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Abstract

Federated learning (FL) is a distributed machine learning technique designed to preserve
data privacy and security, and it has gained significant importance due to its broad range of
applications. This paper addresses the problem of optimal functional mean estimation from
discretely sampled data in a federated setting.

We consider a heterogeneous framework where the number of individuals, measurements
per individual, and privacy parameters vary across one or more servers, under both common
and independent design settings. In the common design setting, the same design points are
measured for each individual, whereas in the independent design, each individual has their
own random collection of design points. Within this framework, we establish minimax upper
and lower bounds for the estimation error of the underlying mean function, highlighting
the nuanced differences between common and independent designs under distributed privacy
constraints.

We propose algorithms that achieve the optimal trade-off between privacy and accuracy
and provide optimality results that quantify the fundamental limits of private functional
mean estimation across diverse distributed settings. These results characterize the cost
of privacy and offer practical insights into the potential for privacy-preserving statistical

analysis in federated environments.
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1 Introduction

In the era of big data, sensitive information is often distributed across multiple sources in
fields such as healthcare and financial services. Privacy concerns prevent direct data pooling,
making it essential to develop efficient statistical inference methods that preserve privacy while
leveraging the collective power of distributed data. Federated learning addresses this challenge
by enabling organizations or groups to collaboratively train and improve a shared global machine
learning model without sharing raw data externally, ensuring that privacy is maintained at each

data source. Differential privacy (DP) [13] has emerged as the leading framework for providing
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rigorous privacy guarantees, offering a principled approach to quantifying the extent to which
individual privacy is protected within a dataset.

The problem of estimating the mean of random functions based on discretely sampled data
arises naturally in functional data analysis and has significant applications in areas such as
signal processing, biomedical imaging, environmental monitoring, and financial modeling [26],
15]. Classical methods have explored this problem extensively, with adaptive algorithms and
theoretical results establishing optimal rates of convergence under varying sampling schemes
[9, 19, [30, 27]. These methods emphasize a critical balance: increasing the number of subjects
reduces variability across the population, while increasing the number of measurements per
subject improves the precision of individual function estimates. This trade-off is fundamental
to designing efficient sampling strategies.

Incorporating differential privacy into functional mean estimation introduces unique chal-
lenges. DP requires a trade-off between privacy and accuracy by adding noise to the data or the
estimation process. For functional data, this trade-off is further complicated by the relation-
ship between sampling intensity and privacy risk — taking more measurements per individual
increases privacy risks, even though it enhances estimation accuracy. Developing DP-compliant
estimators requires careful consideration of both privacy constraints and the intrinsic properties
of functional data, diverging significantly from traditional non-private methods.

The federated learning paradigm introduces additional complexities to functional mean es-
timation under privacy constraints. In federated settings, data is distributed across multiple
servers or entities, such as hospitals, mobile devices, or autonomous vehicles, each with dis-
tinct privacy requirements [6]. These settings often involve heterogeneous data characterized
by varying numbers of individuals, measurements, and privacy budgets across servers. This
heterogeneity exacerbates the challenges of balancing privacy and statistical accuracy.

This paper investigates the cost of privacy in functional mean estimation within the frame-
work of Federated Differential Privacy (FDP). FDP extends DP principles to distributed envi-
ronments, enabling privacy-preserving statistical analysis at various levels, including individual
data holders, servers, or aggregated data. Private functional data analysis, especially when the
private outputs are functions, has received recent attention, primarily within the central DP
framework [17], 24].

Our work makes several key contributions. First, we establish minimax upper and lower
bounds for the estimation error of the mean function under both common and independent
design settings, highlighting key differences under FDP constraints. Second, we propose novel
algorithms that achieve the optimal trade-off between privacy and accuracy, accommodating
heterogeneity in the number of individuals, measurements, and privacy budgets across servers.
Third, we extend lower bound techniques by introducing innovative data processing methods
that address information bottlenecks arising from server heterogeneity. Lastly, we quantify the
fundamental limits of private functional mean estimation across various distributed environ-

ments, offering practical insights for privacy-preserving statistical analysis of functional data



under diverse conditions, from local to central DP frameworks.

1.1 Problem Formulation

We consider the problem of distributed functional mean estimation under privacy constraints in
S

a setting where data is distributed across multiple servers. Let N = > 7_, ns; denote the total
number of observations, with server s = 1,...,5 holding ns independent observations.

Let X(.) be a random function defined on [0, 1], and for s = 1,...,S, let X§s), ... ,Xy(fs) be
independent copies of X. The goal is to estimate the mean function f(-) = E(X()) based on
noisy observations from discrete locations on these curves distributed across S servers:

(8) _ y (r(5) (s) » _ -
Yij _XZ(CZ.j)+§ij,2—1,...n8andj—1,...,m8,

where CZ(]S ) are the sampling points and 52(;) ~ N(0,0?) (without loss of generality we assume
o = 1). The sample path of X is assumed to be smooth in that it belongs to H*(R) which
also implies that the mean f € H*(R) (where EX;(-) = f(-)). Here, H*(R) denotes the Holder
ball of radius R, within the class of a-Hdlder continuous functions. In the classical setting
without privacy constraints and distributed data, this problem has been extensively studied in
the statistical literature (e.g., [I5,@]). In this article, we focus on quantifying the cost of privacy
in a distributed setup for this problem.

So far, we have not discussed the design of the experiment. We will consider two cases: the
common design and the independent design. In the common design case, all individuals are
observed on the same locations (grid points) i.e all s € [S] and i € [ng], Ci(»s) = (; for all j € [mg].
In the independent design case, the grid points are assumed to be drawn i.i.d. from a uniform
distribution on [0, 1]. Note that for the common design the design points are not considered to
be private since it is shared among all the individuals.

