct private estimators. Questions of optimality are usually
answered by deriving information-theoretic lower bounds, for which there are now general theoretical
tools developed for both the central (e.g. Wasserman and Zhou, 2010; Bun et al., 2014; Cai et al., 2021,
2023) and local models (e.g. Duchi et al., 2018; Acharya et al., 2023a).

Whilst traditionally both the central and local models of differential privacy assume each user pos-
sesses a single observation, this is not always the case in practice. When a user possesses multiple
observations, two frameworks are possible, the event-level setting and the stronger user-level setting.
In the event-level setting, each user is subject to a level of privacy which protects against an inference
attempt for any one item of the sample. In the user-level setting, each user’s data must be sufficiently
privatised to protect against an inference attempt on the entire sample at once. Naively applying ex-
isting techniques used in the event-level setting to the user-level setting under the local model either
leads to a reduction in the privacy guarantee proportional to the number of data points a user holds,
or results in estimators with greater error introduced for privatisation than the benefits provided by the
additional data. As such, new methods are in demand to protect the user’s entire collection of data,
whilst simultaneously leveraging the additional data to provide improved performance over using only a
single observation per user.

The user-level setup has been explored in the central model, where each user provides their entire
collection, before privatisation, to the data aggregator (e.g. Liu et al., 2020; Levy et al., 2021; Ghazi et al.,
2023). There are comparatively fewer studies on the local model of user-level privacy, particularly in a
statistical context. The local model of user-level privacy has, so far, been considered for a few problems
such as mean estimation (Girgis et al., 2022; Bassily and Sun, 2023), stochastic convex optimisation
(Bassily and Sun, 2023), empirical risk minimisation (Girgis et al., 2022) and discrete density estimation
(Acharya et al., 2023b). To the best of our knowledge, however, minimax optimality of existing estimators
in most of these problems is unproven, even in univariate mean estimation, and the question of what
happens as the number of observations a single user holds grows to infinity has not been addressed.
We, in this paper, establish the minimax rates in a range of canonical statistical problems and discover
interesting phase transition phenomena in these rates.

Lastly, we remark on connections between user-level local differential privacy and other decentralised
learning problems. One can view local privacy as having each user’s data pass through a channel that
injects noise to privatise the data. Statistical inference under local information constraints (see e.g.
Cai and Wei, 2024, and the references therein), for instance, can be viewed as having each user’s data
pass through a channel which compresses their data into a specified number of binary digits before being
passed to the data aggregator, and there exist connections in how minimax lower bounds can be obtained
in both these frameworks (e.g. Acharya et al., 2023a). Another similar topic is that of federated learning,
introduced in McMahan et al. (2017) (see e.g. Kairouz et al. 2021 for a more general overview), where a
central server aims to fit a model using the data held by a collection of clients, without the central server
having access to all the data, due to privacy requirements and storage constraints, among other reasons.

1.1 General setup

We first introduce the framework of differential privacy (DP). Given data {X (i)}?:l C Y, we consider a
conditional distribution @ : o(Z) x Y™ — [0, 1] induced via a random mapping from Y" to a (potentially
different) space Z, where o(2) denotes a o-algebra on Z. Writing X *0 = (X}, X}11,..., X;) and fixing
a > 0, the mechanism @ is said to be a-DP if

Q(Z csS | X(l:n) —_ x(l:n))
sup

o (1:n) ,/(1:n) n . (i) /(%)
oo Q(Z € 5] XTn = i) <e% Vz , T € Y™ with Z]l{x #2'\W} < 1.

i=1

The value of a controls the strength of the privacy constraint, with smaller values imposing more
restrictive conditions. In this work, we consider the case 0 < a < 1, known as the high-privacy regime.
We exclude the degenerate case of @ = 0 in which no inference is possible.

For the more stringent local differential privacy (LDP) condition, we consider a family of conditional
distributions {Q;}7"_; where Q1 : 0(Z) x Y — [0,1] and Q; : 0(Z) x Y x Z"=1 —[0,1] for i € {2,...,n}.
Here the i-th individual privatises their data X () according to @Q; to produce a private observation Z .
For oo > 0, we say that such a collection of conditional distributions {Q;}?_; satisfies a-LDP if, for all



ie{l1,2,...,n}

QZ(Z(z) cS | X(z) _ (i)vz(lzifl) —_ Z(l:ifl))
sup

o @) . 16) (1:i—1) i-1
S D20 € 5| X0 = g®, Z0a 1 = gaamy = Ve et e Yand VR e 250 (1)

Such a collection {Q;}, is called sequentially interactive. In the case that, for each i € {1,2,...,n},
Z@ only depends on X, we say that the collection is instead non-interactive, and the conditional
distributions take the simpler form Q;(Z(® € § | X = z(9),

We suppose that each user holds T > 1 independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) data points,
denoted by Xl(fT and taking values in X = Y7. Most of the existing differential privacy literature
assumes 1" = 1 whereas in this work we will consider general T'. Let Z denote the output space, which
may depend on T. We say that, for o > 0, a collection of conditional distributions {Q;}?; constitutes
an a-LDP mechanism at the user-level if, for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, the following inequalities hold

Qi(2Y € 8| Xy =y, 207D = 2(47Y)

sup , : : : :
Seo(2) QZ(Z(Z) cS | X{(;Z — :C/l(:%l)"’ 7Li-1) — Z(l:z—l))

< e, V‘TgZ)T"r/l(%l)" € X, LLi=1) o Zi-1 (2)

If we relax this requirement so that the inequalities only need to holds when xii) = x;(i) for all except at
most one t € {1,...,T}, then we obtain the definition of LDP at the event-level. Note, however, that this
relaxation would not prevent privacy leakage due to repeated measures of the same individual’s data.
Writing @ = {Q;}?_; when there is no ambiguity, we refer to any conditional distribution @ satisfying (2)
as a user-level a-LDP mechanism, and denote the set of all such mechanisms by Q.. As we focus on
this model of privacy in this work, we refer to user-level local differential privacy as user-level privacy
for brevity, specifying the distinction between the local and central models only when relevant.

As for the minimax framework, denote by P the family of distributions that an observation Xt(z) is
generated from. To quantify the best possible performance of estimators based on the privatised data
generated by mechanisms @ satisfying (2), we consider the user-level a-LDP minimax risk, that is,

dop)= inf infsupE ® 9,0 (P
R 1,a(0(P), ® 0 p) oing 1nf sup P,Q{ op(9,9( ))} (3)

where
e the quantity of interest to be estimated is 8(P) € 6(P), denoting a functional on the space P;

e the function p is a metric on the space 6(P) and ® : R>¢o — R>¢ is a non-decreasing function with
®(0) =0;

e the outermost infimum is taken over all user-level a-LDP privacy mechanisms generating the pri-
vatised data Z(9);

e the inner infimum is taken over all measurable functions 6 = é(Z W, ...,Z(™M) of the privatised
data generated by the privacy mechanism @), conditional on the raw data generated from P € P;
and

e the risk is the expectation with respect to both the distribution P of the data and the privacy
mechanism Q.

We note that the usual a-LDP risk where each user has a single item, as considered in, for example,
Duchi et al. (2018), can be recovered as a special case of (3) by considering Ry 1,0(6(P),® o p). In an
abuse of notation, denote the minimax risk without privacy by Ry, 1,00 (0(P), ® o p), with a = o0.

Remark 1. As each observation a user holds is distributed according to a distribution P, we see that
user-level privacy is the natural extension of (1) where we view each user’s single data point as from the
product distribution P’ = P®T and where the quantity being estimated §(P’) = 6(P) regardless of T.

Being a stronger notion of privacy, user-level privacy provides a stronger guarantee than event-level
privacy at the cost of reduced statistical utility of the privatised output. What is not so clear however,
is whether the user-level framework with n users each possessing an independent sample of size T is
preferable in terms of statistical utility to the traditional LDP framework having n7T many users each
with one observation. On the one hand, under user-level privacy a greater amount of noise may be



needed to privatise the user’s sample, suggesting the user-level setup is at a disadvantage. On the other
hand, it is possible that under the user-level setup, a user can discern useful information locally from
their collection of items before submitting a privatised value, potentially providing an advantage. To
distinguish between these two setups, we refer to the case where each user holds a single data point as
the item-level case, so we will be interested in comparing the performance of item-level a-LDP with nT
users against user-level a-LDP with n users, each with a sample of size 1. Note, however, that with
the same «, this results in a stricter privacy protection for the user-level. This is because in the user-
level setting, every T observations share o privacy budget, while every one observation enjoys a privacy
budget in the item-level setting. Lacking a widely-accepted strategy for a fairer comparison, we stick to
this comparison while acknowledging the stricter privacy protection imposed in user-level privacy.

1.2 Contributions

In this paper, we aim to investigate the aforementioned question. The list of contributions is summarised
below.

e In Section 2, we discuss the case where the number of items a user holds diverges whilst the
number of users is kept fixed. As a user would be able to estimate any functional of the distribution
arbitrarily well given an infinite and independent sample, we consider the minimax risk of estimating
a quantity where each user knows the quantity exactly, but cannot report this value without
randomising it to satisfy a-LDP. We develop general upper and lower bounds on the minimax
risk for any estimation problem. The lower bound in particular has relevance beyond this thought
experiment as it also applies to the user-level setting that we consider in specific problems, and
will be used to characterise when phase transitions occur in the fundamental limits.

e In Section 3, for d € N, we consider d-dimensional mean estimation for distributions supported
on unit fo- and £,,-balls. Mean estimation procedures and proofs of their minimax optimality in
the item-level case have been previously developed in Duchi et al. (2018). The problem has also
been considered in the central user-level setting in Levy et al. (2021), and in the local setting,
without showing minimax optimality, for estimators for distributions supported on the ¢..-ball
with some further assumptions in Girgis et al. (2022) and Bassily and Sun (2023). We build upon
this prior work by only imposing a restriction on the support of data without further assumptions,
considering both ¢5- and ¢.-balls, and deriving minimax rates. In particular, we show that a phase
transition occurs when T is larger than a quantity exponential in na? and further increases in T
no longer improve estimation.

e In Section 4, we consider sparse mean estimation. Unlike the mean estimation problems in Section 3
where, for small T' - up until the phase transition, the optimal minimax rate is the same (up to
logarithmic factors) as having nT users in the item-level setup, in Section 4 we see a prominent
difference between minimax risks of the user- and item-level setups. For comparison, without
privacy restrictions, assuming that the mean has at most one non-zero entry enables consistent
estimators as long as the dimension is not exponential in the number of users. Duchi et al. (2018),
however, shows that under item-level LDP, no consistent estimator exists if na? = O(d). We will
show that in the user-level setting, consistent estimators exist even if d is polynomial in na? as long
as log(d) = O(T"). This shows that there exist estimation problems that are significantly easier in
the user-level setting compared to the item-level setting.

e In Section 5, we consider non-parametric density estimation. The estimation of discrete densities
under user-level local privacy has been considered in Acharya et al. (2023b) where an estimator
is developed and its minimax optimality established in a regime where the value of T is not too
large. We consider the case of continuous densities lying in a function family defined through a
Sobolev ellipsoid condition on the coefficients of its basis expansion. As well as constructing an
estimator and proving its near-minimax optimality in all regimes of T, we will see that unlike the
two previously considered parametric problems where the phase transition boundary is exponential

in na?, the phase transition boundary for this non-parametric problem is polynomial in na?.

1.3 Notation and organisation

For n € N, we write [n] = {1,...,n}. For a collection of vectors {z(V},c(,) C R?, denote 21" =
{zM .. 2™}, For a,b € R, let aAb = min(a,b) and a Vb = max (a, b). For non-negative real sequences



{antnen and {b, }nen, an < by, denotes the existence of a constant C' > 0 such that limsup,, . an/bn <
C, a, 2 b, denotes that b, < a, and a, =< b, denotes that a,, < b, < a,. We say a random variable
X is o-sub-Gaussian if P(|X| > ¢) < 2¢=<"/(2%) for any e > 0. For a distribution P, denote the n-fold
product distribution arising from n i.i.d. observations as P®". For two distributions P, @, let Dxp,(P||Q)
and Drvy (P, Q) denote the Kullback—Leibler divergence and total variation distance between P and @
respectively. Given a convex set C C R, denote the projection of 2 € R? onto C as Il¢(x). We define
the Laplace distribution with scale A > 0 to be the distribution with the the density (2)A)~!exp(—|z|/)),
and refer to the case where A = 1 as the standard Laplace distribution. For a vector v € R¢ and
j € [d] denote the j-th co-ordinate of v as v;; write |Jv|lo = 2?21 1{v; # 0}. For two vectors v,v’ € R?,
denote the Hamming distance between v and v' by H(v,v") = |jv — v'[|o. For any set S, let |S| be its
cardinality. For a given radius r > 0 and dimension d € N, we write Ba(r) = {z € R? : [|z]|2 < r} and
Boo(r) = {# € R?: ||z] s < r}. Throughout this work, for simplicity we omit the taking the floor and/or
ceiling of quantities for which an integer value is expected.

In the rest of this paper, we consider the case of diverging T" in Section 2, and finite T in Sections 3,
4 and 5, on d-dimensional mean, s-sparse d-dimensional mean and density estimation, respectively. The
paper is concluded with more discussion in Section 6, with all technical details in the Appendices.

2 Infinite observations per user: T = co

In this section, we will consider the limiting behaviour as T' diverges to infinity. Whilst without any
privacy constraints the error typically vanishes as T' — oo, with privacy constraints, we will show that
this is no longer the case. To understand what happens as T' diverges, we consider the case where each
user knows exactly the functional to estimate. Given a family of distributions P, we consider the family

P> ={dp: 0 €0(P)}, whered(P)={0(P): PP}, (4)

and dy is the point mass at . The sample space is therefore 6(P). For any 6 € §(P), the corresponding
functional to estimate for dg € P> is 6(dg) = 6.

Our motivation is that if each user has an infinite sample size, then they would be able to estimate
the functional perfectly. The problem is therefore equivalent to the case where the data distribution is
a point mass on the value of the functional. With some abuse of notation and the user-level a-LDP
minimax risk defined in (3), we define

Rn,oo,a(e(,]))a Pop) = Rn,l,a(e(rpm)a P o p), (5)

and refer to this estimation problem as the infinite-T problem giving rise to the infinite-7T" minimax rate.
Of particular interest is whether R, 1.4 (8(P), Pop) is of the same rate as Ry, co,a(A(P), Pop) as T — oo,
and how the user-level rate Ry, 7.4 (0(P), ® o p) compares to Ry1.1,4(0(P), P o p) — the item-level rate
with an equivalent number of observations.

We first demonstrate in Example 1 that it is wrong to take the lower bounds from the item-level
case and to assume that R, 7.4 (0(P), ® o p) and R,1.1,0(0(P), P o p) are of the same order. In fact, as
our results in Section 4 show, it is generally not even true that R, 7. is lower bounded by a constant
multiple of Ry7,1,a, so these two risks are generally incomparable.

Example 1. Estimating the mean of a distribution from the family P = {P : Ep(X) € [-1,1]}, we
have that the user-level LDP minimax risk with respect to the squared error loss is lower bounded as

Roza(O(P), () Zmin{l,ﬁ}. (6)

When T = 1, (6) coincides with the item-level lower bound on Ry, 1,4(0(P), (-)?) (Corollary 1 in Duchi
et al., 2018). We will show in Section 3 that, for a certain range of T, (6) is tight up to logarithmic
factors, but not for the whole range of T'. Indeed, we will also show that

R0 (B(P), (-)2) 2 e~ 120", (7)

This second lower bound, independent of T, demonstrates that for a fixed n, even as T — oo, the risk is
bounded away from 0. The proofs of (6) and (7) are provided in Appendix A.

In the rest of this section, we will show that this non-vanishing phenomenon is not specific to the
estimation problem in Example 1, but general for user-level LDP problems.



2.1 General minimax rates

We now introduce general upper and lower bounds for infinite-T" LDP estimation problems. The lower
bound developed here will also apply to the finite-T" case.

We also construct a general method, providing tight upper bounds for the infinite-7" case for a range
of illustrative problems.

Theorem 1 (General infinite-T' rates). Given a family of distributions P and 6 > 0, let N(6) be the
d-covering number of the metric space (0, p) with © = 0(P) and suppose that N(2§) > 1. For a € [0, 1],
the LDP minimazx risk satisfies that

D(6) 12na? + log(2)
2 { ~ Tog(N(20))

} < Rovoa(0(P), ® 0 p) < B(8) + ®(diam(0)) N (5)e /20, (8)

where diam(©) = supy g p(0,0").

The proof of Theorem 1 is provided in Appendix A. The upper bound is due to a non-interactive
procedure to be presented and the lower bound follows from an application of Fano’s inequality along
with a bound on the private Kullback—Leibler divergence (Duchi et al., 2018, Corollary 3). Of importance
is the fact that the proof of the lower bound uses no properties of the family of distributions other than
the metric entropy of the space 8(P). As the parameter space #(P) remains the same across the item-
level, user-level and infinite-T" setups, the lower bound in Theorem 1 is applicable across all three, leading
immediately to the following result.

Corollary 2. With the same conditions and notation as Theorem 1, we have that, for all T > 1, the
user-level private minimazx risk vs lower bounded as

D(0) 12na? + log(2)
2 {1 log(NV(20)) }

Rn,T,a(e(P)v do P) Z (9)

Remark 2. As the lower bound in (9) is independent of T', an important consequence of Corollary 2
is that for any user-level LDP estimation problem it is impossible for the minimax risk to vanish as T’
diverges, provided that there exists § > 0 such that 12na? + log(2) < log(N(26)).

Letting dpp and dyp satisfy
N(201,8) > exp([24na® 4 21og(2)]) and ®(dyp) > @{diam(@)}N((SUB)e_"O‘Z/QO,
we have that
(I)(5LB) S Rn,m,a(o(P>a Qo p) S (I)(5UB)-

We now construct a general estimator which attains the upper bound in (8). The estimator involves
constructing a d-covering of the p-metric space of interest, and uses a private voting procedure to select
the ball believed to be closest to the unknown parameter. We note that this voting-based strategy is
commonly used in the privacy literature, sometimes under the name of unary encoding. See e.g. Wang
et al. (2017) for an overview of this technique, and e.g. Girgis et al. (2022) for an application in user-level
privacy. The procedure is formalised as follows.

Step 1. (Initialisation.) For § > 0, let N(J) be the d-covering number of the metric space (0, p) and
B = {Bj, j € [N(0)]} be a §-cover, with §; being the centre of B; for j € [N(J)]. Define

Bi = By, B-; = Bj \ Uke[j—l]Bk; 7> 1. (10)
Step 2. (Voting.) For each user i € [n] with observation X =6, let VW = (1{X® € B}});c(n(s))-
Let {Ui;}iem), jein (o) be iid. from Unif[0, 1] and

i€ [n], j€[N(@©) (11)

7O {Vj(i)’ Uj <e?/(1+e*/?),
O _

1- Vj(z), otherwise,

Step 3. (Consolidation.) Set

4 = min arg max Z ‘7j(i) and 6= 6.
JEIN(®)] \;=1



Note that the privatisation in (11) is non-interactive and satisfies a-LDP by Lemma 16.

With this algorithm in hand, we focus on the form of the upper bound in (8), consisting of two
terms. The term ®(J) is the error that arises when the correct ball is chosen. In this case, the error
is at most ®(d) by the definition of the constructed covering of the space. The other term is the error
incurred when a different ball is chosen, in which case the error varies depending on the distance between
the parameter and the centre of the chosen ball. This error is therefore upper bounded by the worst
case distance ®(diam(©)). This adverse outcome occurs when, after privatising the votes, the number of
votes for the correct ball is less than that of some other ball, and the probability of this adverse outcome
is upper bounded by N (6)6_"0‘2/ 20, The exponential term is due to the use of Hoeffding’s inequality
when considering the privatised votes.

There is a trade-off between taking & smaller to obtain a finer covering of ©, which would result
in a smaller ®(0), and the difficulty in identifying the ball the users are voting for after privatisation
as N(9) increases. Loosely speaking, as § decreases, there are more candidates to vote for, and so more
opportunities for an incorrect ball to obtain more votes after privatisation by random chance. When
obtaining upper bounds, we set § to balance these two terms to obtain a sharp upper bound.