To account for privacy constraints, we adopt the general framework of distributed estimation
under privacy constraints introduced in [8]. Let Z(*) = {ZZ-(S) s, denote the dataset held by
server s, with Zi(s) = {Yig-s),g(; ) /). Each server s outputs a (randomized) transcript T
based on Z(®), with the law of the transcript determined conditionally on Z(®), i.e., P(-|Z()).
The collection of transcripts T' = (T®))5_, must satisfy (e,8) = (e, ds)5_,-federated differential

s=1
privacy (FDP), defined as follows:

Definition 1. The transcript T = (T*))5_, is (e, §)-federated differentially private (FDP) if for
all s € [S], A€ 7 and 2,2 € Z™ differing in one individual datum it holds that

P(TO) € 4120 = ) <P (T € 420 = 2') + 4,

In the above definition, “differing in one datum” refers to being Hamming distance “neigh-
bors.” Specifically, local datasets Z() and Z() are neighboring if their Hamming distance is at
most 1, calculated over Z™ x Z". In other words, Z(®) can be derived from Z() by modifying

at most one observation among Z{s), e ,ZT(LSS). In the common design setup, where the design



points are shared among all individuals, neighboring datasets share the same design points, and
only the measurements Y differ.. The smaller the values of ¢5 and J,, the stricter the privacy
constraint. We consider ¢; < C; for s = 1,...,S5, with a fixed constant C. > 0 that does not
affect the derived rates.

The Federated Differential Privacy (FDP) framework addresses scenarios where sensitive
data is distributed across multiple parties, each generating outputs while maintaining differential
privacy. In this distributed protocol, each server’s transcript depends solely on its local data,
with no direct communication or data exchange between servers. This framework is particularly
relevant in settings like multi-site studies or trials conducted on the same population, where
institutions (e.g., hospitals) aim to collaborate without sharing raw data due to privacy concerns.
The FDP framework generalizes commonly studied settings, including the local DP model (ng =
1), where privacy mechanisms operate at the individual level, and the central DP model (S = 1),
where data is aggregated at a single location.

Each server transmits its transcript to a central server. Using all transcripts T =
(1M, ..., 7)), the central server computes an estimator f: 75 = F. We refer to the pair
(f,{P(- | Z&)}5_)) as a distributed estimation protocol. The class of distributed estimation
protocols satisfying Definition [ is denoted by M(e,d). We let Py denote the joint law of tran-
scripts and the N = 25:1 ns observations. We let [E; denote the expectation corresponding to

The aim is to estimate the function f based on the distributed data. The difficulty of this
estimation task arises from both the distributed nature of the data and privacy constraints that
limit the sharing of information between servers. As in the conventional decision-theoretical
framework, the estimation accuracy of a distributed estimator f = f (T') is measured by the
integrated mean squared error (IMSE), E|| f — 113, where the expectation is taken over the ran-
domness in both the data and construction of the transcripts. As in the conventional framework,
a quantity of particular interest in federated learning is the minimax risk for the distributed

private protocols over function class F which we take to be the Holder class H*(R) with a > 1/2,

Cinf supEg|f — fII3 (1)
feM(e,d) feF

1.2 Related work

Federated Differential Privacy (FDP), as considered in this paper, applies DP at the level of local
samples consisting of multiple observations. Optimal statistical inference under this framework
has been studied in the context of nonparametric models for estimation [8] and goodness-of-
fit testing [7], with [8] addressing server heterogeneity. The homogeneous setting has been
explored for discrete distributions [23] [3] and parametric mean estimation [22] 25]. Additionally,
[10] examines discrete distribution testing in a two-server setting (m = 2) with differing DP

constraints.



Upon completion of this work, we came across the paper [31], which considers a setting similar
to ours and claims some partially overlapping results. There are important differences between
the papers, however. Foremost, both their general upper- and lower-bounds in [31] exhibit a
polynomial gap, whereas our upper bound provides a strict improved in certain regimes and
our lower bound matches our upper bound up to polylogarithmic factors. Another important
difference is that in [31], only the random design case is considered, which means the contrast
with the fixed design setup are not treated in their work. Furthermore, the methods considered
in the two papers differ: the method in [31] requires a sequential federated learning algorithm,
whereas our method is a one-shot algorithm.

In terms of lower bound techniques, several approaches have been specifically developed for
private settings. [2I] and [4] explore private adaptations of general methods, such as Fano,
Assouad, and Le Cam techniques, for establishing lower bounds in the central DP setting. In
contrast, [5] develops Van Trees-based lower bounds tailored to local DP, which do not directly
extend to central DP. Similarly, the techniques in [Il 2] are designed for the local DP setting
and lack straightforward extensions to central DP.

Building on these foundations, [§] extends the Van Trees-based lower bound techniques of
[5] to the federated DP setting, addressing the complexities introduced by distributed data and
federated privacy constraints. In this paper, we further advance these methodologies by applying
them to the functional mean estimation problem. We introduce novel data processing techniques
that account for the diverse information bottlenecks arising from user, measurement, and server

heterogeneity, enabling the derivation of optimal lower bounds for heterogeneous configurations.

1.3 Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we present our main results, which
summarize the fundamental performance limits of private functional mean estimation in the
common and independent design settings. In Section[3] we describe the methods for differentially
private functional mean estimation in the common and independent design settings. In Section[]
we present the lower bound for the common design setting. Proofs of the main results are

provided in the Supplementary Material.

1.4 Notation, definitions and assumptions

Throughout the paper, we shall write N := Zle mgng and consider asymptotics in S, mg,
the n,’s and the privacy budget (€,8) := {es,05}5_;. We assume that N — oo and max, e, =
O(1). For two positive sequences ay, by we write ap < by if the inequality a; < Cby holds for
< b, and b, < ai hold

~ ~

some universal positive constant C. Similarly, we write ap =< by if ag
simultaneously and let aj < by, denote that ay /by = o(1).

We use a Vb and a A b for the maximum and minimum, respectively, between a and b. For
k € N, [k] shall denote the set {1,...,k}. Throughout the paper ¢ and C denote universal



constants whose value can differ from line to line. The Euclidean norm of a vector v € R? is
denoted by ||v||2. For a matrix M € R4, the norm M + ||M]|| is the spectral norm and Tr(M)

is its trace. Furthermore, we let I denote the d x d identity matrix.

2 Main results

In most practical settings, different servers often contain differing numbers of samples in terms
of individuals, measurements per individual, and privacy parameters. We consider the most
general setting where each server s = 1,...,5 can have a different number of individuals ng,
a different number of measurements m; for each individual in the server, and varying privacy
parameters £; and d5. In the common design setting, our theory allows for heterogeneity in all
of the aforementioned characteristics except for the design points.

Our main results are summarized in Theorem [Tland 2 below, which capture the fundamental
performance limits of private functional mean estimation in the common and independent design

settings, respectively.

2.1 Optimal performance when the design is independent

Let D, > 1 be the largest number such that

S

2 : : -1 -2 2.2 2 2—1,2_2

D = 1<1[§1<fD E min { D™ 'ngmg, D" *mgnie;, D**ng, D** " 'njel} . (2)
=TT =1

Theorem 1. Suppose that for 6’ = ming d, it holds that & log(1/d") < <;‘1—; A /;‘1—1) €2/N. Let
D, solve @) then ,

inf  sup  Egl|f — fI3 =< oy Dy

feEMe s fEHY(R)

where ny 1s a polylogarithmic factor in N = 2;9:1 ns, 1/6" .

Our upper bounds rely on solving the optimization problem (2]), which determines, roughly
speaking, the effective dimension of the problem. The effective dimension D, balances the trade-
offs between design complexity, sample sizes, noise levels, and the smoothness of the underlying
function class.

In the non-private case, where the privacy constraints are removed by setting £, — o0
for all s € [S], the rate simplifies to the classical non-private minimax rate. Notably, minimax
optimal rates in the heterogeneous setup, where design points differ across samples, were not well
understood prior to this work. The optimization problem in this case reveals how differences
in sample sizes and design complexities across datasets interact with the smoothness of the

underlying function to determine the rate.



2.2 Optimal performance when the design is common

In this section, we consider the case of a common design where mg =m for all s =1,...,5.
The rate-determining quantity in this setting is governed by the parameter D, > 1, which

is the solution to the following equation:

S
D> = m? /\ Z min {ny, D"'n2e?}. (3)
s=1

The existence and uniqueness of the solution D, > 0 to equation (3] can be established under
standard assumptions on the parameters m, ng, €5, and «. Intuitively, D, represents the balance
between the design complexity, captured by m?®, and the effective sample size across all samples.
The left-hand side of the equation, D>, increases monotonically with D,, while the right-hand
side combines terms that are bounded and decrease monotonically with D,, guaranteeing a

unique solution.

Theorem 2. Suppose that for 6’ = ming ds, it holds that &' log(1/d") < (:;;_SS A \/Z:Z) e2/N. Let
D, solve @3] then,

inf  sup Egl|f - fI5 < nv D

feEMe s fEHY(R)
where ny 1s a polylogarithmic factor in N = Zle ns, 1/8.

It is instructive to consider two specific limiting cases to better understand the implications
of this result. First, in the non-private case, where the privacy constraints are removed by
setting e, — oo for all s € [S], the rate simplifies to the known minimax rates established in
[9]. This scenario corresponds to the classical non-private setting where privacy considerations
do not impose any restrictions. The effective rate is determined solely by the design complexity
and sample sizes, without the additional penalties introduced by privacy constraints. Second,
in the large-sample limit, where n, — oo for all s € [S], the rate reduces to m~2%. Here, the
noise becomes negligible due to the abundance of samples, and the discretization error from the
common design dominates. This reflects a regime where the design complexity m dictates the
achievable performance, independent of the privacy constraints or noise levels. In order to gain

more fine grained insight it would be helpful to look at the homogeneous setting which we do

section 231

2.3 Comparison of the common and independent design settings

In this section, we compare the minimax rates of convergence for the common and independent
design settings under the homogeneous case, where ny; = n, ms = m, ¢, = ¢, and d; = 9.
This comparison highlights the fundamental differences in statistical efficiency and the impact
of privacy constraints across these two design settings.

We begin by stating the minimax risks for the homogeneous setup under the two design

settings.



Corollary 1. Suppose that for 6’ = ming ds, it holds that &' log(1/8") < (;—Z Ay /;ﬁz) e2/N.

R Inf sup Ef”f - f”% = Lm,n ((Sn)_l + (Smn)_%iil + (Smn252)_2212 + (Sn2€2)—1) ,
feM. s feHa(R)
(4)

where Ly, ,, 1s a polylogarithmic factor in m and n.

Corollary 2. Suppose that for &' = ming s, it holds that §' log(1/8") < (;‘1—1 A ;‘1—;> e2/N.

inf sup Efo — f||§ = Lin <(Sn)_1 +mT2 4 (Snzez)_%> ) (5)
feEM, 5 fEHX(R)

where Ly, 1s a polylogarithmic factor in m and n.

In the common design case, the rate of convergence in () is dominated by the privacy-related
term (571252)_#11 when ¢ < min (S_l/2n_1/2mo‘+l/2, 51/40‘71(1_2“)/40‘). In contrast, under the
independent design setting, the rate is given by the combination (Smn2€2)_2§% + (Sn?e2)~!
when privacy constraints dominate.

If the rate is dominated by the second term (Sn?e?)~1 it is strictly faster than the common
2a

design privacy rate. If the first term (Smn2e2)” 2o+2 dominates then it is faster than the common

design privacy rate if

2a

2a
72 < (Sn2e?) "t iff e > SV 2T 2metl/2)

(Smn2e?)”