2.2 Application of Theorem 1

In this subsection we apply Theorem 1 in a range of problems. For suitably chosen values of § we obtain
minimax rates up to constants and, in the case of exponential bounds, constants in the exponent, the
proofs of which are contained in Appendix A.

2.2.1 Mean estimation

Consider the mean estimation problems for the classes of distributions

Pq={P :supp(P) C Boo(1) CR?} and P, = {P:supp(P) C By(1) C R}, (12)
with the mean of a distribution P denoted as 6(P) = Ep(X).
Proposition 3. (i) Assuming that na® > 60dlog(6d), it holds that

e S Ryoa(B(Pa), || - 13) S e/, (13)

where Py is denoted in (12), Ry oo,a is the infinite-T" minimax risk rate defined in (5) and C > ¢ > 0
are absolute constants.
(ii) Assuming that na® > 60d, it holds that

e S R oo,a(0(PY), I - 13) S e/, (14)

where P} is denoted in (12), Ry 0o,a @5 the infinite-T minimax risk rate defined in (5) and C" > >0
are absolute constants.

The primary component of the proof of Proposition 3 is to upper and lower bound the covering
numbers of the spaces 8(Pq) and 6(P}), before applying the general results Theorem 1.

The item-level counterpart of Proposition 3 is shown in Duchi et al. (2018), where the minimax rates
are

Ru1.a(0(Pa), || - [13) < d*/(na®)  and Ro1.a(@(Py). [l - [13) < d/(na?). (15)

Compared to these polynomial rates, Proposition 3 exhibits exponentially decaying rates. In order to
achieve vanishing minimax rates, in the ¢»-ball scenarios (P)), the same dependence on d is observed
in both the infinite-T and item-level cases, i.e. d/(na?) — 0. On the other hand, such dependence is
substantially weakened in the infinite-T' case when considering the ¢-ball scenario (P;). While in both
setups the £..-ball scenario suffers from a worse dependence on the dimension d compared to the ¢5-ball
one, the infinite-T" setup only requires na? > dlog(d), as opposed to na? 2 d? for the item-level rate.

2.2.2 Sparse mean estimation

Consider the high-dimensional sparse mean estimation problem where the family of distributions is
Pa,s = {P : supp(P) C Boo(1) C R, ||Ep(X)]o < s}, (16)
with the mean of distribution P denoted as 8(P) = Ep(X).



Proposition 4. Assuming that na® > 120slog(6d), it holds that
O S Ryoo.a(OPas), |- I3) S e/, (17)

where Pq, s is denoted in (16), Ry co,a s the infinite-T minimaz risk rate defined in (5) and C' > ¢ >0
are absolute constants.

Proposition 4 is shown by obtaining suitable bounds on the covering number of the metric space
(0(Pa,s), |l - l2), where || - ||2 is the vector £3-norm, and by applying Theorem 1. The upper bound on the
covering number of 8(Py s) comes from considering a union of s-dimensional subspaces which cover the
space 0(Pgy,). For the lower bound we explicitly construct a packing of (P4 ), described in the proof
of Lemma 18 in Appendix D. This is an interesting byproduct on its own and gives a lower bound on
the covering number.

Without privacy constraints, one can show that Ry, 1,00 (0(Pa.s), ||-[|3) < slog(ed/s)/n (e.g. Han, 2016,
Theorem 8.2.6), showing that the dimension d can grow exponentially large in n. On the other hand, it
is shown in Theorem 3 in Acharya et al. (2023a) that for s > 4log(d), Ru.1.0(0(Pas), || - [13) < sd/(na?)
1

We see that, item-level LDP constraints are disastrous for sparse mean estimation, where the dimen-
sion cannot be linear in na? for consistent estimation, let alone exponential. On the other hand, we see
that in the infinite-T" case, the rates in Proposition 4 and (13) match when replacing d by s. This shows
that in the infinite-T case, the fundamental limits of the s-dimensional mean and s-sparse d-dimensional
mean problems are the same, up to constants in exponential. This hints at potential benefits of user-level
LDP for finite-T" in the context of sparse mean estimation to be explored further in Section 4.

2.2.3 Non-parametric density estimation

For the non-parametric density estimation problem we consider the elliptical Sobolev space (e.g. equa-
tion (1.91) in Tsybakov, 2009) defined below. Define the trigonometric basis

e1(z) =1, @oj(x) = V2cos(2mjr) and @oj1(x) = V2sin(2mjz), jEN, (18)

Given a smoothness parameter § € N and a radius r > 0, the Sobolev class of functions of smoothness 3
and radius r is given by

Sao = { £ € L20AD: 1= Y 0100 30 <), (19)
j=1 j=1
This leads to the definition of the sub-class of Sobolev densities
fﬁﬁr{fES[gm: f>0,/f(:c)dz1}. (20)
We denote by Py the distribution induced by the density f and define the class of all such distributions

Psr={Ps:f€Far}, (21)

where the functional to estimate is 0(Pf) = f and the error is measured by the squared L?([0,1]) norm
denoted by || - ||3 where

1712 = /X (@)} da. (22)

Proposition 5. There exists a constant Cé > 0 depending only on 8 such that, whenever na? > Cé, it
holds that

c C
55 S Rusoa0(Pp), || [3) S —2 (23)

(na?2) (na?2)28’

where Pg 1 is denoted in (21), Rp,co,a S the infinite-T" minimazx risk rate defined in (5) and Cg > cg > 0
are constants depending only on (3.

IFor s = 1, Duchi et al. (2018) shows that the non-interactive minimax risk, as opposed to the interactive risks considered
throughout this work and in Acharya et al. (2023a), is of order dlog(2d)/(na?).



The upper and lower bounds of Proposition 5 are derived by obtaining suitable upper and lower
bounds on the covering number of the space F31 and by applying Theorem 1. For the upper bound
on the complexity of Fj3 1, it suffices to use the standard upper bound on the covering number of Sg
(e.g. Wainwright, 2019, Example 5.12); for the lower bound, we explicitly construct a packing of Fg 1,
described in the proof of Lemma 17 in Appendix D, which is again a byproduct of its own interest.

Compared to Proposition 3, we see that the minimax risk is polynomial in na? rather than expo-
nential. This occurs due to the fact that the covering number of the Fjp 1 is exponential in 1/, rather
than polynomial as is the case for the spaces arising from the classes in (12) and (16). This also shows
a significant difference between parametric and non-parametric rates in user-level LDP settings.

2.3 Discussion

In this section we have discussed the minimax rates for the infinite-T" case, where the data are drawn
from distributions in P>°, defined in (4). Comparisons of the minimax rates corresponding to P and
those to P, in the three problems we discussed in this section are collected below, where we suppress
multiplicative constants and constants in exponents.

d-dim. mean (f2-ball) Sparse mean Density (Sobolev S-smooth)
Distribution class P d/(na?) sd/(na?) (na?)=20/(28+2)
Distribution class P> e—ne’/d e~ne’/s (na?)=28

Table 1: Comparison of infinite-T" user-level rates, and item-level mean estimation and density rates
derived in Duchi et al. (2018), and sparse mean estimation rate derived in Acharya et al. (2023a).
Multiplicative constants and constants in exponents are suppressed for illustration convenience.

We note the significant difference between the two cases, for example in the user-level setting with
the exponential rate in mean estimation, or the lack of dependence on d in the sparse rate except through
the required assumption na? > 120log(6d), which is itself no stronger (up to constants) than what is
assumed in the non-private analogue. We also note that the rate is not always exponential, as seen in
the non-parametric density estimation, where a polynomial rate is still observed, but with a different
exponent from that in the item-level case.

With these results in hand for the infinite-T' case we will next consider the finite-T" user-level LDP
case. By virtue of Corollary 2, we have that all the lower bounds developed thus far also hold for the
minimax risk for finite-7. We note the parallels to Levy et al. (2021), where it was shown that for the
problems considered therein, the minimax risk for the central user-level framework does not vanish even
as T — oo, answering a conjecture of Amin et al. (2019). We thus resolve the local model analogue of
this conjecture where one asks what these T-independent lower bounds will be in the local model.

Further, intuition suggests that we might expect that as T — oo with other quantities held fixed,
the minimax risk for user-level LDP will demonstrate similar behaviour in the limit as in the infinite-T'
cases above as each user can estimate the functional increasingly well. We will shortly see that this is
indeed the case, with the user-level rates demonstrating a phase transition once T is sufficiently large,
matching the rates we obtained in this section.

3 Mean estimation

Recalling the families Py and P defined in (12), we estimate the mean of a distribution P so that
6(P) = Ep(X) and measure the error by the squared ¢s-loss.

Theorem 6. (i) Assuming that na® > Cdlog(ed), where C > 0 is an absolute constant, we have that

d2
nTa?

< d2 1Og(nTa2/d) + e—cnaz/d

~ nTo? ’

2
Ve N S Ry (B(Pa). || - 113) (24)
where Py is denoted in (12) for the Loy case, Ry 1. is the user-level minimaz risk rate defined in (3)
and C > ¢ > 0 are absolute constants. B
(ii) Assuming that na? > C'dlog(ed), where C' > 0 is an absolute constant, we have that

d / d{l Tao?)}? Y
Ve S Ry ORI | 18) % min {1, SOEELIE . oenetra],

nT o? nT o?



where P/, is denoted in (12) for the {y case, Ry, 1,q s the user-level minimaz risk rate defined in (3) and
C' > ¢ >0 are absolute constants.

In both cases, we see that lower bounds are the maxima of two parts, the polynomial term analogous
to the standard item-level rate (Duchi et al., 2018, Corollary 4), and the exponential term inherited from
Theorem 1.

The estimation methods in deriving upper bounds are similar to that in Girgis et al. (2022) and
Bassily and Sun (2023), and repeat standard user-level estimation techniques of first localising to a small
region where the mean is believed to lie, and then obtaining a refined estimator on the chosen region.

The exponential-decay minimax rate once T is sufficiently large is a phenomenon new to the literature,
and confirms the intuition of Section 2 that the infinite-T rate, for this problem given by Proposition 3,
should coincide with the finite-T" rate for large T

In the rest of this section, we present the estimation methods for the univariate case in Section 3.1, the
multivariate case with f..-ball in Section 3.2 and the multivariate case with f5-ball in Section 3.3, with
discussion in Section 3.4. The upper bounds follow from the analysis, in Appendix B, of the constructed
estimators, with the lower bounds proven in Appendix C.

3.1 Univariate procedure

The estimation procedure developed for the univariate case will be used as a building block for both the
lo- and f..-ball cases of the multivariate problem. The intuition for the univariate case is as follows.
As each user has an i.i.d. sample of size T, each user is able to estimate the mean within O(1/7") mean
squared error accuracy. For a € (0, 1), if we were to naively privatise this procedure via, e.g. the Laplacian
mechanism, to ensure a-LDP the added noise would need to have O(1/a?) variance, dominating O(1/T).

To avoid this problem, the procedure splits the users into two halves. Without loss of generality,
assume that the number of the users n is even. We partition [—1, 1] into non-overlapping sub-intervals
of width 26, with ¢ to be specified. The first half of users calculate their own sample means, identify
which sub-intervals contain their sample means and publicise indicators. The central statistician then
produces an interval of width O(d) that will contain the mean with high probability.

The second half calculate their own sample means, project the sample means onto the interval output
from the first half and apply the Laplacian mechanism. As the width of the initially estimated interval
is O(8) rather than O(1), it suffices to perturb with noise with variance of order O(62/a?) rather than
O(1/a?). By choosing 6 = O(1/+/T), up to logarithmic factors, we are able to take advantage of the T'
observations each user holds.

We note that for large values of T' we do not make use of all 7" observations, but instead cap the value
of T at T*, a value exponential in na?, making users discard excess data. This step is taken to prevent
the value of § becoming too small, which would result in the total number of sub-intervals becoming
too large, and hence impossible to reliably select the correct interval from the private votes. Further,
discarding excess observations does not reduce the utility of our final estimator. To be specific, using
only T* observations in calculating sample means in (26) and (30) does not reduce the accuracy of the
final estimator as if all T observations were used. This is because the estimation error rate is dominated
by either ¢ or the added Laplacian noise required for privacy. As a byproduct, this also results in a lower
storage and computational cost.

The procedure is formalised as follows.

Step 1. (Initialisation.) Let T* =T A ene’/K > 1 with K > 0 an absolute constant and let

5 = {2log(nT"a?)/T*}'*. (25)

Let {I;, j € [N(0)]} be a partition of [—1,1], with I; = [-142(j — 1), =1 +236), j € [N(6) — 1]
and Iy (s = [—1 + 2{N(8) — 1}5,— 1 + 2N (5)d)].
Step 2. (Localisation.) Calculate
o TR . o
60 = = > X and VO = 1{69 € L UL U L), i€ /2, j € NG (26)
t=1

with Iy = In(s)+1 = 0. Let Uy 5, i € [n/2], j € [N(9)], be i.i.d. from Unif|0, 1] and set

, (i) < en o
7O _ {Vj : Uij < e/ +e2), [n/2], j € [N(5)]. (27)

J 1-— Vj(i), otherwise,

10



Choose
n/2

i . ~ ()
j¥ = minargmax » V.:". (28)
JEIN()] ; ’

Let L,U denote the lower and upper end points of I;+ respectively,

L=L-65, U=U+66 and I =[L,U]. (29)
Step 3. (Refinement.) Let
1o~ ) | 146
i) — - [ = i i
0 =11 | <T* t§:1:Xt ) +———t, i€n]\[n/2], (30)

where the ¢;’s are i.i.d. standard Laplace random variables. The final estimator is defined as

i LN 40
9_n/2 > 0w

i=n/2+1

The privatisation in (27) satisfies a-LDP by Lemma 16, as does the estimator (30) due to being an
instance of the Laplacian mechanism.

With this estimator for the univariate case, we now consider the multivariate generalisations, where
the univariate procedure is applied co-ordinatewise. For the ¢,.-ball this can be done to the orginal data,
but for the f5-ball we first apply a transformation.

3.2 Multivariate procedure for /,.-ball

For the multivariate procedure for the £.-ball, we split the n users into d many equally-sized folds, each
of which is assigned to estimate a co-ordinate using the univariate procedure detailed in Section 3.1.
Since we assume that na? > dlog(ed), we may assume without loss of generality that n is a multiple of
2d.

The mean squared error of the final estimator and the upper bound in (24) have a factor of d2. One d
is from the fact that each co-ordinate is estimated by n/d users, and the other d is introduced by the
sum of d-many terms when summing the error for each co-ordinate.

The procedure is formalised as follows.

Step 1. (Initialisation.) For j € [d], let

n n n n

n 1,...,'—},N- :{d D1, '—},N-:N- Nis.
2d " Iy Moz =d+i =g+ (4 7)55 1 Ni = Njal (;12)

Nj1= {(J -1)
Let T* = T A ene’/(Kd) > 1 with K > 0 an absolute constant and let
§= {210g(nT*a2/d)/T*}1/2 .

Let {I;, j € [N(0)]} be a partition of [-1,1], with I; = [-1+2(j —1)6, —1+240), j € [N(5) —1],
and Iy = [—1+2(N(8) — 1)8, —1 + 2N (3)d].

Step 2. (Estimation.) For each j € [d], perform the following.

Calculate

-
A 1 i i A :
00 = = S xP and VY =1{6 € Iy UL Ulipa}, i€ Ny, k€ [N(3)],

t=1

with Iy = In(s)41 = 0. Let Uig, i € Nj1, k € [N(6)], be i.id. from Unif[0,1] and set

. (1) L < e0/B a/6
v {Vk ’ Uip < e2/(1+e27), i€ N1, ke [N@O).

B 1—Vk(i), otherwise,

11



Choose .
k} = min arg max Z sz).
kEIN@)] jen; 4
Let L;,U; denote the lower and upper end points of Ik; respectively,
Lj:Ljfﬁ(S, U]:Uj+65 and Ik; :[Lj,Uj].
Step 3. (Refinement.) For each j € [d], perform the following:
Let

—
A 1 ; 146
(&) —11- el (9) = ,
0\ = Hlk;f (T* tg_le) + - l;, 1€ Njo
where the ¢; are i.i.d. standard Laplace random variables. Let the refined estimator for the j-th

co-ordinate be 1
0; = 6% e R.
7 n/(2d) ie;jz

Step 4. (Consolidation.) The final estimator is defined as
~ d ~
Q:Zej jERd, (32)
where e; is the j-th standard basis vector of R4,

3.3 Multivariate procedure for /,-ball

For the £..-ball, splitting the sample and applying the univariate estimator to each co-ordinate attains the
optimal rate. This procedure however does not attain the optimal rate for estimation on the ¢5-ball. As
seen in the lower bound in Theorem 6, for estimation on the ¢s-ball, the dependence on the dimension
is linear rather than quadratic, but applying the same sample splitting method with no modification
yields a quadratic rate. We instead carry out an encoding step which, loosely speaking, improves the
concentration of data by a factor of O(1/v/d), resulting in a linear rate in d. Such encoding has been
implemented in the context of differential privacy, including Kashin’s representation (see e.g. Lyubarskii
and Vershynin 2010 for an introduction and e.g. Chen et al. 2020 for an application to differential privacy)
and random rotations. The latter method has been used for private mean estimation in both central
(e.g. Levy et al., 2021) and local (e.g. Girgis et al., 2022) frameworks.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the dimension is a power of 2, as we can append auxiliary
values of 0 to all the data. This dyadic design does not affect the final rate up to constants.

We first define the Hadamard matrices, denoting Hy for k a power of 2, as the family of matrices
which can be constructed inductively from

Hy=(1) and Hy= (gz_i _Iﬁk;), k> 1.

We then denote by Wy, a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries being i.i.d. Rademacher random variables.
Construct the rotation matrix
Ry, = HWy,/VE. (33)

Rotating data using the rotation matrix Ry, with high probability, ensures that the resulting data
concentrate better in ¢o-norm. This is made precise in the following result, derived from the proof of
Levy et al. (2021, Lemma 2).

Lemma 7 (Levy et al., 2021, Lemma 2). Assume that the dimension d € N is a power of 2 and fix any
j € [d]. For the rotation matriz Ry in (33), vectors x,x9 € R% and v € (0,1), we have, with probability
at least 1 — ~y, that

10|z — xo||2{log(1/7)}'/?
|(Rax); — (Rawo);| < H OH;{/Q Qb

12



Applying this random transformation to the data before using the univariate estimation procedure
to each co-ordinate yields the following algorithm.

Step 1.

Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

(Initialisation.) For j € [d], let
n

2dJr

n

So b Ny = NjaUNe.

2d ’
Let T* = T Ae—ne’/(Kd) > 1 with K > 0 an absolute constant, R; be a random rotation matrix

defined in (33), and

5 {W} " (34)

ar+
for an absolute constant C' > 0.
Let {I;, j € [N(d)]} be a partition of [—1,1], with I; = [-142(j — 1), =1 +256), j € [N(0) — 1]
and Iy = [~1 + 2(N(6) — 1)5, —1 + 2N(6)d].
(Estimation.) For each j € [d], perform the following.

Calculate

-
Al 1 i i A )
00 = = > X and Vi = 1{(Rg0D); € L1 UL, U ir }, i€ Ny, k€ [N(@)],  (35)

t=1

with Io = In(s)+1 = 0 and Ry in (33). Let Uk, i € Nj1, k € [N(6)], be i.i.d. from Unif[0, 1] and
set

A Uik < €//(1+ 2/6),

~ ) .
7 _ . i€ N1 ke [N(®©).
k {1 - Vk(l), otherwise, j’l IN @)

Choose o
k; = min arg max Z Vi

REIN®) N,

Let L;,U; denote the lower and upper end points of Ik; respectively,

ij:Ljfﬁ(S, U]:Uj+65 and jk;:[ij,ﬁj].