Thus, whenever the “privacy-related” terms dominate, the independent design case achieves a
faster rate of convergence, meaning the cost of privacy is consistently lower in this setting.
What is particularly noteworthy is that under the independent design, when privacy con-
straints are binding, there are benefits to having both more individuals and more measurements
per individual. In contrast, under the common design, increasing the number of measurements

per individual offers no benefit when the privacy constraint is binding.

3 Methods for Differentially Private Functional Mean Estima-

tion

We now describe the methods for differentially private functional mean estimation in the inde-
pendent and common design settings. As revealed by Theorems [Il and 2] these settings exhibit
distinct principal phenomena and require different approaches. We present an optimal algorithm
for each setting, both of which provably achieve the minimax rate of convergence. The theo-
rems accompanying the algorithms in this section provide the upper bounds for the respective

theorems mentioned earlier, starting with the independent design case.



3.1 An optimal algorithm for the independent design setting

In the independent design setting, we consider a scenario where all design points are distinct
and treated as private information. This reflects real-world situations where individuals could
be identified based on specific measurement time points. We make the simplifying assumption
that the design points are random and drawn i.i.d. from a uniform distribution on [0,1]. The
assumption of uniformity can be relaxed to other distributions on [0, 1] that are bounded above
and below by a constant (following e.g. the privacy preserving technique presented in the
Supplementary Material of [§]).

The challenge in this setup stems from the fact that the model itself is effectively subject to
three different sources of noise: the per-subject X Z.(S)—function noise, the noise stemming from the
randomness in the design points, and the measurement noise. An optimal privacy mechanism
is calibrated to account for all three sources of noise, ensuring that the privacy budget for each
server is allocated efficiently across the different components. This means that the procedure
must differ from server to server, depending on the number of individuals, measurements per
individual, and privacy parameters.

Our approach is based one a private, truncated projection estimator. Our estimator is based
on compactly supported, A > a-regular wavelets, which form an orthonormal basis of L0, 1].
Wavelet bases allow characterization of Holder spaces, with a capturing the decay of wavelet
coefficients. For further details, see e.g. [18].

For any A € N one can follow Daubechies’ construction of the father ¢(-) and mother
¥ (+) wavelets with A vanishing moments and bounded support on [0,2A4 — 1] and [—A + 1, 4],

respectively, for which we refer to [I1]. The basis functions are then obtained as
{¢lo+1,ma¢lk Tme {07 "'7210+1 - 1}7 [ >1p+ 1, ke {07 "'721 - 1}}7

with iy, (x) = 2/2(2'x — k), for k € [A — 1,2! — A], and ¢4 14(2) = 20+ p(20+ 2 —m), for
m € [0,200+1 — 2A], while for other values of k& and m, the functions are specially constructed,
to form a basis with the required smoothness property. A function f € L3[0,1] can then be

expressed as
0o 21-1

F=Y" fuu

I=lp k=0

The standard estimator for fj; in the absence of clipping is given by

9 IS 1 s ]

E(k) = n_s Z ES Z ng )szk((i(j)),
i=1 j=1

(s)

J

basis functions.

where Y,/ are the observations, (Z-(;) are the corresponding design points, and vy, are the wavelet



For notational simplicity, let us define the contribution of a single individual ¢ € [ns], on

server s € [S] to the estimator as:

S 1 . S S
Uit = —= >V (6}

s =1

Thus, the standard (unclipped) estimator can be rewritten as: A(s =0 z . The sum-
mands Uﬁ,l are shown to concentrate tightly around their means. Specnﬁcally, the following

lemma establishes the concentration of U Z(“;,l for a fixed [ and k.

Lemma 1. Fiz ¢ > 0, | and k, the sequence {U. lk}le (ns] Satisfies:
(Vz \U lk\ < )> >1—7

where the threshold Tl(s) is given by:

1/2
(s) _ 3/2 1 1 2 —l(a+1/2)
= 2(2clog N v/ + =Yoo + R2 )
7 (2clog V) ( - 3||7/)H - (6)

Remark 1. The constants in the clipping depend on the smoothness parameter «, the radius R

and y=N"°.

of the Holder ball, and the concentration parameter ¢ (which we set to 3), which determines the
probability v = N~¢.
(s)

This result ensures that the summands U}, concentrate at a predictable rate determined by
the number of design points mg, the resolution level [, and the smoothness parameter «. Using

this concentration property, we define the clipped estimator as:

Ns

ors 1 (s)
fie = e Z [Ui,lk] (s)
s T

i=1

(s) (S)]

where [UZ( ”i] denotes the clipping of U ”l to the range [—7;"/,7,”’]. This clipping ensures

that the estlmator has bounded sensitivity, enabling it to be privatized effectively.
To achieve differential privacy, we employ a modified re-scaled Gaussian mechanism. The

(s)

coordinates of f}. exhibit varying sensitivities, which are proportional to 7,””. To ensure uniform

sensitivity across resolution levels, we rescale each coordinate of the [-th resolution level, yielding;:
N O)) —1 7,
i =07V 2 Ame) T L

The /5 sensitivity of the vector {flzs,k; =0,...,2" —1,lp <1 < L} is bounded as shown in

Lemma

10



Lemma 2. Let ZU and Z9) be any neighboring datasets. Then:

400 _ rs VI
|F7(20) = Fo(ZD) < ea =,

s

where c4 is as defined in Section [5.1.1.

Using the Gaussian mechanism (for a detailed proof, see Appendix A of [14]), we obtain a
(s, d5)-differentially private estimator
2
iPs _ Frs | o(s)  1ir(s) ddd. 4¢% Log(2/6)
fo” =0+ Wy Wy ™ N<07— :

nies

To construct the final private estimator E]Z’S, we rescale flIZ’S back to the original scale,

yielding

(8)\2
Ps _ prs s s) i.i.d. 44 L2 Amg) (1,72 log(2/65)
w = ik "’Wz(k)’ Wl(k) ~ N(Q L )

2.2
nges

Each server s then outputs a transcript
T = (e k=0,....2 —1,1=1y,...,L}.

The final estimator fP is obtained via a post-processing step, where the transcripts are
aggregated using weights that account for the heterogeneity of the servers. These weights depend
on the resolution level [, the number of local observations ng, the number of design points mg,

the local privacy constraints e, and the smoothness level a. Specifically, the final estimator is:

L 2l—1 s
AP AP AP ’\P,
fi = Z E fixtie where fj = E :wfflks -
l:lo k=0 =1

with Zle wl(s) =1 for all [ > ly. The weights wl(s) are chosen to be inversely proportional to
. 7P;s
the variance of f;,
(s)

U —
wl(s) = ﬁ, where ul(s) = ngmg A mg2' et A 97l 262 A 920262,
D=1ty

Remark 2. The weights wl(s) are designed to account for the heterogeneity in data distribution

across servers, including variations in the number of observations (ns), the number of design
points (ms), and the privacy budgets (¢5). By being inversely proportional to the variance of
EI;’S, the weights prioritize servers that contribute more reliable estimates. The structure of ul(s)
incorporates terms that reflect the impact of resolution level I, smoothness parameter «, and

privacy constraints.

We summarize our final estimator in Algorithm [II

11



Algorithm 1 Private Estimation via Truncated Projection in Independent Design

1: Input: Observations ng ), design points CZ e wavelet basis v, truncation level L, privacy
budgets e, d5
2: Output: Final estimator ff

3: Clipped Coefficients: Each server computes:

N 1 Ns 1 mg
==Y —ZY(SM(C )| Vi=ly,...,L, k=0,...,2" =1,
ns “— msjz1 “

T

1=
where Tl(s) is given by ({@l).
4: Privatized Coefficients: Apply the 'modified’ Gaussian mechanism:

iid <0 4cAL(2l/\m)( ()) 10g(2/5)>

7P,s 5) (s)
fit =R+ W, W RN )

§TSs

5: Weighted Aggregation: Aggregate across servers:

(s)
U
flk - Zwl lk > l(s) — W ul(S) = Ngmig A Mg 2l(2a+1) A2~ msn /\22la 2 2'
s=1 "1

6: Final Estimator: Combine wavelet coefficients:

L 2l—1

=33 (@)

I=lg k=0

Theorem 3. Let ff be the estimator defined in Algorithm [1. Let D* satisfy [2) and let L =
[log, D*| we obtain the following upper bound on the minimaz rate,

sup Bl 5 — 13 < (log(N))® log(2/8")(D*) =2 (8)
FEHX(R)

where § = ming J;.

Remark 3. The parameter D*, which satisfies the rate-determining relation (2)), can be inter-
preted as the effective dimension of the problem. It reflects the interplay between the resolution
level L and the sample size N = Zle ng. Larger D* corresponds to higher resolution levels
and greater flexibility in representing the function f, while also increasing the complexity of the

estimation task. The optimal choice of D* balances this trade-off to achieve the minimax rate.

Remark 4. In the absence of privacy constraints (¢ — 00), the result in Theorem [B] obtains the

minimax rates for the setting where different individuals may have different numbers of design

12



points ms. To the best of our knowledge, these rates were not previously established in the

literature.

3.2 An optimal algorithm for the common design setting

In the common design setup, the design points (1, (s, ..., (;, are shared among all individuals and
servers. These points are assumed to be publicly known, requiring no privatization. Moreover,
we assume uniformity of design points across all servers.

Our estimation strategy begins with obtaining privatized averages of observations at each
design point, followed by a bagging approach that divides the design points into groups and
computes smoothed estimators. This combination of techniques ensures differential privacy

while leveraging group-wise bagging to reduce variance, improving the statistical performance.

Privatized Averages at Design Points Given S servers and a set of observations from a
function f at deterministic points (i, (o, ..., (n, the privatized mean Yjp’s at design point (; on

server s is Computed as:
Ns

yPro Ly [Y(S)L + W

J
n
S =1

Z‘?j

2
(Ca,r is as defined in Lemma [§)), and Wj(s) ~ N (O, %ﬁz/és)) is a Gaussian noise term

where [Y(s)] represents the clipped observations with clipping threshold 7 = \/2log N + C r

ensuring differential privacy. Here, N is the total sample size across all servers, n, is the sample
size on server s, and €5 is the privacy budget for server s.
Each server outputs a transcript 70) = (}?P’S)je[m]. The central server aggregates these

transcripts using inverse variance weighting:
S
P P,s
7P =Y wy
s=1

where the weights w, are designed to account for server heterogeneity:

Ug _
Wy = —a——, Us=D 1n§a§ A ng.

Esszl Us
where D solves (3]).

Bagging and Smoothing To enhance the robustness of the estimator, the design points
(1,Ca,...,Cn are divided into B disjoint groups {Gb}be[B}, each containing mg points where
B =< m/mg. The points within each group are selected to be uniformly spread over the domain,
which can be achieved using systematic sampling when the design points are uniformly spaced.

For each group Gy, a local polynomial estimator ﬁp () is computed based on the privatized

means Yjp corresponding to the design points in Gp. Finally, the overall estimator fg (x) is
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obtained by averaging across all groups:

This approach effectively combines differential privacy with statistical efficiency, leveraging

group-wise averaging and smoothing to reduce variance while maintaining privacy guarantees.