(Refinement.) For each j € [d], perform the following:
Let

T
o 1 i 146 .
o) :ka; {FZ(RdXt())j}JrT&, 1€ Njo.

t=1

where the ¢; are i.i.d. standard Laplace random variables. Let the refined estimator for the j-th

co-ordinate be 1
0 = ——— 0% e R. (36)
7 n/(2d) Z_GXNEZ

(Consolidation.) The final estimator is defined as
~ d ~
0=R;"Y e0; e R, (37)
j=1

where e; is the j-th standard basis vector of R,

In addition to the random rotation technique that is used explicitly in the above algorithm, we
also use the fact that the fo-norm of an average of random variables that are supported on an fs-ball
concentrates better than only using the fact that the random variables are sub-Gaussian due to having
bounded support. This is because, due to being supported on an ¢s-ball, the {5-norms of the random
variables are themselves bounded random variables, and hence satisfy the sub-Gaussian tail bound; see
Jin et al. (2019) for a detailed discussion.
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3.4 Discussion

In this section we derived the user-level LDP minimax rates for mean estimation problems. One inter-
esting observation is that the user-level rate for n users each with sample size T' is equivalent to the
item-level rate with nT" users, until T is sufficiently large that the infinite-T" rate from Proposition 3
dominates. Similar limiting behaviour is observed in the central user-level privacy setting in Levy et al.
(2021) where the minimax risk of mean estimation (on both the ¢3- and f.-balls) is lower bounded
independently of T'.

We consider the following table which compares the minimax rates for a range of differential privacy
settings, and the non-private case as a baseline, all with a total sample size of nT. We note that despite
using the strictest notion of privacy of all the settings, our rates still compare favourably, matching
those of item-level LDP with an equivalent number of samples when T is smaller than some quantity
exponential in na?, and with an exponentially decaying rate otherwise.

Setting Minimax rate Reference
Non-Private d/(nT) e.g. Wu (2016)
Local Ttem-Level d/(nTa?) Duchi et al. (2018)
Local User-Level (T-small) d/(nTa?) Theorem 6
Local User-Level (T-large) gmne’/d Theorem 6
Central Ttem-level d/(nT) +d/(n*T?a?) e.g. Levy et al. (2021)

Central User-level (T-small)  d/(nT) + d/(n*Ta?) Levy et al. (2021)

Table 2: Comparison of minimax optimal rates for d-dimensional mean estimation of distributions sup-
ported on the unit ¢5-ball with total sample size of nT" in all. Dependence on multiplicative constants,
constants in exponents, and logarithmic factors are suppressed for brevity.

One notable difference between the central and local settings however, taking estimation on the f2-
ball as an example, is the linear rather than quadratic factor of 1/7T in the second term for the central
user-level rate in Table 2. In particular, this shows that under central privacy constraints it is not the
case that the user-level rate with n users and T independent observations is the same as the item-level
rate with nT" users. Hence, a key difference between the behaviour of central and local user-level privacy
for mean estimation is that in the local case, as long as T is not too large, there is no difference in the
minimax error rate between the item-level and user-level problems with an equivalent total sample size,
whereas in the central case the user-level problem is strictly harder for all values of T'.

Comparing our results to existing results on mean estimation under user-level local differential privacy
in Girgis et al. (2022) and Bassily and Sun (2023), these previous works only consider the case of the
lo-ball, that is, the class Py, and impose further sub-Gaussianity assumptions beyond that which is
already implied by being supported on an f..-ball. On the other hand, in Theorem 6, we make no
such assumptions. This leads to a different optimal rate for the family Py, where a quadratic rather
than linear dependence on the dimension is observed. We further consider the case of distributions
supported on ¢»-balls in the family P/. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first consideration of
distributions compactly supported on ¢9-balls under user-level LDP constraints as opposed to ¢oo-balls,
and the resulting different dependence on the dimension d. We consider the full range of possible values
of T whereas these prior works only consider the case that 7" is not larger than a quantity exponential
in na?/d.

Lastly, regarding the assumptions on the support of the distributions in Theorem 6, we remark that
it would be sufficient to assume that the data are sub-Gaussian rather than bounded. This is because
the localisation step only requires the parameter space to be compact, though some minor adjustments
would be needed for data lying outside of candidate sub-intervals, and the compact support is used only
through its implication that the data are sub-Gaussian.

4 Sparse mean estimation
In this section, we consider the problem of user-level LDP sparse mean estimation. Recalling the fam-

ily Pg s defined in (16), we estimate the mean of a distribution P € Py s so that 0(P) = Ep(X) and
measure the error by the squared ¢s-loss.
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Theorem 8. For s such that 16log(ed)/3 < s < d, assuming that no? > Cslog(ed), where C > 0 is an
absolute constant, we then have that

S d 1/T Cna?
sred (1420) 0 =1 Ve S Rura0Pa ] 1)

no?

slog(dnTa2)+ —ena?ys Sd{log(dnTa?)}?

< mi —cna?/d 38
i 25t T )
where Py s is the family of distributions as in (16), Ry 1.o s the user-level minimaz risk rate defined

in (3) and C > ¢ > 0 are absolute constants.

Remark 3. The estimation procedures constructed to derive the upper bounds hold for any s € [d].
The assumption that s > 16log(ed)/3 is only required for the lower bound. For the regime that
s < 16log(ed)/3 or the case that 16log(ed)/3 > d, more refined analysis might be required and
we will leave this for future work. We also remark that in slog(dnT«a?)/T, the term d is unavoid-
able based on the current proof. The term sd{log(dnTa?)}?/(nTa?), however, can be sharpened to
sd{log(nTa?)}?/(nTa?), which in fact is the upper bound we derived in the proof. We keep the current
presentation to facilitate comparison between the two terms.

In the lower bound, there are two terms. The second is the infinite-T rate inherited from Theorem 1,
and the first by an application of a strengthened form of Assouad’s lemma. These lower bounds are
proven in Appendix C and the upper bounds follow from the analysis, in Appendix B, of two constructed
estimators to be introduced shortly.

We first inspect the complex first term of the lower bound and consider its form in two different
regimes under the condition T' > log{d/(na?)}, though we briefly note that in the case that 7' = 1 we
obtain the same item-level lower bound to that in Acharya et al. (2023a).

Regime 1. Consider na? < d” for some 0 < v < 1. This is the usual regime of interest for sparse
problems, where the effective sample size is smaller than the ambient dimension. Focusing
on the 7 < 1 case for simplicity, we derive the form of the lower bound, noting that the same
rate can be obtained when v = 1 with a similar calculation.

When 0 < v < 1, we have

( d )I/T—1x log{1+d/(na®)} | log(1+d'™7) _ log(d)

1+ — =
+na2 T ~ T T’

where the first equality up to constants holds as the expression is bounded due to the as-
sumption T > log{d/(na?)}. By the condition that s > log(d), the lower bound takes the
form s/TV e—Cna®/s,

For the upper bound, we note that the second term in the minimum is smaller than the third
in this regime, giving an upper bound of min{s, slog(dnTa?)/T + e=<"*"/s}. Consider the
mild condition that slog(dnTa?)/T + gmeno’/s < s. We obtain an upper bound of the order
slog(dnTa?)/T +e~""/s matching the lower bound and leading to a minimax rate of order,

up to logarithmic factors,
2
s/TV e Cno/s,

Regime 2. Consider na? > Cd log(dnTa?) where C is as in Theorem 8. We first note in this regime that

—cna?/s < e—cnaz/d < e—célog(dnToz2) < 1
- - ~ dnTa?’

€

for C sufficiently large. Hence, we have that the polynomial term dominates in the lower
bound, and the polynomial terms dominate in both the second and third terms in the mini-

mum in the upper bound.
L o d
na? T nTa?’

We then note that
where the equality up to constants holds as d/(na?) is bounded in this regime. Hence, the
lower bound takes the form sd/(nTa?).
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For the upper bound, in this regime we have that s/T > Csdlog(dnTa?)/(nTa?) and so the
third term in the minimum is less than the second term. This gives an upper bound of min{s,
sd{log(dnTa?)}?/(nTa?)}. Consider the mild condition that sd{log(dnTa?)}?/(nTa?) < s.
We obtain an upper bound of the order sd{log(dnTa?)}?/(nTa?), matching the lower bound
and leading to a minimax rate of order, up to logarithmic factors,

sd/(nTa?).

The upper bound in Theorem 8 is obtained by a two-component procedure detailed in Section 4.1.
We note that the procedure requires the knowledge of the true sparsity level s, the consequences of the
misspecification will be discussed in Section 4.2.

4.1 Estimation procedures

Depending on the value of T', we employ one of two estimation procedures. The first is used when
T is sufficiently large so that each user can locally identify the s-many non-zero entries of the mean
to reduce the problem to an s-dimensional mean estimation problem. When T is small, we threshold
the estimator obtained by naively applying the {,.-ball estimator to improve its performance under the
sparsity assumption. _ _

In particular, the first procedure is conducted when na? < Cdlog(dnTa?) for C as in Theorem 8,
and the second procedure otherwise. It is easy to verify that with this choice we pick the estimator
with the smaller error of the two where the first and second procedures have errors corresponding to the
second and third terms respectively in the minimum in the upper bound in (38).

4.1.1 Variable selection-based procedure

For the first procedure, deployed when na? < Cd log(dnTa?), the first half of users carry out variable
selection locally with their own data to identify the s-many non-zero entries of the mean. Then, us-
ing a hashing-based voting method inspired by Zhou et al. (2022), the users vote for the co-ordinates
they believe containing the non-zero entries. The other half of users then conduct s-dimensional mean
estimation on the resulting ¢,.-ball.

The procedure is formalised as follows.

Step 1. (Initialisation.) Let T* =T A ene’/(Ks) > 1 with K > 0 an absolute constant and let

[ 2log(dnT™*a?) 1/2
€= { T . (39)
Step 2. (Localisation.) Let @) be the d-dimensional binary vector with entries
. 1 I .
w§z>:1{ FZXS} zg}, i€n/2,j€ld. (40)
t=1

Let

d
i 2 .
Zi =Ty [ Soriel | + Enfi, i € [n/2],
=1

where r; ; for ¢ € [n/2], j € [d] are ii.d. Rademacher random variables, ¢; for i € [n/2] are

i.i.d. standard Laplace random variables and 7 = (30s)'/2.
Let
9 n/2
7= ] d: — i ‘Zi Z 1/2 . 41
jel: 3Ynziz ) ()

Step 3. (Estimation.) If |Z| < s, let Z = Z, and if |Z| > s let Z’ be the first s elements of Z, so that
T ={u,t2,...,ts } where 1 <13 <13 < ...< 1ty and s’ < s. Let

Y, = (Xt(f}l, .

X9,), iem\n/2, te(T)
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Apply the £,.-ball estimation procedure, i.e. Steps 1-4 in Section 3.2, on data {Yt(i)}ie[n],tem to
obtain estimator & € R¥". The final estimator 6 in R? is defined via its co-ordinates

X 0., jeTy
. =47 ’ i € [d]. 42
/ {0, otherwise, jeld (42)

The strength of this variable selection method comes from the effectiveness of the hashing-based
voting method to identify the non-zero entries of the mean vector. To identify these non-zero entries, one
could naively use the voting procedure in Section 3, which involves either (1) splitting users to estimate
each co-ordinate separately or (2) privatising a d-dimensional binary vector with s-many non-zero entries
(c.f. Lemma 16). These two strategies result in factors d and s? in the final rate, respectively. Instead, the
hashing-based method compresses the votes of the users to a one-dimensional quantity without splitting
users, by exploiting Rademacher random variables. The votes for a specific co-ordinate can then be
extracted from this univariate quantity and the final rate is merely inflated by a factor of log(d).

4.1.2 Thresholding-based procedure

For the second procedure, conducted when na? > Cd log(nTa?), we apply the {-ball procedure of

Section 3.2 with an additional thresholding step applied to the estimator thus obtained. This reduces

the d? factor in the polynomial term of the error for the £-ball procedure in (24) to a factor of sd.
The algorithm is formalised as follows.

Step 1. (Initialisation.) For j € [d], let

n

2dJr

n

Nm:{(jfl) d

1,...,g2—d},Njyzf{(d+]—1)—+1 (d+ j)

oL },N]— = N;1UN; 5.

Let T* = T A ene’/(Kd) > 1 with K > 0 an absolute constant and let
dl T* 2 1/2
50/5{&2@)} , (43)
no

where C’ > 0 is an absolute constant and

1/2

§ = {4log(nT*a?)/T*} (44)

Let {I;, j € [N(6)]} be a partition of [—1,1], with I; = [-142(j — 1), =1 +256), j € [N(6) — 1]
and Iy = [—1+2(N(8) — 1)8, —1 + 2N (3)d].

Step 2. (Estimation.) For each j € [d], perform the following.

Calculate

-
e 1 i i (i .
00 = = S xP and VY = 1{6\) € L1 UL Ulip1}, i€ Ny, k€ [N(3)], (45)

t=1

with Iy = In(s)41 = 0. Let Uig, i € Nj1, k € [N(0)], be i.id. from Unif[0,1] and set

,p V(i) Ui < a/6 /(1 a/6
R AT N T O]
1-V,”7, otherwise,
Choose ~ ()
k¥ = min arg max V..
’ k€[N (9)] EXN: .

Let L;,U; denote the lower and upper end points of Ik; respectively,

Li=L;—65, U;=U;+65 and ik;. = [L;, U], (46)
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Step 3. (Refinement.) For each j € [d], perform the following:
Let

-
0 1 i) 146 ,
10 :ka; (FZX‘SJ> +7£i7 1€ Njo
t=1
where the ¢; are i.i.d. standard Laplace random variables. Let the refined estimator for the j-th

co-ordinate be 1
i — 50 e R
1T 07 2d) > e

iEN; 2

Step 4. (Consolidation.) The interim estimator is defined as

where e; is the j-th standard basis vector of R?.
Step 5. (Truncation.) The thresholded interim estimator éthresh € R4 is defined with co-ordinates
6ot = 0;1416,] > 3¢}, j € [d], (47)

Denote a set of the s-many largest entries of *"*" by 7 = (11,..., 1) where |9~f§“65h| > |gthresh

j—

for 1 < j <'s. The final estimator 6 € RY is defined by taking the largest s entries of gthresh yig

{é;hresh if j €1,

i =

. (48)
0 otherwise.

4.2 Discussion

This section demonstrates, through sparse mean estimation, an important example where in some regimes
the user-level framework provides a decidedly superior minimax rate over the item-level framework with
an equivalent number of total data points, in contrast to the findings of Section 3. In particular, even
as d/(na?) — oo we saw that, as long as log(d/na?)/T — 0, the rate is improved to slog(d)/T up to
further logarithmic factors compared to the item-level rate with nT' observations of sd/(nTa?) (Acharya
et al., 2023a). The enabling factor for this is that with more than log{d/(na?)}-many observations a user
can, with high probability, successfully identify the relevant non-zero co-ordinates locally, without the
need for any communication with the data aggregator. This suggests that similar phenomena of regimes
with superior user-level performance may exist in other problems where there is similar potential for
localisation.

The following table includes comparisons of the minimax rates for a range of differential privacy
settings, and the non-private case as a baseline, all with an effective sample size of nT. We note,
similarly to Section 3, our rates still compare favourably, in fact out-performing local item-level in some
regimes, despite using the strictest notion of privacy.

Setting Minimax rate Reference
Non-Private slog(ed/s)/(nT) e.g. Han (2016)
Local Ttem-Level sd/(nTa?) Acharya et al. (2023a)
Local User-Level (n, T-small) s/T Theorem 8
Local User-Level (n-large, T-small) sd/(nTa?) Theorem 8
Local User-Level (T-large) e—na’/s Theorem 8
Central Ttem-level? slog(d)/(nTa) + {slog(d)}?/(n?T?a?) Cai et al. (2021)

Table 3: Comparison of minimax optimal rates for d-dimensional s-sparse mean estimation of distribu-
tions supported on the unit £.-ball, all with effective sample size of nT. Dependence on multiplicative
constants, constants in exponents, and logarithmic factors are suppressed for brevity.

2In the absence of existing results for central item-level privacy for estimation of sparse means on the fso-ball, we
compare to results obtained under Gaussian distribution assumptions.
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Figure 1 below provides an illustration of the difference in performance between the user-level setup,
and that of item-level with an equivalent number of samples, depending on the relationship between the
values of na?/d and T. We note again that this is a harsh comparison for the user-level framework as
the a privacy budget has to simultaneously protect across all T' observations a user holds, as opposed to
the item-level setting where each observation enjoys the entire a budget. In Figure la, we see that for
estimation on an f3-ball, user-level is never better than item-level, with equivalent performance as long
as T' is not too large. In contrast, in Figure 1b, the behaviour where user-level outperforms item-level in
certain regimes is apparent.

nT-item level equiv. nT-item level equiv.
to user-level to user-level

User-level harder

User-level harder

Bot User-level ea_siler ( 4 )
Both impossible Y = 08 (702 T
1 1
(a) Estimation on #2-ball (b) Sparse mean estimation (s = 1)

Figure 1: Comparison of performance of user-level LDP and nT-item level LDP estimator performance.
Constants, constants in exponents, and logarithmic factors are omitted for ease of comparison.

Mis-specification of s. Recalling that both of procedures introduced in Section 4.1 require the true
sparsity level s as an input, we remark on the consequences of mis-specification. If underestimated,
i.e. the input s; < s, then each method suffers an additional bias of at most s — s; < s. In the selection-
based procedure, this arises due to failing to select a non-zero co-ordinate. For the thresholding-based
procedure, this arises at the final step when only the largest s; < s co-ordinates of the estimator are
kept. This gives an upper bound on the risk of the estimator of

A s1 log(dnTo?  s1d{log(dnTa?)}?
E{I\G—GH%}Ss—sl +min{5a41 g(T ) 4 emena?/m 51l dgn(,TQQ ) +6_m2/d}'

If overestimated, i.e. so > s, then no extra bias will be introduced but larger variance will be due to
estimating more co-ordinates. The risk of both estimation procedures see s replaced with ss accordingly,
giving the upper bound

~ 1 T 2 9 1 T 2\12 ,
E [0 - 0]3] < min 5, 52108(dnTa%) | —cneeys, s2d{log(dnTa®)} | cnazyal
T dnTao?

As such, we see that in practice, it is generally safer to choose a relatively large s when the truth is
unknown.

Choice of the estimation procedure. In Section 4.1 we recommended to use the first procedure
— the variable selection-based method when na? < Cdlog(dnTa?), and the second procedure — the
thresholding-based method otherwise. We now discuss the estimation error upper bound if an estimator
is chosen against recommendation.

As we mentioned at the beginning of Section 4.1, the error control of the first procedure corresponds
to the second term in the upper bound in (38), and the second procedure corresponds to the third term.
When the choice is made against our recommendation, i.e. chosen when na? > Cd log(dnTa?), the error
control of the first procedure still holds. Whereas for the second procedure, the error control will change.
To be specific, when na? = d, the corresponding error control will always be bounded below from a
positive constant. This is due to the term e—ne/(Kd) arising from an application of the d-dimensional
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{o-ball estimator of Section 3. From this, we see that if no? < d, the error contains a constant term
bounding the error away from zero.

Previous work with the same terminology. Zhou et al. (2022) share the term of user-level privacy
for sparse mean estimation with us, but the setups considered differ. In Zhou et al. (2022), it is assumed
that each user holds a single, possibly high-dimensional, vector. The item-level privacy in Zhou et al.
(2022) is to protect against a perturbation of a single entry of this vector, whereas user-level privacy
protects against any two different vectors the user may hold. In our setup, we assume that each user
holds multiple, possibly high-dimensional, vectors. The item-level considered in our paper corresponds
to protecting against the perturbation of one observation from a user’s collection, regardless of how many
entries are perturbed, whilst user-level corresponds to the entire collection, perturbing both every vector
and every co-ordinate of any vector. Further, in Zhou et al. (2022) sparsity is defined to mean that at
most s-many entries of a user’s vector will be non-zero, whereas in our work, the sparsity assumption is
applied to the mean vector, whilst all the entries of a user’s data may be non-zero.

We also note that whilst we implement the same hashing method as Zhou et al. (2022), our analysis
of its performance is different. In terms of the inference goal, Zhou et al. (2022) aim at deriving a
high-probability /.-upper bound on the estimation error, whilst we conduct variable selection based
on binary vectors. In terms of the technical details, the truncation intervals in our paper have width
O(s'/?), compared to O(s'/?log(n/f3)) in Zhou et al. (2022). This is achieved through a tighter analysis
and different inference goals, and allows us to avoid further logarithmic factors in the error controls.

5 Non-parametric density estimation

In this section, we consider the user-level LDP non-parametric density estimation problem. Recalling
the Sobolev class of densities Fj, defined in (20), for a density f € Fg., we denote by Py the induced
distribution the data are drawn from. Our aim is to estimate the density §(P) = f and we measure
error through the La-norm as defined in (22). We have the following result.