Function Approximation via Local Polynomials The local polynomial estimator approx-

imates the function f € H*(R) by expanding it around z as:

/ f(p) (:E) P
1) = f@) + f@)z—2)+ -+ =z ),
where p = |«]. This expansion can be written compactly as:
fe=e"wv (37).
u? uP T .
where V(u) = (1,u, Srree s ﬁ) is the vector of scaled monomials, and O(x) =

+
(f(w),f’(ac)h, o f@) (ac)hp> represents the function’s coefficients at x, scaled by powers of
the bandwidth h.

To estimate f(z), we solve a weighted least squares problem for each group:

2
Op(z) = arg min - [Y}P -o'v <C]T_w>} K <C]T—9C> .

where K is a suitable kernel. The first component of @b(az), corresponding to fbp (x), is the
estimate of f(x) for group b.

Local Polynomial Estimator for Each Group The local polynomial estimator fbp (x) for

the b-th group can be shown to be equal to:
folx) =" VWi (a),
JEGY
where the weights Wy’ (z) are determined by the kernel and the design points of the bth group:
1 PR P
Wij(x) = — VT (0)B; 1V (—@ - $> K <C’ - x) . 9)

m(]h

The matrix By, is the local weighted design matrix for group b, given by:

1 G —x G-z G —z
Bb’x_m—()flzv(]h )V(Jh > K<—]h >

JEGy

We also need certain assumptions about the design points. For the subsequent analysis, we

rely on the following assumptions:

14



(LP1) Amin(Bpz) > Ao for all b € [B], and = € [0, 1], where By, is the weighted design matrix
computed for group Gp. This ensures that the local design points in each group provide

sufficient information for local polynomial estimation.

(LP2) For b € [B], for some constant a, and any measurable set A, we have

1 1
— E I(¢; € A) < amax (Leb(A), —> .
mo mo
JEGy
This assumption ensures that within each group the design points ((;);eq, are uniformly
spread over the interval [0, 1]. in other words when dividing into groups {Gy}yc(p), each

subset inherits this uniform spread property.
We also choose our kernel K to satisfy

(LP3) The kernel K satisfies the following conditions:
supp(K) C [-1,1], [|K|jec <00, and /K(u) du = 1.

These conditions ensure that K is a valid kernel function, compactly supported, and

properly normalized.

Remark 5. We remark that (LP1) and (LP2) holds in particular for regular equi-spaced design

under mild conditions on the Kernel K. See for example Lemma 1.5 in [2§].

Final Aggregated Estimator By averaging across all groups, the final estimator fg ()
combines the benefits of data splitting, local polynomial smoothing, and privacy-preserving
aggregation. This approach balances bias and variance components, achieving minimax risk

rates under heterogeneous differential privacy constraints.

Theorem 4. Let fg be the estimator defined in Algorithm [2. We choose groups (Gp)pe(p) of
sizes mg = D where D solves [Bl) and set the bandwidth h to be 1/mqy . We also assume that for
each of the groups (Gb)ve|p), the design points in the groups ((;)jec, satisfy (LP1) and (LP2).
Then,

sup Byl f — f[I3 < log(N)log(2/') (D2* v.m~>*). (10)

feH(R)

where D solves ([B) ¢ = ming ds.
Remark 6. The same minimax risk as in Theorem [ can be achieved by using data from only
one of the groups of size mg instead of aggregating across all B groups. This is because, when
using a single group, the amount of noise added to ensure differential privacy scales with my,
which is smaller than or equal to m. Consequently, the effective privacy noise is reduced, and
the overall estimation error remains comparable. While using all B groups can improve practical
stability /performance by averaging across groups, it does not offer a theoretical advantage in

terms of the minimax rate.
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Algorithm 2 Private Estimation via Smoothing and Bagging for Common Design

1: Input: Design points 11,...,T,,, S servers, observations YZ(;), privacy budgets €5, groups
{Gb}vep) each of size mg , bandwidth h, kernel K

2: Output: Final estimator fg (x)

3: Privatized Means: Each server computes privatized means:

Ns

yPs 1 > [Y(?)} +w®, W N (0 —4T2m10g(2/5s)>
7 r Y 7 Y .

J J J 2.2
ns nies

where 7 = \/2log N + C R.

4: Aggregate Means: Central server aggregates:

-1,2_2

S

7P_ 7P7s J—

Yj —E wst ,  Ws Us = My Ny A M.
s=1

- —9
25:1 Us
5: Group-wise Estimation: For each group Gj, compute local polynomial estimator:
P P
@) =Y Ywg(a),
JEGh

where Wy, (z) are kernel-based weights given by (@).

6: Final Estimator: Aggregate across groups:

4 Lower bounds

As a complement to the upper bounds, we provide lower bounds, which together establish the
minimax rates for the federated learning problem; resulting in Theorems [Il and Bl We first
present the lower bound for the independent design setting, followed by the lower bound for the

common design setting.

4.1 Lower bound for independent design

Theorem 5. Suppose that for 6’ = ming ds, it holds that & log(1/d") < <;‘1—Z A \/;‘1:‘;) €2/N. Let
D, solve [@)). Then,
inf  sup Ey|lf - f[3 2 DI (11)
feMe s fEHY(R)
Below, we briefly sketch the proof of Theorem [Bl The challenge in proving the lower bound
stems from the heterogeneity of the servers. Essentially, for each respective server, either the

sample size, the number of design points, or the privacy constraints can form the bottleneck.
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The proof involves a careful construction of a data generating process that allows to capture
these different bottlenecks for each server. From a technical standpoint, the heterogeneous nature
of the servers is captured by considering the Fisher information of the model in an appropriate
finite dimensional sub-model. The Fisher information tensorizes along the servers, which allows
us provide separate information theoretic arguments for each server.

To provide a more detailed description of the argument, we introduce the aformentioned
notions formally. Consider the 2X-dimensional sub-model given by

2L
i fEHE : f= fabrk, fr € [-27HOP/ATIR o ot 2R 8 (12)

k=1
where ¢y, are the wavelet basis functions at resolution level L. Let y and v denote dominating
measures for ]P’}/(S) and ]P’SIY(S)X(S)), respectively, for f € Hp ;. Define f, = (fk)%il to be the
vector of coefficients of f in the wavelet basis. The transcript 7®) induces a “Fisher information”

which can be computed to be equal

-
I}/SIT(S) — Ef Ef [5}/(8) T(s)} Ef [S}/(s) T(s)} (13)
where S}/(S) is given by
Yi(S) m (&) oL o) "
Sf = Z Yij _ka¢l(<ij ) ¢(<7,] ) (14)
Jj=1 k=1

which can be seen as a “score function” of the observational model for Y) in the sub-model

%7 o if X; = E;X; almost everywhere. Let I}/(S) denote the Fisher information of the observa-

tional model for Y®) in the sub-model Hp, 1, which equals EfS}/(S)S}/(S)T
When m, tends to infinity, the observational model for Y () effectively contains close to the
amount of information as the observational model in which X(®) is directly observed. Follow-
ing this intuition, the right information quantity to consider for servers with large mg is the
Fisher information of the observational model for X () = (X (S))ie[n]. Through data processing
arguments, we can pass to the Fisher information of the observational model for X () given the
transcript in the sub-model HF ;. We consider the following dynamics for X (s);
2L
X = f4 Re-MetDIN N1 y9 - BEg e (), (15)
k=1

for i.i.d. Beta(2,2) random variables B,(;). It is easy to see that each XZ-(S) takes values in a

Holder ball of radius R and has mean f. Letting SX “ denote the score along the vector fr,
()| (s)
we let I;{ T denote the Fisher information of the observational model for X () given the

transcript in the sub-model H%

(S) (S) s
R P [S;f( )

.
; T(s)} : (16)

T(s):| E, [S])S(S)
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S S S T

The Fisher information of Xi(s) is defined as If( ' = EfS;{( )S]%(( .
The crux of the proof lies in the following lemma, which provides a lower bound on the
minimax risk by expressing it in terms of a combination of Fisher information quantities—each

capturing a different bottleneck (sample sizes, number of design points, privacy constraints).
Lemma 3. Let L € N. The minimaz risk inffe/vls,g SUP fegya(R) Efo — f113 is lower bounded by

22L

s s s s . (17)
SuprH%YL 28521 min { TT(I;/( |1 ))’ TT(I}/(S)), TT(Ij{( T ( ))’ T’I“(I;{(S))} + 92L(a+2)

It can be seen as a generalization of the technique introduced by [8], which allows us to
account for the situation where the observational model for Y(®) leads to close to equal perfor-
mance for estimating f as one would have if X(*) were to be observed directly. Its proof relies
on a multivariate version of the von Trees inequality of [16] and data processing arguments
exploiting the Markov chain structure f — X ) — Y of the model.

The minimum of the summand in (I7) effectively correspond to four different scenarios
that can arise for each server, depending on which information theoretic property forms the
bottleneck.

(i) In the first scenario we consider, both the privacy constraint, the limited number of ob-
servations as well the limited number of measurements affect the information that the

. . . . . (&)|7(s) . .
transcript 7() contains on f. This corresponds with the quantity I}/ T , which we in

turn bound by a constant multiple of mgn2e2.

(ii) In the second scenario, the privacy constraint is relatively lenient for the s-th server, in
. . . . . . . ()| (s) s
which case the Fisher information of its transcript satisfies I;/ 7 }/( ), the latter of

which can be computed to equal 28mgng.

(iii) In the scenario that the s-th server contains relatively many measurements per individual,

the sample size ng and privacy constraint form the bottleneck for the s-th server. In this
(s)|(s)

case, I;( 7" i the relevant quantity to consider, which we bound by a constant multiple

of 2L(20‘+1)n§€§ using data processing arguments.

(iv) In the last scenario, both measurements and privacy budget are no longer part of the
bottleneck, and just the (number of) X; observations locally determine information trans-
()| (s) s
mitted by machine s. In this case, the I;{ I If( ) < 92L(e+1l)y

The bounds on the traces of the various Fisher information are given in the Lemma [ below,

for which we give a proof in Section [Z.]] of the Supplementary Material.

Lemma 4. Suppose that for &' = ming ds, it holds that § log(1/6") < (:1—‘1 Ay /;‘1—;> e2/N.
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Then,

min { 71} 1), 1y ), o), X ) ) <

min {msngsg, 2Emn,, 2L+ 22 22L(°‘+1)n8} .

The proof of Theorem [l follows a choice of L as a function of D,, where D, is the solution

to equation (2I).

4.2 Lower bound for common design

For the common design setting, we prove the following lower bound.

Theorem 6. Assume that, for ' = ming ds, we have ¢’ log(1/d") < <:;;_SS A /;;—SS) e2/N.
Then, given a common design satisfying (LP1) ((j)jeim] across the S servers, the minimax

estimation risk satisfies

inf sup Ey|lf - fI3 2 DI (18)
feEM. s FEHX(R)

where D, solves ().

Below, we provide sketch of the proof, highlighting the differences with the independent
design lower boun. A detailed proof is given in Section [[4] of the Supplementary Material.
The lower bound relies on a similar construction as in the independent design case, but with a
different data generating process. In particular, the design points considered is simply uniform
design: ¢; = j/m for all j € [m]. Under this common design setup, the minimax rate is either
completely governed by the approximation error due to a limited number of design points, which
is a cross-server phenomenon, or by the privacy constraints, which are server-specific.