Theorem 9. Assuming that na? > 5',3, where 55 > 0 is an absolute constant depending only on 3, we
then have that

¢p {(nTa®) "7 v (10*) 2} S Ry na(0(Poa). |- 3) S Ca{ (nTa?) =555 log(nTa?)
+ (na®)~**{log(na®)}2+%},

where Pg1 is the family of distributions as in (21), Ryp,1.a is the user-level minimaz risk rate defined
in (3), and Cg > cg > 0 are absolute constants depending only on (.

We see that the lower bound in Theorem 9 consists of two parts, the first analogous to the standard
item-level rate (Duchi et al., 2018, Corollary 4), and the second inherited from Theorem 1. Unlike in
the mean estimation problems we considered, the rate in the large 7' regime is polynomial rather than
exponential, appearing to be a non-parametric rate. Nevertheless, this again demonstrates the intuition
of Section 2 wherein we see that the rate for sufficiently large T coincides with the infinite-7T" rate in
Proposition 5. The lower bounds is proven in Appendix C. An estimation procedure achieving the upper
bound is presented below, the performance of which is analysed in Appendix B.

5.1 Estimation procedure

The trigonometric basis (18) allows us to translate a density estimation problem into mean estimation,
where we estimate a truncation of the sequence {6;};>1 of basis coefficients given in (19). In particular,
we use the fact that for any f € Fa, and j € N, we have [ f(z)p;(x)dz = 6; by the orthonormality
of the trigonometric basis. Hence, if the data {X;};c[,) are i.i.d. from the distribution Py, then the
sample mean of {¢;(X;)}ic[n is a consistent estimator of f;. Importantly, for all j € N, we have that

sup, |¢;j(z)| < V2, allowing us (after rescaling) to invoke the results of Section 3 for estimation on a
bounded ¢..-ball.
The procedure is formalised as follows.

Step 1. (Initialisation.) Let

B {(TLTOA2)1/(2ﬁ+2), T S (na2>2ﬁ+1/{clog(naz)}gngg,

49
na?/{Clog(na?)}, otherwise. (49)
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where C' > 0 is some sufficiently large constant depending only on f.

Let
Yt(i) _ (@j(Xt(i))v jeMNT e0,vV2M, icn],telT).

Step 2. (Estimation.) Apply the ¢.-ball estimation procedure, i.e. Steps 1-4 in Section 3.2, on data
{}/t(l)}ie[n],te[T] to obtain estimator § € RM. The final estimator is defined as

~ I\/[ A
F=> b0, (50)
j=1

In a standard non-parametric projection estimation procedure, one estimates the density by obtaining
estimates of some finite number of coefficients through calculating the sample mean of the basis func-
tions applied to data (e.g. Tsybakov, 2009, Chapter 1). The item-level LDP non-parametric estimation
procedure in Duchi et al. (2018) is a private analogue, where the mean estimation step is carried out
using a suitable (item-level) LDP mean estimation technique. We see that in the user-level setting, our
estimator f in (50) operates in a similar fashion. The only adjustment is to use a user-level LDP mean
estimation technique.

As for the cut-off level M, the larger it is, the less approximation bias is introduced but the greater
the variance associated with a higher dimensional mean estimation problem is. As a sketch, one can see
that for T sufficiently large, the error introduced by the mean estimation component is O{exp(na?/M)}
and the error from truncation is O(1/M?#). Balancing these two terms yields the choice of M and
consequently the upper bound in Theorem 9.

5.2 Discussion

In this section, we saw that the user-level rate for n users with sample size T' is equivalent up to the
item-level rate with nT" users, until T is sufficiently large so that the infinite-7" rate dominates, as was the
case with the mean estimation problems of Section 3 and unlike sparse mean estimation as in Section 4.

The comparisons of the minimax rate for a range of differential privacy settings, and the non-private
case as a baseline, all with a total sample size of nT', are presented in Table 4. We start by noting that,
the central item-level rate consists of the sum of two terms, the non-private rate (n7")~2#/(25+1) and the
cost for privacy (nToz)*Qﬁ/ (6+1) " As is usual, provided « is not too small, the privacy cost is dominated
by the non-private rate.

On the other hand, for the local item-level setting, we see that the privacy cost dominates the non-
private rate. This behaviour is again seen in the local user-level setting when 7' is small. Further, the
rate for T sufficiently large is polynomial, albeit smaller than the small-T" case, owing to the larger metric
entropy of the function space and the result of Corollary 2.

Setting Minimax rate Reference
Non-Private (nTa?)~2B/(25+1) e.g. Tsybakov (2009)
Local Ttem-Level (nTa?)=28/(26+2) Duchi et al. (2018)
Local User-Level (T-small) (nTa?)=28/(26+2) Theorem 9
Local User-Level (T-large) (na?)=28 Theorem 9
Central Item-Level (nT)=28/CB+1) 4 (nT )28/ (B+1) Cai et al. (2021)

Table 4: Comparison of minimax optimal rates for non-parametric density estimation for S-Sobolev
smooth densities supported on [0, 1] with effective sample size of nT in all. Dependence on multiplicative
constants, constants in exponents, and logarithmic factors are suppressed for brevity.

Regarding existing results on user-level privacy, Acharya et al. (2023b) show that the minimax risk
of discrete density estimation (under the high privacy regime o < 1) for a distribution with N outcomes
is O{N/(nTa?)}. However, this holds only for the regime na? < C'Nlog(T') for some constant C' > 0,
and what happens outside of this regime is not considered. In light of our results on mean estimation,
this regime suggests a phase transition may occur once T is exponential in na? /N, akin to d-dimensional
mean estimation on the /s-ball. This is perhaps to be expected as discrete density estimation is similarly
a parametric problem. For a sketch for the lower bound, suppose that § > 0 is sufficiently small and is
such that 1/§ is an integer. One can construct a 2d-separated packing with respect to the Lo-norm for
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densities (or equivalently, the ¢o-norm for the vector of probabilities of outcomes) of the space of discrete
densities on N outcomes, indexed by the probability vector p € [0,1]" denoting the probability of each
outcome, as
V={pec{0,6,...,(1/6 —1)6, 1} :py + ...+ py = 1}
={6x:2c{0,1,...,1/6}N b2y +...+ xy = 1}.

In particular, by a standard stars-and-bars counting method (e.g. Feller, 1968, Chapter 3), it can be

shown that
1/6—1 1/6 —1\V !
V| = > - .
N -1 N-—-1
Assuming that na? > C(N — 1)log(e(N — 1)) for some sufficiently large absolute constant C' > 0 and
setting

A (O

we have that

24na? + 2log(2)\ |
N-1

Ruera(00P). || 12) 2 {1 £V T)exp (

_ 2 _ ,
2 (N 1 1)2 exp( 24”’0;\7 2110g(2)> 2 efcna /(Nfl)

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant, the first inequality is by an application of Theorem 1, and the last
two both use the assumption na? > C(N — 1) log(e(N — 1)).

Hence, we see that the infinite-T" minimax lower bound for discrete density estimation is exponential,
matching that for mean estimation rather than the polynomial rate for non-parametric density estimation.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we considered a range of canonical statistical problems under the user-level local differen-
tial privacy framework. We provided, up to poly-logarithmic factors and constants in exponents when
exponential rates occur, matching upper and lower bounds on the minimax rates in all regimes of T
for non-sparse mean estimation and non-parametric density estimation, and similarly for sparse mean
estimation up to a logarithmic gap in the regime. We further characterise phase transition phenomena
as the number of samples held by each user varies.

d-dim. mean (¢2-ball) s-sparse mean Density
Small-T rate d/(nTa?) min{s/T, sd/(nTa?)} (nTa?)~28/2F+2)
Large-T rate e—ne’/d e—ne’/s (na?)=28
na?/s 2\ >
i _ na?/d Ofe ), d/(na®) 21 2128+1
Phase transition (T = -) O(eme™/4) {O(e"o‘Z/d), d/(na?) < 1 O ((na?)?P+1)

Table 5: Comparison of user-level rates and phase transitions. Dependence on multiplicative constants,
constants in exponents, and logarithmic factors are suppressed for brevity.

Minimax optimal rates for user-level LDP problems, in particular proofs of lower bounds, have not
been studied systematically before. The only existing instance of such work (Acharya et al., 2023b)
proves matching upper and lower bounds, but restricts to a certain range of 7', not considering the
behaviour as T diverges. We on the other hand consider all regimes of 7. This provides insight on
the fundamental limits of these problems in a way that appears to be intrinsically linked to the metric
entropy of the parameter space.

First observed in Acharya et al. (2023b), the user-level rate matches the item-level rate with an
equivalent number of users in the “small-7” regime in discrete distribution estimation problems. It was
not known whether this was a special case or more general. We see the same behaviour in mean and non-
parametric density estimation problems, but different behaviour for sparse mean estimation problems,
bucking this trend and showing it is not universal behaviour for user-level LDP estimation.
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It is also particularly striking as the high-dimensional sparse mean estimation problem is intractable
under item-level privacy, but becomes feasible under the user-level framework. This itself may have
useful applications in practice, but could also motivate further exploration to identify other statistical
problems where item-level privacy is pessimistic, especially where there is an indication of the ability for
users to localise onto relevant factors of the data locally.

Considering the method used to derive the upper bound in Theorem 1, whilst the method only works
in the infinite-T" case, it suggests a general method that might be applied to the finite-T" case. For
example, as can be seen from the univariate estimation method in Section 3, one proceeds by covering
the parameter space with intervals (resp. balls) of a certain width (resp. radius), using a private voting
procedure to select a candidate, and then localising on this candidate to extract the benefits of each
user having multiple samples. However, difficulties arise in the finite-7T case when trying to vote on a
candidate as the error in the estimate of the functional can result in the votes being split over neighbouring
candidates, with the number of neighbouring candidates increasing as the dimension increases. If some
technique to circumvent these issues can be developed, it would provide a general procedure for finite-
T that would provide an upper bound that intrinsically depends on the metric entropy of the space.
Combined with the general lower bound of Theorem 8, this would show that the fundamental limits of
user-level LDP estimation are entirely dependent on, and can be deduced from, the metric entropy of
the parameter space.
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Appendices

The appendices are organised as follows: In Appendix A, we collect the results relevant to Section 2. For
the user-level rates of Section 3, Section 4 and Section 5, we separate the proofs of the upper bounds and
lower bounds into Appendix B and Appendix C respectively. Lastly, in Appendix D we collect auxiliary
technical details.
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A  Proofs of results in Section 2

Proof of Example 1. In this proof, we derive the two results (6) and (7) separately.

Sample size T-dependent lower bound (6). We construct two distributions Py and P; where

1 1

where § = min{1/5, (192nTa?)~'/2}. Noting that [Ep,(X) — Ep, (X)| = 24, it follows from a private
version of Le Cam’s lemma (Duchi et al., 2018, Proposition 1) that

Ru1a(0(P), (-)%) 2%{1 - \/SHQQDKL(P6®T||P1®T)} = %{1 - \/i’mTaQDKL(POHPl)}

2 1
26— (1 — \/48nTa262) Zming 1, —— 5,
2 nTa?

where the first inequality is due to the fact that (e*—1)? < 3a? for a € (0, 1]; the identity follows from the
assumption that for each user the T samples are independent and the additivity of the Kullback—Leibler
divergence for product distributions; the second inequality holds by noticing that for § € (0,1/5),

1 1
Dxr(Po|P1) = =5 log (1 +46) — S log (1 — 46) < 160%;

and the final inequality holds by the choice of §. This concludes the proof of the inequality (6).

Sample size T-independent lower bound (7). We consider two distributions Py and P; where
P(X=0)=P(X=1)=1.

For any user-level a-LDP privacy mechanism @), let

M;) = [ QUla) APPT (@), i€ (o.1).
It then follows that

1 1 n apn
Rn,T,a(e(P)v ()2) 25{1 - DTV(M(;La Min)} Z Ze_DKL(MO M)

>le—12na2DTv(P[;@T,Pf§T) > 16—1271042
- — 4 )
where the first inequality follows from Le Cam’s lemma (e.g. Yu, 1997, Lemma 1); the second is from
the Bretagnolle-Huber inequality (e.g. Tsybakov, 2009, Equation (2.25)); the third is from Corollary 3
in Duchi et al. (2018); and the last is due to the fact that the total variation distance is trivially upper

bounded by 1. Hence, inequality (7) is proved which concludes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 1. We prove the lower and upper bounds separately, and the claim follows conse-
quently.

The lower bound.

This proof is an application of Fano’s lemma (e.g. Yu, 1997, Lemma 3). For 6 > 0, let {P, : v €
V C O} C P satisty the following: (i) For any v,v’ € V with v # ¢/, it holds that p(0(P,),0(P,)) > 24.
(ii) With M (26) being the 20-packing number in the metric space (0, p), |V| = M(26). Note that
M(26) < N(§) < oo (e.g. Vershynin, 2018, Lemma 4.2.8). It then holds that

R0 (9(77), do p) > inf inf ma&cEpva [q) o p(é, 9(PU))}

QEQ, § wve
.. D(0) K, +log(2) o(5) . K, +log(2)
ZQ?&T{“ log([V) }> 2 Q?éa{l‘loguvm»}’ (51)

where the second inequality follows from Fano’s inequality (e.g. Yu, 1997), where

K, = max Dk (M||M}))
v,v' €V
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and the final inequality follows from the fact that M (26) > N(20) (e.g. Vershynin, 2018, Lemma 4.2.8).
We further note that

sup max Dgp (M| M") < 12na* D3 (P,, P,) < 12na?, (52)
QEQ, VV'EV

where the second inequality follows from Corollary 3 in Duchi et al. (2018) and the fact that (e® —1)? <
3a? for a € (0,1]; and the final inequality follows from the fact that the total variation distance is
trivially upper bounded by 1. Combining (51) and (52) leads to

D(6) 12na? + log(2)
2 {1 log(N(20)) }

Rn,00,a (9(77), do p) >
as claimed.

The upper bound. B B
Step 1: Preparation. Recall the non-overlapping covering set B constructed in (10) with |B| = Nz <

N(6). For P € P, denote by I € [Ng] the fixed but unknown value such that 6(P) € B; € B. For a > 0,
write m,, = e®/(1 + e®). It follows from the construction that Vj(i) =1{j =1}, fori € [n] and j € [Ng].
By the construction (11), it holds, for Z; = Y | ‘7; the total privatised votes for the j-th ball, that

Zj ~ Bin(n, 7o /2)1{j = 1} + Bin(n, 1 — ma/2)1{j # 1}, j € [Ngl.

In addition, {Zj}je[Ng] is a collection of mutually independent random variables. Define the event
A =0n;x{Z > Z;}. The rest of the proof is concerned with controlling the risks on the event A and its
complement A°.

Step 2: Probability Control. It holds that

P(A)< Y P(Zi<Zj) <N@OP(Z <n—2')=N@G)P(Z <n), (53)
JEINI\{1}

where Z' ~ Bin(n, 7, /2) is independent of {Zj}jG[Ng]’ and Z = Z; + Z'. By construction, Z; and Z’

are Li.d. and Z ~ Bin(2n,m,/s). Therefore Z has the same distribution as -7, W;, where {W;}?", is
a collection of independent Ber(m,/2) random variables. It then follows from Hoeffding’s inequality (e.g.
Wainwright, 2019, Proposition 2.5) that

2n

P(Z<n)=P <Z W; < n) < exp (—4n(my 2 — 1/2)%) < e—no’ /20 (54)

i=1

where the last inequality follows from the fact that m, /2 = €®/2/(1 4 e/2) and that o € (0, 1]. Combin-
ing (53) and (54), it follows that

P(A) < N(8)e /20,

Step 3: Conclusion. On the event A, due to the construction, we have that é,@(P) € B; and
hence that p(6,0(P)) < . On the event A°, we can only guarantee that ¢,0(P) € © and hence that
p(0,0(P)) < diam(©). From this and the bound on P(A¢) we obtain that

Rino.a(0(P), ® 0 p) < B(5)P(A) + ® (diam(0)) P(A°) < &(5) + ®(diam(©))N(8)e /20,
as required. [l

Proof of Proposition 3. We prove the .- and f5-cases separately. In each case, we first upper and lower
bound the covering numbers of the spaces and then apply Theorem 1.

The {.-ball case. For § € (0,1), to upper bound the covering number N(§) of B (1), we have that

Vol((2/6)Buo (1) + Ba(1)) _ Vol(2/6 + 1)Bus(1)) _ /3" Vol(Buo(1)
N@) = Vol(B, (1) ST VB () S (5) Vol(B, (1)
3\? 290 (1 +d/2) _ [18d\*/?
-(5) == (5w) )
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where the first inequality follows from Lemma 5.7(b) in Wainwright (2019), by setting B, B’, || - || and
| - ]|" therein as Boo (1), Ba(1), || - |loo and || - ||2; the second from the fact that Ba(1) C By (1); the third
from the fact that 6 € (0,1); and the last is due to T'(1 + z) < z® for all z > 0.

For the lower bound on N(§), we have that, for any ¢ € (0, 1),

d d od /2
1 Vol(B (1 1 2T (1 +d/2 2d
N@) > (L) YlBx(D) _ (1 (1+d/2) , (56)
§/) Vol(Ba(1)) 5 /2 3md2
where the first inequality is from Lemma 5.7(a) in Wainwright (2019) and the final inequality from
(14 x) > («/3)" using Stirling’s approximation. Combining (55) and (56), we have that

(&) <= ()"

We now apply Theorem 1 to obtain upper and lower bounds on the minimax rate. To obtain the lower
bound, we let § = (d/20)'/2e—24ne"/d=log(1)/d < 1 where the inequality holds due to the assumption
that na? > 60dlog(6d). An application of the general lower bound in Theorem 1 gives

52 {1 _ 12na” +log(2) } - 52 {1 24na? + log(4) }

Rn,oo,a(e(Pd)v H ' H%) >

>3 log(N(20) [ = 21" dlog(d/(208%))
:16748na2/d*10g(16)/d 1-— 12na2 * 10g(2)

0 d{24na?/d + log(4)/d}
:%6748na2/d*10g(16)/d 2 eanaﬂ/d, (58)

where C' > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality is from the first inequality in (8); the second
from the first inequality in (57); the first equality follows from the choice of d; and the last inequality
holds as na? > 1 which follows from the assumption na? > 60d log(6d).

To obtain an upper bound, we set § = (6d)'/2¢="*"/(40d) < 1 where the inequality holds due to the
assumption na? > 60dlog(6d). An application of the general upper bound in Theorem 1 gives that

Rinvoa(0(Par), || - 12) < 62 + {diam(©)}2N(8)e " /20 < 6% 4 4d(6d/5%)%/ 2~ ""/20
_ 6d€7na2/(20d) +4d€7na2[1/2071/40] < efcnaﬂ/d7 (59)
where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality follows from the upper bound in (8); the second
from the second inequality in (57) and the fact that diam(©) = 2d'/?; the equality holds by the choice of

§; and the final inequality comes from the assumption that na? > 60d log(6d) which allows the factor of
d to be absorbed into the exponential term. By combining (58) and (59), we conclude the proof of (13).

The /(s-ball case. It follows from Example 5.8 of Wainwright (2019) that, for any 6 € (0,1), the
d-covering number of By (1) satisfies

(1/6)7 < N(8) < (3/8)". (60)
To obtain the lower bound on the minimax risk, we let § = 2~ 1e—24na’/d—log(4)/d
the general lower bound in Theorem 1 gives that

2 2 2
) {112na +10g(2)}>5 {11271@ + log(2 )}

< 1. An application of

Rn,oo,a(e(Pd)v H ' H%) >

"2 log(N(20)) | = 2 dlog(l/(25 )
_ 16748na2/d710g(16)/d 1_ 12na? + log(2
8 d{24na?/d + log(4 /d}
— 1i6674871042/Cl*lO%(lG)/d z 670 no / , (61)

where C’ > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality is from (8); the second from the first inequality
n (60); the first equality follows from the choice of §; and the last inequality holds as na? > 1 which
follows from the assumption na? > 60d.

To obtain the upper bound, we let § = 3e—na’/(30d) 1, where the inequality holds due to the
assumption that na? > 60d. An application of the general upper bound in Theorem 1 gives that

Ruooia(@(Pan), || - 12) < 62 + {diam(0)}2N (8)e /20 < §2 4 4(3/5)de~""/20
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_ ge—na2/(15d) +4e—na2(1/20—1/30) < e—c/noz2/d’ (62)

where ¢’ > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality follows the upper bound in (8); the second from
(60) and the fact that diam(©) = 2; and the equality holds by the choice of §. By combining (61) and
(62), we conclude the proof of (14). O

Proof of Proposition 4. For 6 > 0, we first obtain the required bounds on the d-covering number N (§)
of the metric space (0, || - ||2), where © = 6(Pg,s) and || - ||2 is the vector fo-norm.

For an upper bound on N(§), we note that there are (g)—many choices for the non-zero elements of
the parameter vector, and for each choice, the covering number of the resulting space can be bounded
by (57) with s in place of d therein. Hence, for any § € (0,1), we have that

d\ (652 ed\® (652
N(o) < R R Iy
o<()(7) <) () )
where the second inequality comes from the bound (i) < (ed/s)® for s € [d] due to Stirling’s formula.

For a lower bound on N(§), by Lemma 18 and for any § € (0,1/4), it holds that

S

To obtain the lower bound on the risk, we let

-1

5= (20 o ) <

1
d 8

where the inequality holds for d > 2 due to the assumption na? > 120slog(6d). An application of the
general lower bound in Theorem 1 gives that

2y s 92 [0 12na® +log(2) > 24na? + log(4)
Ruceal®Pu 118> {1 - S k> 5 (1 - oy =)

—2

/ 2

— <w€24na2/5+2 log(2)/s + 4) (1 _ 1) > d_eanaZ/s (65)
d 2/~ s ’

where C' > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality is from (8); the second from the bound (64);
the equality follows from the choice of §; and the last inequality holds as (s'/2/d)e?4ne’/s+log(4)/s > 1
due to the assumption na? > 120slog(6d).

To obtain the upper bound, we let § = 61/2eds—1/2e=na’/(40s) 1, where the inequality holds due
to the assumption na? > 120slog(6d). An application of the general upper bound in Theorem 1 shows
that

. —na? ed s 6s 2 _na?
Rore.a(0(Pas) |- [3) < 6% + {diam(©)}2N (2)e ™"/ < 52 + 4s <_) (5‘) e
d2 2 2 2
— 662_6771& /(20s) + 4ge~ e [1/20—1/40] 5 e—cna /s, (66)

S

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality follows from the upper bound in (8); the second
from (63) and the fact that diam(0) = 2s'/2; the equality holds by the choice of §; and the final inequality
comes from the assumption that na? > 120slog(6d). By combining (65) and (66), we conclude the proof
of (17). O

Proof of Proposition 5. For 6 > 0, we first obtain the required bounds on the d-covering number N (§)
of the metric space (0, || - ||2), where © = 6(Pgs 1) and || - ||2 is the L*([0,1]) norm. We have that

exp (e3(1/8)/7) < N(8) < exp (C(1/6)"/7) . (67)
where the upper bound holds by noting F31 C Sg,1 and by an upper bound on the covering number of

Sp1 (e.g. Wainwright, 2019, Example 5.12), and the lower bound follows from Lemma 17, for § sufficiently
small.

29



To obtain the lower bound in (23), we set

B
5= 1 =
2 (c%{24na2 + 210g(2)}> ’

where ¢/, > 0 is a sufficiently large absolute constant, so that § is sufficiently small therefore the lower
bound in (67) holds. Applying the lower bound in Theorem 1 leads to

0% [ 12na” +log(2) 0% [ 12na* + log(2)
2{ log(N (20)) }Z 2 { co{1/(20)}1/P }

1 2 1 #
:§< {24 2Cj21 (2)}) (1_2_/)Z</CBZ> !
CB no og CB CBTLOZ

where the first inequality is from the lower bound in (8), the second from the first inequality in (67), the
first equality follows from the choice of 6, and the last holds under the assumption that na? > 1. Setting
g = (Cﬁ/C%)Qﬁ shows that the lower bound can be written as

Rnoo.a(0(Fs.1), |- [13) =

> %
Ron,c0,a(0(Fp,1) 1l - 12) 2

~ (na2)2ﬁ ’ (68)

as required.

To obtain the upper bound in (23), we let § = {40C3/(na®)}?. When na? > Cf, where Cj > 0 is a
sufficiently large constant, we have ¢ sufficiently small so that the upper bound in (67) holds. Applying
the upper bound in Theorem 1 leads to

R e (0F32). | -3) < 6% + {diam(©)) 2N (2)e ™"/ < 52 1 2exp (C5(1/5)/7 — na?/20)
= {40Cs/(na®)}** + 27" /% < {C} /(na®)}*", (69)

where C’B' > 0 is some constant depending on 3, the first inequality follows from the upper bound in (8),

the second from the second inequality in (67) and the fact that diam(©) < 2!/2, the equality holds by
the choice of § and simplifying the exponential term; and the final inequality comes from noting that for
any value of 8 the exponential term is dominated by the polynomial. By combining (68) and (69), we
conclude the proof of (23). O

B Proof of user-level upper bounds

B.1 Proof of Theorem 6 upper bound (univariate)

Proof of Theorem 6 (d =1). o
Step 1: initial estimator interval [L,U]. Recall that n is assumed to be even. We denote by
[ € [N(0)] the fixed but unknown index such that the truth 6 € I;. Further, for each i € [n] and ¢ € [T,

the random variable Xt(i) € [~1,1]. Hence, recalling the definition of 8 for i € [n/2] in (26), we sce

that .
_ 1 ()
P(|9()79|25) ]P’{ ﬁt;xt

where the first inequality is due to Hoeffding’s inequality for bounded random variables (e.g. Wainwright,
2019, Proposition 2.5); the second equality by the definition of ¢ from (25); and the last inequality by

2
nT*a?

< (70)

1
4

the assumption that na? > C for some sufficiently large C' and T* > 1. Consequently, we can bound the
following probabilities

@) _ < G(i) _ > < 1
]P’(Vl 0)<P (|9 0] 6) 1
and

i A 1 .
PV =1) <P (109 —6126) <5, je{ke NG 1I-k >2},
following from (70). For any = > 0, write m, = €®/(1 + e*). Then, for k € [N(d)], we have that

pr =PV = 1) = (2106 — PV = 1) + (1 — 70 y6)
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Hence, p; > (2746 +1)/4 and p; < (3 —274y6)/4 for j € {k € [N(5)] : |l — k| > 2}.
Letting Z; = Z?:/ f I~/j(1) denote the total privatised votes for the j-th sub-interval, we consider the
event

A= N {2, > Z;}. (71)

JEIN(0)]:|l—j|>2

We note that
n/2

7i-7,= 3 (7= 710),

i=1

where for each i € [n/2], it holds that V;'”) — V" € {~1,0,1} and that E[V;”) — V"] = p; — p;. Then

n/2 n/2
Pz <Z) =P > (VO -V <o| =P | Y (VY -V —pi+p)) < —n/20 — p))
=1 =1
< e—n(pz—pj)2/4 < e—n(l/Q—Wa/e)2/4 < e—2na2/K_ (72)

for K > 0 an absolute constant, where the first inequality comes from Hoeffding’s inequality and the
third by the fact that o?/K < (1/2 — m4/6)? holds for a € (0,1] for K sufficiently large.
Hence, we have

]P)(AC) < Z ]P)(Zl < Zj) < N(5) —2na? /K 72na2/K,

Ji|l—j|>2

= S5Al (73)

where the first inequality is by the union bound; the second by (72); and the last by bounding the covering
number using (60). We note that for the covering number bound we require § < 1, so to account for
when this fails to hold we take the minimum § A 1 which suffices for an upper bound.

On the event A, we have that j*, as defined in (28), satisfies j* € {I—2,1—1,1,14+1,1+2} almost surely.
As the distance between the parameter 6 € I; and the closest endpoint of either I;_o or I; 45 is at most 46,
expanding the endpoints of the chosen interval I;« by 64 as in (29) ensures that min{6 — LU -6} > 20,
equivalently that 6 € [L 4 26, U — 24], regardless of the value of j*.

Step 2: Final estimator. It remains to consider the refined estimator using the remaining users
i € [n]\[1n/2]. Recalling the private estimator %) as defined in (30) and writing X @) = (%)~ 321 x®
for i € [n], we have for any i € [n] \ [n/2] that

E|l0-02| =E[E{10-0]|;"}] = [{E(éu*) —9}2 +Var(é|j*)}
—E { (0 — Wu*)}Q + %Var(é@ |j*)]

E[
oF |{E (00 - XO)1{4} | )}2—1—{1@ ((é(i)—W)H{AC}]j*)}Q—i-%Var(é(i)U*)]
2B{(I) + (1) + (I11)}, (74)

{
{& ( (09 —=XO)1{A} | *) +E (09 - XO)1{ac} | j) }2 - %Var(é“) |j*)]

where the first equality is by the tower law of expectation; the second is by the bias-variance decompo-
sition; the third by the definition of 6, the fact that X () is an unbiased estimator of  and the fact that
X @ is independent of j*; and the inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Term (I1I). The variance term can be upper bounded as

A Y 146 207 44162
Var(0];*) = Var (nfj* (X@) | j*) + Var (76> < 496% + 3?12 <

— (75)

where the variance of the truncated sample mean is bounded as it is itself a bounded random variable
taking values on an interval of width 146 and the last inequality uses the fact that « € (0, 1].
Term (I). We have, following a similar argument as in Duchi et al. (2018, Appendix B.1), that

E||X® -1y, (X®)| 104} | 5*]

31



—E[[X®-0|1{X0 >0} 1{4} | j*| +E[|[XO - L|1{X0 < L} 1{4} | j*]

§2P({W>U}0A‘j*)+2P({W<i}rm4’j*), (76)

where the inequality uses the result that X () — U < 2 which follows from the facts X € [—1,1] and
U>-14+25+65 =85 —1> —1 and similarly the result that X() — L > —2 which uses the fact that
L<1.

The first term in (76) can be bounded as

P({X0>0}na|;)

P({X(i)—9>f]—9}ﬂA’j*)
P({X(i) 0> 25}0/1)
P

(X(i) S 25) <e T2, (77)

IN

IN

where the first inequality is due to the facts that X () is independent of j* and that, on the event A,

U — 6 > 26; and the last inequality follows from Hoeffding’s inequality. A similar argument gives the
same inequality for the other term where we note that 8 — L > 2§ on A. From this, we have that

{E[09 -XD)1{a}| ] }2 = {E[(1;. XD) - X@) 1{4} | ;] }2 <167, (18)

where in the equality we use the fact that the Laplacian noise variables ¢; are independent of all other
randomness in the estimator with mean zero, and the inequality comes from combining (76) and (77).
Term (II). We have that

e |{2 (00 - Xt |5) ] - |{o ({6 - X0} a1y )]
< 4E [P(A°)j*)?] < 4P(A°) < 12 —2nat/ (79)

N1
where the equality follows from the fact that the Laplacian noise variables ¢; are independent of all other

randomness in the estimator and are mean zero; the first inequality comes from the fact that both X (®
and II7 | (X @) take values in [—1,1]; and the last by (73).
We combine (74), (75), (78) and (79) to see that
24 ek, 8828
IA1C + na?
< 1 (T*>1/2 V1 e*ZnQZ/K + 1Og(TLT*OzQ)7
nT*a? {log(nT*a?)}1/2 nT*a?
< log(nT*QQ) (T*)1/2 e*ZnQZ/K + e*ZnQZ/K
nT*a? {log(nT*a2)}1/2 ’
* 2
< log(nT*o?)
~ o opl*a?

where the second inequality comes from substituting in the value of ¢ as in (25); the third by bound-
—2na?/K <

E [|é - 9|2} <32e T 4

ing the maximum term by the sum of the two terms; and the fourth using the fact that e
(T*)=3/2¢=(n/2)e*/K < 1 /£(T*)3/2n02} and controlling the log term in the denominator using the as-
sumption that na? > C for some sufficiently large C.

In the case T' < e”o‘z/K, we have T* = T which immediately gives the upper bound in (24). In the

na?/K na’/K

case T > e , we have T* = ¢

log(nT*a?)  (log(na?) N log(T*)\ 1 _ e K.
nT*a? na? na? T+ "

, which gives

where the inequality comes from the assumption na? > C , and from substituting in the value ena’/K

for T*. Putting together the pieces, we have

R log(nTOz2) h T < na2/K
I [|9 - QIQ} R ’ (80)
e /K otherwise.
Lastly, bounding the error by the sum of the errors in the two cases for T' completes the proof. O
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 6 upper bound (multivariate)

Proof of Theorem 6 (£s-ball case). The estimation procedure in Section 3.2 is equivalent to splitting the
sample and applying the univariate procedure, defined in Section 3.1, to each co-ordinate in turn. For
Jj € [d], the collection of users indexed by the set N; in (31), uses the j-th co-ordinate of their data to
estimate the j-th co-ordinate of the mean. We note that the assumption that na? > Cd log(ed) ensures
that the required assumption for the univariate sub-problems is satisfied.

The estimator for the j-th co-ordinate éj has error bounded as

nTa? ’ — ’ (81)

) dlog(nTa?/d)  p ~ na?/(Kd)
U@—wﬂs{emmm>

otherwise,

which follows from the univariate error in (80), noting the factors of d arising from the number of users
in each collection being such that |N;| = n/d for j € [d]. For the final estimator 6 as defined in (32), the
error can be bounded as

d2 log(nTa”/d) T < ena2/(Kd)

E[l6-0)3] = Zwaeﬂ {_g%@’ SR (82)

otherwise,

where the equality comes from the decomposition of multivariate mean squared error and the inequality
by summing up d-many copies of (81). Lastly, we have that

5 d*log(nTa?/d) —ena?
(16— 03] < ToBCTO/D | onat i, (83)

nT o?

which comes from bounding the error by the sum of the errors in the two cases for 7' and using the
assumption that na? > Cdlog(ed) for some sufficiently large C to absorb the factor of d into the
exponential term. This completes the proof. [l

Proof of Theorem 6 (£3-ball case). We recall that we assume without loss of generality that the dimension
d is a power of 2, noting that we can always append zero values to the data until this holds, with this
procedure not affecting the final minimax rate except up to constants. We then note that we can always
take the origin of the /3-ball as a trivial estimator. We upper bound the error of this trivial estimator by
the radius of the ball. As a consequence, the upper bound on the risk consists of the minimum between
the constant 1, and the error of the estimator we proposed in Section 3.3. In the rest of the proof, we
focus on our proposed estimator.

The proof for the f>-ball case also involves considering each co-ordinate separately and applying a
univariate estimation procedure to each co-ordinate. However, due to the application of the random
rotation of Lemma 7, the steps are not identical to the ¢, case.

Step 1: random rotations. We are to show a user’s estimator deviates from the truth by § with small
probability.

As Xt(i) € By(1) for all i € [n] and t € [T], we have that HXt(i) —0||2 € [0,2]. Hence, we have by Jin
et al. (2019, Lemma 1) that for some absolute constant ¢; > 0 and for all € > 0,

B(IX — 0lla > 2) < 27/,

Recalling the definition of 0 in (35), for each i € [n/2] we have by Lemma 15 that there exists a
universal constant co > 0 such that, for any v > 0,

B loa(2 1/2
160 — ol < e { “EZI0 (51)

holds with probability at least 1 — v. We define the event

1 T* 2 1/2
— {|9 — 0|3 < e {%}

P(Af) < 2d

YT nT*a?

from which we have that
(85)
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due to (84) with v = 2d/(nT*a?) therein.
We thus have

P (I(ROD), — (RA),| 2 6) < B ({I(RED), - (RO),| = 6} N A;) + B(AT)
<P <{|(Ré(i))j — (RO);| > (dg*)lﬂ log(nT*a2)} N Ai> + n;—:ioﬂ

o o * 2 1/2
<P <{|(Rg(z))j — (RO > 169 — 0], (M) }ﬂAi> 4 _ 2

c3d nT*a?

1 2d 1

~ nT*a?  nT*a? ~— 4
where the second inequality uses (85) and substitutes in the value of §; the third uses the definition of
the event A;; the penultimate inequality follows from applying Lemma 7 with v = 1/(nT*a?) therein,

provided C' > 100c3; and the final using the assumption that na? > Cd log(ed) for C sufficiently large
and that T"> 1.

Step 2: co-ordinate-wise treatment. We now focus on a single fixed co-ordinate j € [d] and follow
the same steps as in the proof of the univariate case with some modifications to account for the random
rotation. We first recall that for j € [d] and k € [N(4)], we let Z;, = ZieNj ) Vk(l) denote the total

number of privatised votes from the j-th group of users for the k-th sub-interval and denote by [; € [N (d)]
the fixed but unknown index such that (Rqf); € I;;. We consider the event

Bi= () % >Zis} (86)
k|l —k|>2

which is analogous to the event (71) from the univariate case. On the event Bj;, whichever interval is
selected is sufficiently close to Rqf); so that Rq0; € I K and further, due to inflating the end points of
the intervals, min{(R40),; — Ej, ﬁj — (Rg4b);} > 24. Bounding the probability of the complement by the
same analysis as that in (72) and (73), we have

P(B¢ g 2na®/(Kd) (87)

< -
j) < oN1
where K is as appears in (72) and, as in (73), we require § < 1, so to account for when this fails to hold

we take the minimum & A 1 which suffices for an upper bound. Writing X (@ = (T*)~1 ZZ:1 Xt(i) for
i € [n], we define the final events

— 10]| X @ — @] {log(nT*a?)}1/?
Di; = {I(RdX(“)j — (Rab);| < 2dl/2 :

By applying Lemma 7 with v = 1/(nT*a?) therein we see that we have
P(Dy ;) < 1/(nT*a?). (88)

Recalling the final estimator (37), we have that
~ ~ d ~
E (110~ 013] = E |1k - Ra0l3] = DE [16; - (Rat),?] (89)
j=1

where the first equality holds as the rotation Ry is an orthogonal transformation. Then, focusing on a
single co-ordinate, we have for all j € [d] and any i € N, 5 that

E |10 — (Rab),?]
< 2E [E {{9(“ — (RaX);}1{B;} ‘ k;,Rd}2 +E {{9(“ — (RaX®);}1{(B))°} ‘ k§aRd}2

d n(%) | 1.%
- ﬁVar(O( )|k, Rd)}
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=2E{(I)+ (II)+ (I1])}, (90)
where the inequality is by a similar decomposition to that in (74).

Step 2.1: term (I1I). The variance term can easily be bounded as

39242 44162
o? = a?’

~r . e 14
Var(0 |k}, Rq) = Var (ka* {(RgX®);} ‘ kY Rd) + Var (—66) < 4962 + (91)
J (0%

where the variance of the truncated sample mean is bounded as it is itself a bounded random variable
taking values on an interval of width 144 and the last inequality uses the fact that a € (0, 1].

Step 2.2: term ([). Following the same arguments as in (76) and (77), we have that

E Hmdm ); — T {(RaX®);}

1{B,} ’ k;,Rd}

< op ({(Rdﬁ)j > Uj} N B;

ko Ra) + 2P ({(RXD); < L;} 0 B;

K Rd)

<P ({\(Rdﬂ)j — (Rab),| > 25} N B; k;,Rd) , (92)

where the second inequality is due to the fact that on the event B;, Uj —(Ra40); > 25 and (Rqb); fij > 20.
We upper bound the contribution of (92) in the event D; ;, that

E [P ({|(RdW)j — (Rab);| > 25} N B;

kj,Rd)Q] <P ({|(Rdﬁ)j — (Rab),| > 25} N Bj)

=P ({‘(Rdﬁ)j — (Raf);| > 25} N B;N Dm») +B(DS )

— d/2§
SP(IXD =02 > NB;ND;; | +P(DE,
= ({” H2 = 5{1og(nT*a2)}1/2} J 7]) + ( z,])

<94 T*ds? 1
exp | —
- P 25¢3 log(nT*a?) nT*a?’

(93)

where the third inequality holds on the event D;; and the fourth inequality follows from applying
Lemma 15, with some absolute constant c¢3 > 0, for the first term and by (88) for the second term.
We simplify the exponential term by noting that

T*ds> C{log(nT*a?)}2 1\
_ MR - < 4
eXp( 253 1og(nT*a2)) eXp( 253 1og(nT*a2)) = (nT*oﬂ) ’ (94)

where in the last line we take C' > 50cs.

Step 2.3: term (/7). We have by the same argument as (79) that

E ([E {{ém — (RaX®);}1{B¢} ] K RdH 2) < 4P(BY). (95)

We hence have that
T*ds? 1
8P(BS
25¢3 10g(nT*a2)> + nT*a? +8P(B;) +

d 1 3 2 ds?
°vi —2na”/(Kd) “wv
~ (nT*a?)? + nT*a? + <6 v > ‘ + na?

1 3 2 dé?
< 2 1 —2na®/(Kd) “wv
~ nT*a? + <6 v > © + no?’ (96)

882d4?
no?

E[|(0; — (Rab);[?] < 2dexp (

where the first inequality is due to (90), (91), (92), (93) and (95); the second is from (94), (95) and (87);

and the final using the assumption that na? > C’dlog(ed) for some sufficiently large C’.

Step 3: completing the proof. Summing up the error for each co-ordinate gives
~ d ~
B (16— 013] = > E [16; - (Ra); ]
j=1
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~ TLT*O{Q 2

252
< 4 .y (% N 1) o-2ma?/(cay | 0

no
< d*/2 (1)1 o—2n0?/(Kd) | go—2na’/(Kd) | d{log(nT*a?)}?
~ log(nT*a?) nT*a?

o P e/ (2Kd) | d{log(nT*a?)}?

~ T nT*a?

< ie_clnaz/d N d{log(nT*a?)}?

~ T nT*a?

< d{log(nT*a?)}?

~ nT*a? ’

where C’ > 0 is some absolute constant; the equality is by (89); the first inequality comes from summing
up d-many copies of (96) and bounding the maximum term by the sum; the second inequality comes from
substituting in the value of § as in (34); the third using the fact that e=2ne”/(Kd) < (T%)=3/2¢—na’/(2Kd)
and controlling the log term in the denominator using the assumption that na? > c’ dlog(ed) for some
sufficiently large C’; and the penultimate by using the fact that na® > C’ dlog(ed) for some sufficiently
large C’ to absorb the factor of d3/2 into the exponential term.

Thus, when T' < ena’ /(K 9 we have that T* = T immediately giving the result for this case. When
T> e"o‘Z/(Kd), we have that T* = eno’/(Kd) giving

R 1 T* 2\12
E [He _ 9”%} < d{ Og(?’L > o )} e—na2/(Kd)
no

d 2 2 2 " 2
5 W <log(na2)+ %) e~ /(Kd) 5 670 na/d

)

where C” > 0 is an absolute constant. Hence, we have that the error of the estimator 0 is bounded as

) d{log(nTa®)}? < ona?/(Kd)
E[|oe|§]§{ g, = |

1 2 .
e=C'nat/d otherwise.

Lastly, bounding the error by the sum of the two cases for the different values of 7' completes the
proof. O

B.3 Proof of Theorem 8 upper bound
Proof of Theorem 8 (The first procedure). We define the following sets of indices

Slz{jE[d]:|9j|>25}, SQZ{jE[d]:O<|9j|§25} and S():{je[d]lej:()}.

For j € [d], denote
n/2

Ij = (n/2)_1ZTi7jZi (97)

i=1
which is such that Z = {j € [d] : I; > 1/2}. We then consider the following event

A= =12 n| () {T<1/2}]. (98)

JES1 JESo

On this event, those co-ordinates in S are correctly identified and those in Sy are correctly rejected. We
then consider the error of the estimator on the event A and its complement.
The construction of the estimator 6 in (42) ensures that 6; = 0 for j ¢ Z’, from which we obtain

16 —0l15="2_67+> (6;—0)" (99)

JjeT’ jeT’

We consider the first summand in (99). On A, we have that S; C Z, and we also have SoNZ =
and hence |Z| < s, giving 7' = Z. We have no guarantees on the membership of co-ordinates of Sy in Z,
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and so the error is at most |S2|(2¢)? < 4s?. On the complement event A¢, the error can be bounded by
the worst case error of 4s, giving

D07 =>071{A}+ > 071{A%} < dse® +4s1{A°} as. (100)

JET’ J¢T JET!

As the second summand in (99) corresponds to the £.-ball estimator of Section 3.2, the mean squared
error incurred in this term is bounded by (82) where the dimension of the problem is s’ < s. We now
show that the error of the s’-dimensional problem can be bounded by the error of the s-dimensional
problem up to constants.

Indeed, we first note that s? log(nTa?/s)/(nTa?) is an increasing function of s due to the assumption
na? > Cslog(ed). Further, with ¢ as in (83), e=°"*"/* as a function of s is also increasing.

It remains to consider the case where e@/s < T < em®’/s" where the exponential rate of the
s-dimensional problem must be compared to the polynomial rate of the s’-dimensional problem. We see
that

(s")?log(nTa?/s") < (52 log(na?) + na?/s'

e~ 2 _ 2. A 2.
- - e—cna /55826 cna /556 c'na®/s
nTa

no

where ¢’ > 0 is an absolute constant; the first inequality is by the fact that e—ena’/s < T < gmena®/s’
in the considered regime; and the last inequality by the fact that na? > Cslog(ed) for some sufficiently
large C.

Hence, the error of the s-dimensional /,.-ball estimator is indeed an increasing function of s up to
constants, giving

nTa? ’

’ 2 /. .
e—cna’/s otherwise.

E|> (6;-6)° < (101)

JET

We then combine (99), (100), Lemma 14, and (101) to see that

{52 lognTa®/s) 1 < gne®/(Ks),

E (10 - 013) < nTo?
16 - 0)3) < BT

slog(dnT*a?) N w, T < enoz2/(Ks)’
e_c/”QQ/s, otherwise,

where we substitute in the value of € as in (39). When T < e"O‘Z/(KS), we have that 7% =T, and hence,

2 2 2 2
) < slog(c;?Ta ) 48 log(nTa*/s) < slog(dnTa?)

E (116 - 013 e

where the second inequality follows from the assumption that na? > Cs log(ed) for some suitably large
constant C. When instead T > e"az/(Ks), we have that T = e"az/(Ks), giving

B (110 - 0]3) S {slog(dna?) + nape e/ (060) 4 geme/s < omenel /s,

where ¢” > 0 is some absolute constant, the first inequality comes from the value of 7™, and the second
by the assumption that na? > Cslog(d) for some suitably large constant C' > 0 which allows the
multiplicative prefactors to be absorbed into their respective exponential factor. Hence, we have
. 5 slog(dnTa?)/T, T < ene’/(Ks),
E(10-003) 597 e, |
e~ ¢ nx/s, otherwise.

Lastly, bounding the error by the sum of the two cases for the different values of T' completes the
proof. O

Proof of Theorem 8 (Second Procedure). We recall that this second procedure is only used when na? >
cd log(dnTa?), which is henceforth assumed throughout this proof. We proceed by showing that the
entries of the estimator 6 obtained from the £,o-ball procedure of Section 3.2 are suitably close to the
true values in # with high probability so that that the thresholding procedure in (47) correctly shrinks
to zero the co-ordinates of § which correspond to zeros of 6.

It suffices to consider a single fixed co-ordinate j € [d] as the ¢-ball estimation procedure is inde-
pendent across co-ordinates.
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For i € [n] we write X = (T*)~! ZtT; Xt(zj) and Zjk = Yen,, ‘7151) for the total number of
privatised votes for the k-th sub-interval. We denote by I; € [N(J)] the fixed but unknown index such
that 0; € I;; and define the event

Aj = m {Z}lj > Z}k}’
kel —k|>2

which is analogous to the event (71) considered in the analysis of the univariate mean estimator. Bounding
the probability of the complement by the same analysis as that in (72) and (73), we have

c i —2na?/(Kd)
P(A) < TN (102)
where K is as appears in (72) and, as in (73), we require § < 1, so to account for when this fails to hold
we take the minimum § A 1 which suffices for an upper bound.

We denote by T j+ the chosen interval for refinement and denote the lower and upper endpoints of this
interval by L; and U; respectively. Recalling the inflated intervals Ej and Uj defined in (46), we now
proceed to show that for a fixed user ¢ € Nj2, on the event A; the truncated sample mean is close to
the sample mean with high probability. Indeed, we first note that

E |7, (X0) - XO

1{A;} ’ j*} <4e” T2 g, (103)

which follows from the same argument as (76) and (77) , noting the different value of d in this case.
Hence, we have

1 —
- (1)) — X @) i*
7D > (1, (X0) = X0)| > 804 |
1€N; 2
1 1 — . 4e~T70/2
< ZE E II;: (X@)—X®)|1{A4;} | %] <
=z n/(2d), ( Ij*( ) ) { J} J = -
1€N; 2
4 nT*a? 12 782 1
< = T2 < g, 104
- C (Qd{log(nT*oP)}?) ¢ N Tz *° (104)

where the first inequality is by Markov’s inequality; the second by (103); the last two inequalities by the
values of € and ¢ as in (43) and (44) respectively.

We also note the definition of a sub-Exponential random variable (e.g. Wainwright, 2019, Defi-
nition 2.7) where it is easy to verify that the Laplacian random variables are sub-Exponential with
parameters (2,2). Hence, by e.g. Wainwright (2019, Equation 2.18) we have that

1 146 —rz{ea/(140)}  for 0 < 146) < 2
Z <_€Z> 4 Aj < 9 {6 6d y or < Ea/( ) = (105)

n/(2d) e\ e~ galee/(140)} for e/ (146) > 2.

We note that

146 14

' * 23\ 1/2 /
ea C (dlog(nT a )) < C~ <9
no? T 14C

for C taken sufficiently large using the fact na? > Cd log(dnTa?). Hence we have the sub-Gaussian

regime in (105), giving

~ 1 T~ e
P ({‘@- - @-’ >3efnd;) <P 70 > (1. (X0) - X0) | > ¢ b 0 4,
1€N; 1
1 — 1 146

Pl{|— (X@-0)) nA; | +P [ {|—== 3 =24|>c8na4;

+ ) (2d) 2 DR Al n/(2d) D e
i€Nj 1 1€N; 1

< 19 nTe? 19T (55)" = 1 9=C{log(nT"a?)}?/a® | o, —C"log(nT"a?)/(31360%)
~ nT*a? nT*a?
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1

o e (106)

where in the second inequality the first probability term is bounded as in (104), the second term by
Hoeffding’s inequality, and the third term by the sum of the two regimes in (105). The equality comes
from substituting the value of € and ¢ as in (43) and (44) respectively, and the final inequality is from
taking C’ sufficiently large.

For a co-ordinate j € [d], define the event

}

and let B = Njc[q B;, whence we have
d
Z (AS5) + P(BS N Aj)}

S (% et (o) o) )

*\1/2
< (1) L) e me?/(Kd) | d
~ \ {log(nTa?)}1/2 nT*a?
< ie—cnoﬂ/d d d
~ T nT*a? ~ nT*a?’

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant; the second inequality uses (102); the third by (106) and the value of §
as in (44); and the penultimate by controlling the exponential term as e~2ne"/(Kd) < (T*)=3/2¢—na?/(2Kd)
and absorbing the prefactor of d using the fact that na? > Cd log(dnTa?) for C sufficiently large.

We now analyse the error of the estimator on the event B, and control its error off this event. We

define the sets
Si={jeld:|0;]>6c},  So={jeld:]0;<6e}, So={je[d:0; =0}

We note by the construction of the final estimator (48), the worst case error is 4s as at most s many
co-ordinates are non-zero, and we see that

E 116 - 03] < 4sP<BC> +E(|0 - 0131{B})

+ > E(0-6P1{BY) + > E( - 6]°1{B})

N * 2
nT @ JES1US2 jE€So
sd sd{log(nT*a?)}?
2 2
< nT* a2 + |S1 U SQ|€ < —T* 2 + se ,S T o2 s

where in the first inequality we bound the error on the event C'° by the worst case of 4s, and the third
inequality uses the fact that on the event B, (i) co-ordinates in Sy are correctly thresholded to 0 in the
estimator 6, contributing no error, and (ii) co-ordinates in S; U Sy contribute error at most O(e2). The
final inequality then follows from the value of € as in (43).

In the case T' < e"a2/(Kd), we have T* = T which immediately gives the desired rate. In the case
T > e"QZ/(Kd), we have T = e"az/(Kd), which gives

X sd{log(nT*a?)}? .
R e nT* 5 {log(na?) +log(T*)}*,
sd no’ ? —na?/(Kd) < —c'na?/d
= o (losna®) + 27 ) e Se :

where ¢/ > 0 is an absolute constant; the second inequality comes from substituting in the value ene®/(Kd)

for T*; and the last inequality by the fact that na® > Cdlog(dnTa?) for some sufficiently large C.
Trivially upper bounding the polynomial rate by inserting an extra factor of d into the log term to match
that of the previously constructed estimator completes the proof. [l
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B.4 Proof of Theorem 9 upper bound

Proof of Theorem 9.
Step 1: reducing from non-parametric density estimation to mean estimation. Due to the
definition of f in (50), it holds that

M

B (1 - 18] =B [ [ (50 - sopas] =& |26, -02 [+ > 6 <B[10-013] + 51 (10

j=1 j=M+1

where the second equality is due to the orthonormality of the basis (18) and the inequality follows from
the definition of the Sobolev ellipsoid (19). As sup; sup, |¢;(z)| < V2 for all j > 1, we have that

0 € By (\/_ ) € RM. We recall the required assumption for the £-ball estimator in Theorem 6, that is,
na? > CM log(eM) where C > 0 is the same constant as in Theorem 6. This is verified below.

Case 1. When T < (na?)?#t1/{Clog(na?)}?#*+2 we have that M = (nT'a?)/(?5+2) and therefore M <
na?/{Clog(na?)}. It then follows that

CMlog(eM) <

Cna? o ena’? < Cna? < no?
Clog(na?) 2\ Clog(na?) c ="
due to the assumption that na? > C~‘g for some sufficiently large C~‘g and choosing C' > C.
Case 2. When T > (na?)?+1 /{Clog(na?)}?8+2, we have that M = na?/{Clog(na?)} and therefore
Cna? o ena’ < Cno <
C'log(na?) & Clog(na?) | — C — ’

CM log(eM) =

due to the assumption that na? > C~‘g for some sufficiently large C~‘g and choosing C' > C.

Step 2: applying Theorem 6. We proceed with two cases of M separately.

Step 2.1: case T < (na?)?$*1/{Clog(na?)}?$*2. For sufficiently large C' > K (28 + 1) where K is as
n (82), we have that

2 1 2
T < (na?)?+1 < exp{% log(naQ)} < exp{%(naQ);gLT_l/@ﬂ”)} < exp(;éc]kw).

Hence, combining (82) and (107) we see that

M?log(nTa?/M) 1
E[If-FI3) S =270 5
_log{nTa?/(nTa?)'/2F+2)} 1
T (WTa2)PCED T (nTa2)P@e)
< O log(nTQQ)(nTcﬁ)*Zg%, (108)

where C'3 > 0 is some constant depending on § and the equality comes from the value of M.

Step 2.2: case T > (na?)?$*+1/{Clog(na?)}?#*+2. Consider the two possible regimes for the mean
estimation rate (82) separately.
When T > exp(na?/(KM)), the exponential rate occurs. Combining (82) and (107), we see that

£ —cna? 1
E[If - I§] 5 eone/M + —
e—cClog(na {Clog(na }QB
(na?)??
1 {Clog(na?)}?# < {Clog(na?)}??
= (na?)25 (na2)28 ~ (na2)28 (109)

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant; the equality from the value of M; and the second inequality by
taking C sufficiently large so the cC' > 2.
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When T < exp(na?/(KM)), the polynomial rate in (82) occurs. Note that
T < o/ (EM) — (ng?)C/K (110)

where the equality comes from the value of M. Combining (82) and (107), we see that

B[1f - 7] s YLD | _L
_ (na?®? log(Tlog(na?)) = {Clog(na?)}?
~ {log(na?)}2 nTa? (na?)28
B
N "%2 log(T') + —{01?522;2)}2
2 1 2128 1 2\128+3
S %{bg(na%}wﬁ + { ?Sg;};g)} S { og((:;))Q}ﬁ ) (111)

where the equality comes from the value of M and the second inequality comes from (110) and the fact
that T > (na?)?$+1/{Clog(na?)}?/*2}. Combining (109) and (111) shows that the rate is O{(na?)=2}
up to constant and poly-logarithmic factors in both cases. Combining also with (108) completes the
proof. O

C Proof of user-level lower bounds

C.1 Preliminary results

To prove the lower bounds throughout this section we will use Assouad’s method (see, e.g. Yu, 1997),
in tandem with the results of Acharya et al. (2023a). While Assouad’s method reduces the problem
to bounding average pairwise TV distances between privatised versions of carefully constructed distri-
butions, these latter results allow us to bound these TV distances uniformly over all suitable privacy
mechanisms. For completeness, we will state a version of Assouad’s method and the required results
of Acharya et al. (2023a) which will be used. We first introduce them in the item-level case before
generalising to the user-level case.

For some k € N, denote by V = {—1,1}* the hypercube and let {P, : v € V} be a family of
distributions indexed by this hypercube. For each v € V, we write 6, = 8(P,). The collection {P, : v € V}
is 2p-Hamming separated with respect to the loss ® o p, if for all v,v’ € V we have that

1 k
® (Ep((%,@v/)) >20)  1{v; # vj}. (112)

Jj=1

Note the factor of 1/2 inside ®(-); as is common in some formulations of Assouad’s lemma, when we
have p as the ¢, norm and ®(-) = (-)?, we have a factor of 277.
For each j € [k], we define the mixture distributions

1 1
n o __ RN noo__ N
Pli=g5 O P9 and Pl=oe PO (113)

veVi;=1 vEViv;=—1

Lemma 10 (Assouad’s Method). Assuming that (112) holds, we have that

k
Rni,00(0(P),®0p) > 92{1 — Drv(Py;, P"))},

j=1
where Ry, 1,00 @5 the non-private item-level minimaz risk defined in Section 1.1.

Assouad’s method is often presented in slightly differing forms and the above is a similar statement to
those in Yu (1997) and Tsybakov (2009, Lemma 2.12).

For the distribution P, and any a-LDP mechanism (), we denote the distribution of the private
outcomes for n users by M(S) = [Q(S | (1) dPZ"(z(1™)) and the analogous private mixtures, for

ML) = Y MI(S) = / Q(S | 2™ APy, (2 (114)

2
veEV:iv;=1
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and

M) =i 3 MIS) = [ QUS| et ap ) (115)

veEVivj=—1

Applying Lemma 10 we then obtain that

k
Rou1,a(0(P). ® 0 p) > g inf S {1~ [[MY; M [lrv).
-

where Ry, 1.+ is the item-level private risk defined in Section 1.1, and it remains to bound these TV
distances uniformly over @ € Q.

To this end, we now introduce the framework of Acharya et al. (2023a). For the considered family of
distributions {P, : v € V} as in the earlier paragraphs, we require two assumptions to hold. For a vector
u € {—1,1}* and i € [k], we define u®® to be the vector with co-ordinates,

(ueai)j _ {uj’ J# 1,

—uj, otherwise.

Assumption 1. For every v € V and i € [k], assume that P,e: < P, and there exist measurable
functions ¢, ; : Z — R such that

dP,e:
dp,

It follows from Assumption 1 that Ep, (¢, ;) = 0 for all i € [k].

=1+ ¢v,i-

Assumption 2. Assume that there exists n > 0 such that for allv € V and i,j € [k] with i # j, it holds
that

Ep, (¢vi¢0;) =0 and Ep,(¢;;) <n*.
For i,j € [k] and v € V, letting ¢, ; = 1 + ¢,,; the requirements of Assumption 2 become
Ep, (¢vipo;) =1 and Ep,(¢];) < 1+17°

The following result then follows immediately from Acharya et al. (2023a, Corollary 1) and the fact that
e® —1 < 3a for a € (0,1].

Lemma 11 (Acharya et al., 2023a). When Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, we have for any « € (0,1] and

any Q € Q, that
1 21
E;DTV(M%,MZ) <\ g el

where {Myj, M_;} ;e are the private marginals defined in (114) and (115).

Combining the above result with Lemma 10, we obtain

21
Ri1,a(0(P),® o p) > ok (1 - ?noﬂn?) : (116)

We now consider the user-level analogue. With V and the family {P, : v € V} as before, suppose
that each user draws T-many i.i.d. observations from the distribution P, such that each user’s collection
of data is distributed as P®T. Then, for each j € [k], we define the mixture distributions

1 1
RT\®n n, T __ RT\®@n
g 2. BIDE and PYT = B0 (PPT)

veViy;=1 vEViv;=—1

nT _
P =

Given any user-level a-LDP mechanism @, we denote the private marginal for n users each with a sample
of size T as

MPT(S) = [ QUS |allhs- oo ali APETI @l 0l
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Consider the mixtures

n,T 1 n 1 n n, T’ 1 n
M+j (S) = 2d71 Z Mv7T(S) :/Q(S |‘T§:%""7‘r§:%)dPﬂ:j (.’L‘g%,,l’g%)

veV:iv;=1

and

n,T 1 n 1 n n,T 1 n
MY(S) = gr Y MPT(S)= [ QS |y, aip) AP (@ all).
1

veEVivj=—
Following the exact arguments above, we have that

k
Roa(0(P). @2 p) 2 03 {1 = Drv(M;" M)},

Jj=1

Applying the item-level results above to the distributions P, = P®T we see that, after verifying Assump-
tions 1 and 2 for the distributions ﬁv in place of P,, we will see that Lemma 11 holds in the user-level
case where the dependence on T is absorbed into the quantity n?. In what follows, for each estimation
problem of interest we will construct a family of distributions which obey the separation condition (112)
and verify Assumptions 1 and 2.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 6 lower bound

Proof of Theorem 6.

Step 1: constructing a separated family. We consider the hypercube V = {—1,1}%. For v € V,
let P, and P/ be the distributions where, for X ~ P, and X’ ~ P), we have that the j-th, j € [d],
co-ordinates are, independently of the other co-ordinates, distributed as

x = with probability (1+ &v;)/2, (117)
—1, with probability (1 — dv;)/2,
and
! _ d=—1/2, w%th probab%l%ty (1+dvy)/2, (118)
J —d~1/2,  with probability (1 —dv;)/2.

By construction we have that P, € Pq and P, € P/ as defined in (12), for all v € V. Note that
0(P,) =Ep,(X) = 6v and 0(P)) = Ep, (X') = dv/d"/?. For the separation condition (112), it then holds
that

d 9 d

1 1 )
10) = 0(P)|5 > 6 > v # v} and 1102 = 0(P)l5 > — > 1w #j),

j=1 j=1

which shows that the distributions are §2-separated and 6% /d-separated for the £.- and £2-ball construc-
tions respectively.

Step 2: Verifying Assumptions 1 and 2. We claim that, for both of the families of distributions
obtained by taking the T-fold product of the distributions defined in (117) and (118), we have that

Assumptions 1 and 2 hold with
1+362\"

In this step, we show this holds for the construction (117). The same result for the construction (118)
follows by replacing all instances of 1{z;; = +1} in what follows with 1{z;; = +d~'/?} and P, by P,
with the calculations being otherwise identical.

We see that, for i € [d],
T d 1+460%" Iz =1} 1—_§u®1 Iz ;j=—1}
dpeT | Y Hj—l( 52 > < o >
v (901:T) =

dpPT T d 1ou, \ Hoes =1k 7y gy, Hzea=—1}
Ht:lHj:l( 2 ) ( 2 )
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_ lT_[ 1—dv; Hzei=1} 7y + o {xs,i=—1} B )
- t=1 1+ 6v; 1— dv; = Yo,ilT1:T)-

This verifies Assumption 1. As for Assumption 2, we see further that have for i # j that

Ep, (‘Pv,i@v,j)

T 1_ 5'Ui 1{X,;=1} 1 +6’U1 1{X;,;=—1} 1_ (S’Uj 1{X¢,j=1} 1+ (S’Uj 1{X; j=—1}
=]1E~
—1 1 + 5’01' 1 — 5’Ui 1 + 5’0]' 1 — 5’0]'

1— v\ P g gogp \ M= g g \ MR g g\ HXa = g
— ]:EP 1 1 J J
v 1+ dv; 1—dv; 1—|—(S’Uj 1—51)]‘

(120)
1+ v 1—dv; 20X =1 1+ (S’Uj 1-— (S’Uj 2H{ X0, =1}
v 1 — 5’01' 1 + 5’01' 1 — 5’0]' 1 + 5’0]'
e 1+ 6 1— bv; 21{X,;=1} . 1+ v, 1 6u; 21{X,, ;=1}
- Po 1 — 5’01' 1 + 5’01' Po 1 — 5’0]' 1 + 5’0]' ’
where in the second equality we use the fact that the X, are i.i.d. across t € [T, the third by the

fact that 1{X;; =1} =1 — 1{X;; = —1}, and the last by the independence of the co-ordinates of Xj.
Focusing on one of the expectation factors, we have that
1— ov; 21{X, =1}
< 1+ 6’1}1)

1+ 5’Ui 1-— 5’01' 2{Xni=1} _ 1+ 5’01' E
1— dv; 1+ dv; T \1- o0v; Po
1+ dv; 1— dv; 2 (1 + 6’1}1) (1 — (S’Ui)
1-— 5’01'

14 ov; 2 2
Hence, we have that Ep, (¢y,i¢0,5) = 1 for all i # j, as required.
To specify 72 in Assumption 2, we consider that

_ \ 21{X1,;=1} \21{X =1} T

Ep (502 ) =< Ep 1 5’01 1+ 51}Z

v \ P, i v 1+ dv; 1= o0,

1+ 0v; 21— Su a1{x,,=137)7T
= ]:E 7 i
" <1_5Ui> <1+5’Ui>
T

1+6Ui 2 1—6’Ui 4(1+5U1)+(1_6vl) 1—}—7:%;2 T
1— dv; 1+ dv; 2 2 1— 482 )

where the first equality comes from setting j = ¢ in (120). Hence, we have that (119) holds.

Ep

v

Step 3: obtaining lower bounds. We set § = {cd/(nTa?)}'/? for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.
Hence, using our assumption that na? > dlog(ed), when c is sufficiently small we have that

452 \" T 1
772:(1+L) —1§(1+ SCd) _q < 10 (121)

1—62 nT o?

where the first and second inequalities follow once we choose ¢ > 0 small enough that 62 < 1/2 and
8cd/(na?) < 1, respectively. As Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, we have that for the £,-ball case that

2

5%d 21 d2
Ru1,a(0(Pa), || - I3) > — <1 - Fna2772> > _C (1 — \/336c) >

~ 2nTa? ~ nTa?’
where the first inequality is from (116) and the fact that the distributions are §%-separated; the second

from (121) and the value of §; and the last as ¢ > 0 is sufficiently small. Combining with the infinite-T
lower bound in (13), for which the required assumptions are satisfied, completes the proof for this case.
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For the ¢>-ball case, we similarly have that

(1—\/@

> -
— 2nTo? ) ~ nTa?’

, 5 _ 07 21
Rn1a0Pa) |- 12) 2 5 (1 =1/ na?n? | 2
and combining with the infinite-T" lower bound in (14), for which the required assumptions are satisfied,
completes the proof. [l

C.3 Proof of Theorem 8 lower bound

As the distributions we are considering have s-sparse means, a standard Assouad’s method construction
where, for example, —1 corresponds to a zero entry for the mean and +1 corresponds to a non-zero entry,
will fail as any v € V with Z;?:l 1{v; =1} > s will not lie in the family we are considering. We instead
consider a variant of Assouad’s lemma, similar to that considered in Acharya et al. (2023a), that allows
us to consider a family of distributions indexed by the hypercube even when not all such distributions
are a member of the family our estimation problem considers.

Firstly, we require a strengthening of the separation condition (112) which holds with equality. We
say the collection {P, : v € V} is 2p-Hamming separated in equality with respect to the loss ® o p if for
all v,v' € V,

k
® (%p(@v, ev,)) = 292 L{v; # v}}. (122)

We then have the following lemma and corollary, the proofs of which are contained in Appendix D.

Lemma 12. For k € N, let P be a family of distributions and consider the hypercube V = {—1,1}*,
the elements of which index a family {P, : v € V} C P satisfying the separation condition (122). Let
P* C P be some subset of the family of distributions and V be a random variable on the setV = {—1,1}*.
Writing V* = {v e V: P, € P*}, we have that

sup Ep [@ o p(f, e(P))} > Ey [EPV {@ o p(d, e(P))H — 2koP(V ¢ V*).
PeP*

Corollary 13. Under the same conditions in Lemma 12, suppose that the random vector V' consists
of i.i.d. random variables as co-ordinates such that, for each j € [k], we have that P(V; = 1) =7 =

1-P(V; = —1) with 7 < 1/2. Suppose also that for some constant ¢ > 0, we have that P(V ¢ V*) < cr,
then

k

sup Ep q)op(é,e(P))] > 207 | S {1~ Drv(Pyj, Poj)} — ck|

Pep* e

where Py, and P_; are the mizture distributions as defined in (113).
With these results, we now prove the lower bound for sparse mean estimation.

Proof of Theorem 8.

Step 1: constructing a separated family. We consider the hypercube V = {—1,1}?. For v € V,
let P, be the distribution where, for X ~ P,, we have that the j-th co-ordinate is, independently of the
other co-ordinates, distributed as

+

1, with probability

(Uj + 1))
Xj = . .
—1, with probability

0+ 1) j e ld. (123)

NN
KIS

Note that 0(P,) = Ep, (X) = (6/2)(v + 1), and hence the separation condition in (122) holds as
5 &

3162 = 6(PIE = T 3 1w, # 05},

j=1
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Step 2: verifying Assumptions 1 and 2. We claim that for the family of distributions obtained by
taking the T-fold product of the distributions defined in (123), when § < 271/2, Assumptions 1 and 2
hold with n? = (1 4 262)7

Step 2.1: Assumption 1. For i € [d], denote #.;(z1.7) = Zthl 1{x;;, = 1}. We have that
apeT I, I, (5 +

1
2
®T(l‘1; )
dpy Ht 1HJ 1 (%

(1+
49
4
T 1{z¢ =1} 1{x¢;=—1}
H 1— 3(1 — ;)
1+vz 1—3(1+v)

=1

#+i(@1T)
- %(1—1}1) L g0 —v) 1514w = puj(zur)
1—3(1+v) 1+3(14w) 1-3 ' o

We therefore verify Assumption 1.
Step 2.1: Assumption 2. Note that for 4, j € [d], ¢ # j,

~—

Ep, (Sﬁv,i@vﬁj

—5Lp, 1 _

T #4i(T1:T)
y 1—5(1—vy) L+ §(L—v) 1-§(1+vy)
1-4(1+v)) 3

N[ l\.’)lO«\

(1-wv)) 1+3(1-w) 1-3(1+wv) #i(21.7)
(1+v;) T+ 21 +v) 1-2(1—w)

T #i($1:
_(1%(1@ 1%(10]-)) . <1+g(1vi) 1%(1+’Ui)> )
_ . N 2 .
’ .

1-2(14v;) 1—2(1+4v;)

XEP

v

_<1+g(1vj).1

(1+Uj) #+j(z1:1)
1+2(14v;) 1-

In addition it holds that

oo |(1raa v 1f%<1+vz Frilnn)
P\ T2+ w) 1—%(1—%
T k) )
1+8(1—v) 1—8(1+u
:H]Ea, +§( v) §( + ) X, =1 4+ 1{X,; = —1}
i—1 1+§(1+’U1) 1-— 5(1_1)1

(180 —w) 151 4w)\ (1 & 1§ r
) <1+%(1+vi>'1%<1m>> <‘ Z(”“)>+<§z(”vi>>
_(1-80+w)

S \1-5 )

We then have that Ep, (¢y,i¢0,) = 1.
We now consider

1—§(1—U-)>2T <1+§(1—v') 1-—
Z 2\ Ep 2 i)

24 1i(zr.m
(1 Ui) ( )
7_6( +’UZ) +_6( +UZ) —

Ep, (%2;,1') = (

It holds that

24 1i(z1:
<1+%<1—vi> 1—%<1+vz->> i
(L),
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T

(180 —w) 1-5(1+w) s _ ) |
R <1+%<1+vi>'1é<1m>> <§+Z(1+UZ)>+<§Z(1+%)>

2

(A o)1+ (B2 - 20— 1))
- (1501 =0)2(1+5(1+v)

which combined with the fact that v? =1 for all i € [d], yields that

2 T T
71 = 1 _
Bp (7)) = (2= _ (1—52) , v=1
o 1467, v=-1

As an upper bound suffices, we have that Assumption 2 holds with n? = (1 + 262)7 — 1 when §2 < 1/2.

Step 3: obtaining lower bounds. Letting P denote the T-fold product distributions induced by the
construction (123), we consider the subset P* = {P € P : |[Ep(X)|lo < s} and denote V* = {v € V :
[lv]lo < s}. We have that v € V* if and only if P, € P*. Lastly, for a fixed user-level a-LDP mechanism
@, denote the private marginals satisfying the sparsity condition

Me = {M(-) _ / QU 2y aPE. . M) P e p*}.

Let V € {0,1}% be the random variable such that its co-ordinates are mutually independent with
P(V; =1)=7=1-PV,; = —1) where 7 = s/(2d) < 1/2, and denote V} = Z?:l 1{V; =1}. In
particular, we have that V. ~ Bin(d, 7). By an application of Bernstein’s inequality (e.g. Wainwright,
2019, Proposition 2.14), we have that

(dT)2 —3dr/8
P(Vy > 2d7) <exp | — y <e
2 {0 P(V; =1) +dr/3}
1 3T
_ 3816 o 1
N =4 = 8log(ed)’

where the equality is by the value of 7; the penultimate inequality by the requirement 16 log(ed)/3 < s;
and the final inequality by the fact that 16log(ed)/3 < s and the value of 7.

Thus, we have that P(V ¢ V*) < 37 under the assumption 16log(ed)/3 < s < d. Using Lemma 11
and Corollary 13 with the private marginals M™*, we obtain

2,72
Rt (0(P), @ 0 p) > 2d6%r [1 - \/2“‘% - g] _
S 1/2 1/2
1 d T 1 1
5{5<1+—84m2) 5} /\<ﬁ) , (124)

2 2
—5} , we have that n* =

We now set

=

noting the requirement 6% < 1/2 is satisfied. When § = {% (1 + 8471%12)
d/(84na?), giving that

d T
> _
Rn1.a(0(P),®op) > s [<1 + 84na2> 1] .

When 6 = {1/(2T)}'/2, we have that 7? = (1 + 1/T)"/T — 1 < 1. In this case, the second term in (124)
is smaller than the first, which upon rearrangement gives

21na? - 1

i CHALUT =1}~

1
1
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Hence, we have

21na? 3

d 8

s
T

S

1-— —.
T

Rn,T,a(e(rp) Pop) 2

These two choices of the value of § together give a lower bound of

s d 1/T
RH,T,Q(Q(P) @ o p) T (1 + 84”0{2) - 1 .

Lastly, combining with the infinite-T" lower bound in (17), for which the required assumptions are satis-
fied, completes the proof. O

C.4 Proof of Theorem 9 lower bound

We first define a Hélder space of functions denoted by Hg ., for 5 € N and r > 0. For any f[0,1] — R,
f e Ha,, if it is (8 — 1)-times differentiable and satisfies that

|fO D (@) = fO V()| < o —yl.

Proof of Theorem 9.
Step 1: constructing a separated family. Consider the bump function

efl/{ﬂﬁ(l/%ﬂﬁ)}7 z€[0,1/2],
g(a) = { —e VAETD0=) 4 e (1/2,1],
0, otherwise.

and define the function gg that gs(xz) = cpg(z) with a sufficiently small absolute constant cg > 0
depending only on 3, so that

sup max{|g}” (z)], |gs(@)|} < 1.
z€[0,1]

We remark that the choice of cg exists, since g(-) is infinitely differentiable with bounded derivatives.
For k € N to be specified and for each j € [k], we let

9p.5( nggﬁ <k< >>, r € R.

Note that gg j(z) # 0 if and only if « € [(j — 1)/k, j/k], and for =,y € [0, 1],

— raP _ . _ ] raP
b @) =g V)l = g a8 T ke = G- 1) =g (ky = (G- 1)| < e — )

9570@) — 9 )] = S [

where the equality follows from the definition of gff j_l)(x), and the inequality via (i) an application of
the mean value theorem, (ii) the fact that the derivative is bounded as | géﬁ )(ac)| <1 for all x and (4i%)

k > 1. It then holds that ggf;l) € Hp,rrs/2, J € [k]. We then define the family of densities indexed by
the hypercube V = {—1,1}* by

k
{fv =1+ Znglg,j tvE V} C Far (125)

j=1
where the inclusion in the Sobolev space of densities F3,, follows from

e the fact that each f, is a sum of functions in Hg ;.. /o with disjoint support and is thus itself is in
Hp e (see e.g. Tsybakov, 2009, Section 2.6.1);

e the fact that (for integer 8) Hg ,rs C Sp, by Definition 1.11 and Proposition 1.14 in Tsybakov
(2009); and

o the fact that gg ; is small enough of a perturbation that f, > 0, and that, since fol gs(z)dx =0,
we also have that [ f,(z)dz = 1.
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We also have that

27r25 k
IIfU—fo||2—2Zﬂ{vg#v} / fopa@P2de> TS w4}, (120)

Jj=1

where the inequality comes from integrating by substitution and the fact that [{gg(x )}2dz > cﬁ for

some constant ¢, > 0 depending on . The family of distributions is cﬁr27r2ﬁ /(4k%5+ 1) _separated under
squared-Lo loss.

Step 2: Verifying Assumptions 1 and 2. We claim that, for the family of distributions obtained
by taking the T-fold product of the distributions defined via the densities in (125), Assumptions 1 and

2 hold with
9 212728 T
n° = (1 + W) -1

Step 2.1: Assumption 1. For any v,v’ € V and a fixed = € [0, 1], we have by the construction in (125)
that f,(z) =1+ wv;gs.(z), for(z) =1+ vjgs(x) for some [ € [k]. Further, for any j € [k]

WBCg
2k

l\’)l»—t

ﬂ T
sup|gs ()] < 55 sup lgs ()] < sup g(z)| < (127)

2k:

where the first two inequalities are from the definitions of the gg and g, and the final inequality comes
from taking cg > 0 small enough. We then see that, for i € [k],

APEL oy = iz oo (@) _ Tl lfol@e) = 20ig5.4(w0)
dP”®T ' szl fv(wt) H?:l fv(xt)

T
2’Ui i\
_ H [1 _ 95.i(t) } = oui(11),
t=1

14 vigg,i(xe)

where we use (127) to ensure that the denominators are bounded away from zero. We therefore verify
Assumption 1.

Step 2.1: Assumption 2. Note that for i, j € [k], i # 7,
20;98.:(X, 2059g.;(X
5 et~ Tl (1~ 228050 (- 2.
1+ vigp,i(Xe) 1+ vj9s,5(Xt)

T
_ {Ep [1 20igpi(X1) _ 2v95,;(X1) ”
v L+vigpi(X1)  1+4wv;gp,;(X1)

[ (Bt B o

1 1
= {1 - 21}1-/ gp,i(x)dr — 21)]-/ 95,;(z) d:c} =1,
0 0

where the second equality uses the fact that the X; are i.i.d. across ¢t € [T]; the third and the penultimate
are due to the fact that gg; and gz ; have disjoint support, ¢ # j; and the last is by the fact that
J g1(x)dx = 0 for all | € [k]. Hence, we have that Ep, (¢u,iw,;) =1 for all i # j.

We then consider that
E HE (1 20i95,i(Xt) )2 —!{E (1 2vi95,i(X1) )2 '
P (#00) P TtvgsX)) || ™ 1+ vigg,i(X1)
01\ T
B 4v;98,:(X1) 2v;98,:(X1)
—{Ep |1 +
1+ vigs,:(X1) 1+ wigpi(X1)
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We have that
[ 4vigp,i(X1) ] —0
1 +vigp,i(X1)
due to the fact that gg; and gg ; have disjoint support, ¢ # j. It also holds that

3

495X | _ ' _Mgpa@)? o [T Mgsa(@)?
En, {1 +'UigB,i(X1)}2] o {1+ vigsi(z))? fula) dz = [*1 1 +vigp,i(z) 4

2r2 w28 9 2228
< JE / {g9s(y)}"dy < Je2BFL
where in the first inequality use the substitution y = kz— (i—1) and use (127) to bound the denominator

away from 0 and in the last inequality we use the fact that |gg(x)| <1 for all € [0,1]. Hence, we have
the upper bound

27228
Epv ((p%;,z) — [1 + k2ﬁ+1 :| )

which yields n? = [1 + 272728 /k26+1]T — 1. We have now verified Assumption 2.
Step 3: obtaining lower bounds. We set
k = (168727)1/ B+ (n7o2) 5572

We then have, setting r = 1, that

2n% 4m?PT
where the inequality holds under the condition
228 1 ,
T < 70 Oor equivalently, T < 84(na?)?+L. (129)

As Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, we have, for T satisfying (129), that

clyr?m?8 21 } 84728
/ n2y> BT B 2,2 | > B B
Rn,T,a(e(Pd)v H HQ) ~ T 4k2B (1 k noen ~ (nTaQ)Qﬂ/(Qﬂ""Q) 1 (1687T2ﬂ)25+2/(25+1) )

> ff (nTa?)~28/(2+2),

ui

where cﬂ and ¢ are constants depending only on j; the first inequality is from (116) and the fact that
the distrlbutlons are ¢yr?m?? [(4k*11)-separated; the second from (128) and the value of k; and the last
as Cjg can be taken sufficiently large.

We observe that this restriction on the range of values of 7' is not problematic as when T' > (na?)2°+1,
we have (na?)™2% > (nTa?)~28/28+2) and so the infinite-T lower bound in (23) (for which the required
assumptions are satisfied) dominates in this case, and taking the maximum of the two lower bounds
completes the proof. O

D Auxiliary technical details

Proof of Lemma 12. For an estimator 6, we define 9 to be any element of the set arg min, oy p(0(Py), 9).
For any v € V, letting 6, = 6(P,), it holds that

2p(0,0,) > p(0,0,) + p(0,05) > p(6y,05), (130)

where the first inequality is by the definition of ¢ and the second by the triangle inequality for the
metric p.

For V = {—1,1}* the hypercube which parameterises a family of distributions in P, and for the
subfamily of distributions P* C P under consideration, recall that V* = {v € V : P, € P*} denotes the
subset of V which consists of v corresponding to distributions in P*.
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Firstly, by (130) and fact that ®(-) is increasing, we see that

sup Ep [00p0.00P)] > sup £ [0 (S0 (131)

Let V' be any random variable on the set V and let V* be the random variable arising from conditioning V'
on the event {V € V*}. Then, as any average is less than or equal to a supremum, we have

cup B [ (30000007 )] 2 Bv- (20, [o (G000 ||

PecP*

Writing 6(Py) = 0y and using the law of total expectation, we also have
1 1
Ey |:EPV [‘I) (50(973,9(PV))>” =Ev [EPV [‘I) (5/’(9@,9(PV)))} |V e V*] P(V e V7)
1
+Ey [Bn [0 (o000 )] 1V ¢ v B v

Trivially bounding the first probability term by 1 and bounding the risk in the second line using the
worst case under the separation condition (122), we have

By [En, [ (500000 )| | <Bv [En [2 (G000 )] 1V € V] + 2hap ¢ v,

=Ey- {EPV* [@ <%p(9@, H(PV*)))” + 2koP(V ¢ V*).

Hence, we have that

sup Ep [®0p(0,6(P))| > Ev [Ep, [0 p(8,0()]| - 2k0P(v ¢ V"), (132)
PeP*
which completes the proof. (|

Proof of Corollary 13. Given the random variable V', we denote for j € [k] the mixture distributions

Pyy= > PV=oV;=1P, and P;= > PV =uV;=-1)P,

veEViv;=1 vEVivj=—1
We then have that

Ev [Ep, [®0p(0,0(P)|| = By { Ep, 2@1{@»#%}
= QQiEV [Ep, [1{0; # 1} | V; = ] P(V; = 1)
+ 29211% [Ep, [1{0; # —1} | V; = —1]| P(V; = 1)
> zgi{pﬂ- (05 # )7+ P_j (0, # ~1) (1 - 7)}
> zmi {Pys (05 #1) + P_; (0 # ~1)}
> 2mzkj {1 = Drv(Pyj, P-j)},

j=1

where the first inequality is by (122) and (131), and in the penultimate we used the fact that 7 < 1/2
implies 1 — 7 > 7. Note that when 7 = 1/2, we recover the usual proof of Assouad’s method.
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Plugging in the above, and the assuming that P(V ¢ V*) < cr, into (132), we obtain that

k

s Ep [@Op(é,e(P))} > 207 |3 {1 - Dry(Paj, P_y)} — ck
epP* =

Lemma 14. For the event A defined in (98), it holds that P(A°) < 1/T*.
Proof of Lemma 14. Recall the definition of (:J§i) in (40). We denote

d
Ui = Z”m@y)v Ui = I (Us),
=1

noting that with this notation, we have that I; as in (97) satisfies I; = (n/2)~* Z?ﬁ ri i {0+ (2n/a)t;},

and that U; + (2n/a)¢; is an a-LDP view of U;. We also recall that the Rademacher random variables
{rij}tie[n/2),jelq) are mutually independent and independent of the collection {d;](-l)}ie[n /2],5€ld]-
We now focus on I; in the two cases where j € Sy and j € 5.

Case 1. We start by considering the expectation of 7; ;U; for j € Sy. Define the event B, ; = {Cuj(z) =0}
where by the construction (40), we have that

T
3 1 3 _T*e? 2
t=1

where the first inequality is by Hoeffding’s inequality; the second by the definition of ¢ as in
(39); and the last by the assumption na? > Cslog(ed) for some sufficiently large C.

We also have that - -
E[Ti,jUi] = E[Ti,jUi]l(sz)], (134)

as on B; ; it holds that r; ; and U; are independent and so the expectation of their product is
zero. Hence, we have that

Elri ;U 1(B; ;)] = Elri ;(Us — Up) 1(B; ;)] + E[rs ;U 1(Bg ;)]

= Elri; (U — UDLB) +E | [ 1+ (i jriniol)) | 1(BE)
k#j
=E[ri;(U; = U)1(B{ ;)] + P(B§ ), (135)

where the final line comes from the fact that E(r; j7ix) = 0 for j # k. Then, writing U =
Ui — 71,5, we have that

E[r1,;(U1 — U1)L(Bf )]
=E[r1,;(n — U)L{Ur = n} 0 BY )] + E[r1;(—n — U1)1({U1 < —n} N BY ;)]
= 2E[r1,j(n — U1)1({U1 > n} N By ;)]
=E[(n-1-0)1({U > n—1}nBf )] = E[(n+1 - U)1({U > n+1} N Bf ))]
= 2P({U > n+1}NBf ;) +E[(n—1—-0)1({n -1 <U <n+1}N B )]
<0. (136)

Combining (133), (134), (135) and (136) we obtain
Elri ;U] <P(Bf;) <1/5. (137)

We also note for any fixed j € [d] that r; ;U; € [-n,n] for i € [n/2] and that {r; ;U;};c[n/2) are
mutually independent. Hence, by Hoeffding’s inequality, we have for x > 0 that

n/2
1 _ _
3 2 il —Elnis Ul 2 e | < g~/ "), (138)
=1
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Case 2.

This gives that

P(I; > 1/2)
1 n/2
=P | o5 oot (nf)t) 2172
n/2
=P LZT U, fE[r- U] + (2 /a)g. > 1/2*E[T Nis ]
— n/2 v 1,0 Y i,V n i = 1,;U1
1 n/2
n/2 2
<P Yl B0 2 3/20 | +P —5 > (2n/a)t; = 3/20
> n/2 it 1,71 i,7Yi] = n/2 2 7 ;>
In Ina? Ina’
=or” ~ 3560072 ) = 2P\ ~ 356002 139

where the second equality uses the independence and symmetry of r; ; and ¢; for any fixed 4
and j; the second equality uses (137); and in the third inequality the first term is via (138), and
the second term by e.g. Wainwright (2019, Equation 2.18) where it is easy to verify that the
Laplacian random variables are sub-Exponential with parameters (2,2), (e.g. Wainwright, 2019,
Definition 2.7).

Hence, by (139) and the union bound, we have that

P U{L=1/2) | <2dexp __9na? ) (140)
= = 2560012
0

where we use the fact that |Sp| < d.

We start by considering the expectation of r; ;U; for j € Si. Define the event D; ; = {dj§i) =1}
where by the construction (40), we have that
< 5)

NN R 12 (i)
) T*EZ
>e| <22 <

J
1 &, o)
<P ( ﬁtzzl(Xt,j —0;)

where the first inequality uses the fact that for j € S, |6;] > 2¢; the second inequality is by
Hoeffding’s inequality; the third by the definition of € as in (39); and the last by the assumption
na? > Cslog(ed) for some sufficiently large C'. We then have

t=1

— < /10, (141)

E[Ti,jUi] = E[Ti,jUi]l(DiJ)] (142)

as on Df ; it holds that r; ; and U; are independent and so the expectation of their product is
zero. Hence, we have that

Elri ;UiL(D; ;)] = Elri j(U; = Ui)1(D; 5)] + P(D; ;) (143)
by the same argument as (135). Then, writing U= U, — 1,5, we have that

E[ry; (U1 — Uy)1(Dy;)]
= 2P{U>n+1}NDy;)+E[(n—1-0)1({n—1<U <n+1} N Dy )
> 2P{U>n+1}NDy,;)—2P({n—-1<U <n+1}N Dy ;)
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- 2
= P{U>n-13ND1;) > ——=E [ Y rial

=121 \iz
> 7% <Z P =1+ Y P@ = 1))
(n=1) k€ So kES1US>
2 2
27(77—71)2 <W+s) =: (> —1/10, (144)

where first equality is by the same calculations leading to (136); the second inequality is by
Markov’s inequality; the fourth inequality is by the same argument as (133) and the bounds
[So| < d and |S1 U Sa| < s; and the final inequality is by the value of 1 and the assumption
na? > Cslog(ed) for some sufficiently large C. Combining (141), (142) (143) and the value ¢ in
(144), we obtain

E[r; ;U;1(D; ;)] > P(D; ;) +¢>1-1/10—1/10 > 4/5. (145)
We then calculate
1 n/2
P(I; <1/2) =P | — (Ui + (2 ) < 1/2
(1; <1/2) n/2;rl7J(Ul+(n/a)fz)< /
1 n/2
=P n—/2 7‘1'73‘(71' — E[T@j(jﬂ + (277/04)& < 1/2 — E[Tl,jﬁl]
=1
1 n/2
<P % Zri’jUi — E[T@j(jﬂ + (277/04)& < —3/10
n
=1
1 n/2 1 n/2
<P n—/2 Zri’jUi - E[T@jUﬂ < —3/20 +P n—/2 2(277/(1)& < —3/20

i=1 i=1

< In n Ina? <9 Ina? (146)
exp| ———— exp | ———— exp| ———— |,

=P T 160002 P\ 7256002 ) = 2P\ 2560012

where the second equality uses the independence and symmetry of r; ; and ¢; for fixed ¢ and
J; the first inequality uses (145); and in the third inequality the first term is via (138) noting
Hoeffding’s inequality still holds for the negative —r; ;U;, and the second term by e.g. Wainwright

(2019, Equation 2.18) where it is easy to verify that the Laplacian random variables are sub-
Exponential with parameters (2,2), (e.g. Wainwright, 2019, Definition 2.7).

Hence, by (146) and the union bound, we have that

P U {I; <1/2} | <2sexp —M , (147)
5 ’ - 2560072

where we use the fact that |S1| < s by the sparsity assumption.

Combining (140) and (147) gives

P(A) =P | (J{L =172 puq | {1 <1/2}

JE€So JES1

9 2 2
<ddexp | — _oner ) 4dexp | — e ,
2560072 s

for ¢ > 0 an absolute constant. Hence, we have that

2
P(A€) < 4dexp (—%) < emne’/(Ks) - 1/T*,
s
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where the second inequality comes from the fact that na? > Cs log(ed) for a sufficiently large constant
C and taking K sufficiently large, and the equality comes from the value of T*. Hence, the proof is
completed. [l

Lemma 15 (Corollary 7 in Jin et al. 2019). Let X; for i € [n] be a collection of i.i.d. mean-zero random
variables taking values in R such that, for some o > 0 and for all i € [n] and any € > 0,

P(|| Xill2 > €) < 90—/ (20%)

Then, writing X =n~"! 2?21 X, there exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that for any v € (0,1),

o 21 2 1/2
Xl < C{M}

holds with probability at least 1 —~. We equivalently have that
P(|[ X2 > €) < 2de="< /(")
where ¢ > 0 is some absolute constant.

Lemma 16. For d € N, let X € {0,1}? be a binary vector with at most m € N non-zero entries,
i.e. | X|lo < m. For any x > 0, write 1, := /(1 + ¢€%) and let {U;} cia) be a set of i.i.d. Unif(0,1)
independent of X. The privatised vector Z € {0,1}¢ with the co-ordinates

X, <
7 - s U; < 7T(‘1/(2m)7 jeld, (148)
1—-X;, otherwise,

is an a-LDP view of the vector X.

Proof of Lemma 16. Let v € {0,1}? be an arbitrary binary vector. For z,y € {0,1}¢ satisfying that
[Izlos lyllo < m, the privatised vector given by the mechanism (148) satisfies

1H{vj=z; viZx V= v X
P(Z=v| X =2) H”J(zm) (1= o) 75Y = m T (U o # U 759)

_ 7Ta/(2m) e d _ jang/(2m) d
= —4= 1-— = » 1-— .
(1 — 7Ta/(2 )) ( ﬂ-a/(Qm)) € ( ﬂ-a/(Qm))
We then have that

PZ=v|X=n2x)
P(Z=v|X=y)

_ plne—ny)a/(2m) (149)

Since x and y are non-zero on at most m co-ordinates each, they can differ from each other on at most 2m
co-ordinates which implies |n; — n,| < 2m. Recalling that for a set A, o(A) denotes the sigma-algebra
generated by A, we have that (149) holds for arbitrary v and so

sup P(Z€V|X:x)<e
vesopny P(Z €V | X =y) =

which shows the a-LDP condition as in (1) is satisfied. O

Lemma 17. Given 8 € N and r > 0, for 6 > 0 sufficiently small, the covering number N(§) of the
metric space (Fa,r, | - ||2) with Fp  defined (20), is lower bounded as,

N() > exp (ea(r/8)'/?).

for some constant cg > 0 depending only on f3.
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Proof of Lemma 17. To construct an explicit packing, we consider the construction in Appendix C.4 to
obtain the family {f,},cy defined in (125) which is indexed by V = {£1}* for some k € N.
For v,v" € V, it follows from (126) that

! r2n2B k

2 o 8" /
| fo = forllz = DYy Z H{v; # v;},
j=1

where cl'ﬁ > 0 is some constant depending on S.

By the Varshamov—Gilbert Lemma (e.g. Tsybakov, 2009, Lemma 2.9), there exists a subset V' CV
such that [V'| > 2F/¢ and Hamm(u,v’) > k/8 for u,u’ € V', where Hamm(-, -) denotes the Hamming
distance. For u,u’ € V', we therefore have that

/2,20
CBTﬂ'

2
—f, > 2 0
Hfu fu H2 = 16k25 ’

and hence we have 2¥/8-many distributions that are § = (c,'g)1/2r7r'6/(16k:ﬂ)—separated.
Rearranging to get k in terms of J, we have

1172, 6\ VP
2k/8 — exp 10g8(2) <(Cﬂ)166T7T ) Z ecg(r/a)l/ﬂ,

for some absolute constant c’é > (0. This provides a lower bound on the §-packing number whence a lower
bound on the §/2-covering number can be obtained, completing the proof. O

Lemma 18. Givenr > 0 and d € N, for any integer s € [d] and 0 < 6 < r/4, the covering number N (J)
of the metric space ({0 € [—r,7]% : |00 < s}, | - ||l2) is lower bounded as,

Moy 2 {Wd—g}mw {%}S |

Proof of Lemma 18. Note that when s = d, we can use the lower bound in (57) which is larger than,
and thus implies, the lower bound (64) with s set to d therein. We hence assume s < d in what follows.
Writing © = {6 € [-r,r]? : ||0lo < s}, we proceed by considering the packing number of the
space © = {0 € [-r,7]? : ||8]lo = s}, noting that since ©' C O, this will give a lower bound on the
packing number of ©, and hence its covering number. We now decompose ©’ into a union of (i)—many
s-dimensional subspaces of [—7,7]?. For a given indexing vector ¢ € {0,1}¢, we denote the subspace

A, ={x €[-rr]%:2; =0 for j € [d] such that 1; = 0}.

We thus have that

o = U A,.

1€{0,1}%: ||t]lo=s

For any ¢ € {0,1}¢, defining
B,={z €A, : |zj| >4 for j € [d] such that ¢; =1} C A,,

we construct

0" = U B,.

1€{0,1}%: ||¢]lo=s

Denoting the §-packing numbers of © and ©” as M(§) and M" () respectively, we have the key obser-
vation that M"(J) is precisely equal to the sum of the d-packing numbers of the B,. This is because
that, for two distinct index vectors :(!) and (?), two points 2 € B,u) and y € B, necessarily satisfy
H:C - sz > 21/25.

For each ¢ € {0,1}% such that ||c||g = s, define the set of s-sparse sign vectors as S, = {¢ € {—1,0,1}%:
g; = 0 for j € [d] such that ¢; = 0}. For « € {0,1}% and ¢ € S,, we consider

C.c={x €A gz >dforjec[d such that ; =1} C B,,
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which leads to that

B, =] C...

GES,

For any ¢ € {0,1}¢, ¢, ¢ € §, with ¢V £ ¢®) 2z € C, .0 and y € C, 2, we have that [z —yl|z > 26.
Hence, the §-packing number of B, is exactly equal to the sum of the J-packing numbers of the C, ..

It remains to lower bound the packing number of C, ¢ for arbitrary ¢ and ¢. By symmetry, we can
assume without loss of generality that ¢ = ¢ = {1,...,1,0...,0}, that is, both the index vector ¢ and
the sign vector ¢ have the first s entries as 1 and the rest as 0. It then holds that C, . = {z € [—-r,7]¢ :
(x1,...,25) " € [6,7]°, z; =0, s < j < d}. Restricted to the first s co-ordinates, we see that C, ¢ is a
shifted s-dimensional /o.-ball of radius (r — §)/2 and hence we can bound the packing number of C, ¢ by
treating it as an s-dimensional ¢,.-ball and considering its covering number.

We can lower bound Ng__(,y(d), the é-covering number of an s-dimensional £..-ball of radius r with
respect to the metric || - |2, by a standard volumetric argument. Letting {#(7), j € [NB_ () (6)]} denote
a cover for B, (r), we have that

Ni o () (9)

Boo(r) C [ {69 +B2(8)},

j=1
which implies that

Neoo (r) ()
Vol (Buo() < Vol [ | {69 +Ba(8)} | < Mo (r)(9)Vol (Ba(8)),

giving that

Vol(Boo(r))  (ry* 2T(L4 5/2) _ (dr?)}
Ne0(®) = o = (5) 2 (5) (150)

Writing Mc, (6) and Ng, (0) for the 0-packing and d-covering numbers of C, ¢ respectively, this
gives the bound

2042

the first inequality follows from the fact that the packing number of C, . is lower bounded by its covering
number and that C, ¢ can be viewed as an s-dimensional ¢s-ball of radius (r — §)/2, and the second
inequality by (150).

Finally, writing Mp, (6) for the packing number of B,, we have

TZUEEED SRR TACED SIS AU (A ER L=tin

1€{0,1}%: ||¢]|o=s 1€{0,1}%: ||e|lo=s SES.

_ 5 2 %
MCL,<(5) > N]Boc{(r—é)/Q}(5> > {&} ) (151)

where in the inequality we use the lower bound (151) and the fact that [{¢ : ||t]jo = s}| = (Csl) and
|I,| = 2°. This gives a lower bound on N(4) of

N(8) > M(26) > M"(25) > {W“_S)}W“) {%}— |

where in the first inequality we use the fact that N () > M(24), in the second the fact that ©” C ©,
and the bound (i) > (d/s)® for 1 < s < d/2 for the final inequality. O
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