Formally, (@) indicates the occurance of two scenarios. When D, = m™2% the rate is
governed by the deterministic approximation error (see e.g. [12]). Here, the privacy budget
is of no concern. The challenging regime in terms of its proof strategy is when D, takes its
value in the second argument of the minimum of (3]). The server specific cost is captured by a
similar argument as that of Lemma Bl bounding the minimax risk by a combination of Fisher

information quantities using a multivariate version of the von Trees inequality:

22L

. X&) 1) s ’
SUD feps, S°¥  min {Tr(If | ), Tr([f( ))} + 22L(a+2)

. . . . )7 s
where the “sub-model Fisher information” matrices ij I i ;{ ©

relate to different data gen-
erating process that target specifically the cost due to limited local sample sizes and privacy
constraints. Combining a geomertric argument with a data processing argument, these matrics

22L

have trace bounded by constant multiples of 2Ln§€§ and ng2%", respectively. Optimizing over

the choice of L then yields the result.
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Supplementary Material

5

Proofs related to the upper bound theorems

5.1 Proof for Independent Design

We first prove a upper bound on the ¢ sensitivity i.e Lemma 2

5.1.1 Proof of /; sensitivity

Proof of Lemmal2 We aim to bound the ¢5 sensitivity of the statistic fzs under neighboring

datasets Z() and Z'(9). Neighboring datasets differ in at most one individual:

(s) _ (y(s) +(s) () _ (v () ()
Zi = (YZ] 7Cij )je[ms] # Zi (Y 7sz )je[ms]'

Define the privatized coefficient for Z'(5):

IT,S 1 = S s
= e— ZY( Vi T( )

V2L Amgng -
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The /¢y sensitivity is given by:

} 3 / 9 L 2'—1 )
|For@) = @O =33 (- f)”
I=lp k=0
Expanding this:
(JET,S_JE/T,S)Q _ 1 i is: Y(S)T,Z) (C(S)) B i is: YI(S)T,Z) (T’(s))
Ik Ik (2l Am )(Tl(s))2n2 My 4 1 ] ik ij " My 4 - ] Ik 1) "
s S J]= s J]= s

7l Tl
Since the wavelet basis vy is compactly supported, at most a constant number of wavelet
functions overlap at any design point. Thus, the summation over k is bounded by the number
of overlapping supports. Let c4 denote this constant, giving:
1 { (¢, T} N supp(y )#@}<§L:7‘3A<21Ams>
supp(Yix < :
it ms)ng i 0 4g = (2l A ms)ng

Simplifying:

L
>

Combining terms, the ¢y sensitivity satisfies:

|Frozen - fpoz | < S,

for some constant c4 > 0. Taking the square root completes the proof:

| o

Fo(29) = F2(29)], < ea

s
O
5.1.2 Proof of upper bound for independent design
We next prove the upper bound i.e Theorem [3l
Proof of Theorem[3. Let UZ-( ) = (UZ(‘;,)C) 0,2l 1, lp<I<L where:
S 1 — S S
Ui(,ll)c = Zng )wlk(Ci(j))' (19)

j=1

The randomized (e, d5)-DP algorithm outputs a noisy version of the clipped coefficients:

Ns
7Ps _ P, (s) prs_ L (5)
=0+ W fyt = n_sz [Ui,lk]Tl(S)’
i—1

2,2
nses

. “
where VVl(l:) L <07 AL(2'Ams) (T )210g(2/63)> .

23



Step 1: Bias and Variance Decomposition The total mean-squared error (MSE) for each

wavelet coefficient is:
S

2
E(ﬁ’é - flk)2 =E <Z wl(s)ﬁ;s - fm) -
s=1

Expanding the terms:

s 2 s 2
E(flllz—flk)2 =E <sz(s) Zz;’s—fzk) +E <Zwl8)wl(lj)) :
s=1

s=1

Bias 4+ Sampling Variance Privacy Noise

Step 2: Bounding the Sampling Variance and Bias Under the event AI(Z) = {
[ng] : [Uﬁ)] (o) = =U lk} the clipped estimator flTk’s equals the unbiased sample mean f( )

Lemma [l thls occurs with high probability:
(s) 1
Decomposing the expectation into two parts:

s 2
= (Z Wz(s)fﬁf - flk>
s=1

2

2
_ (i }Zg’s_flk) 1{nS_ 1A }+E<sz szks—flk) ]1{<ﬁs 1A(S)>}

s 2
(Zw Ih) - m) 1{S_, A} + cr ZM{(A}?)C}
S= s=1

1

| /\

s s S
() — fin)? + ensge

Mm

s=1

By Lemma [6, the MSE of the non-private estimator is:
1 9—1l(2a+1)

E 7(s) 2 <

(flk flk) ~ Mg Ns

Step 3: Bounding the Privacy Noise The privacy noise contributes:
S

S ? ! ()2
(s o2 AL Amg log(4/6
E(sz( >Wl<k>> =3 (wf)? (27 A ms) ()" log(4/0)
s=1

2,2
s=1 e

Using Lemma Bl we know:
s 12
2 Am)(7V)? < (log N)? (H + W) (2 A ) + 272K+ 12 (9l A ).
Substituting this:

S 2 l 3 —2al
$)vrr(s) (sn2 [ L2'(logN)’log(4/6) L2 log(4/9)
E(E:wl ”lk) 55:(7”1 ) < mon2e2 + n2e2 :
s=1 §'%s~s s<s

s=1
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Step 4: Combining Bounds The total MSE is:

— N mgsn2e? n2e? Ne’

2~ l(2a+1) L2l log N)3log(4/5)  L27%1og(4/6 S
B(FL-fu) <3 (u [ . (log N)* log(4/d) 2(4/9)
MmN
Optimizing weights wl(s) inversely proportional to the variance:

w® o !
! mgng A 212at)n A 2=l n2e2 A 2200522

This implies

E — 2 3 > 2 [(2a+1) l —92al
f s 1 2 2 S
(flk flk) 5 Llog(N IOg 4/5 E w( 'y ( )

s=1

+ + +
MM Ng msn2e? = n2e? Ne

5 1 S
< Llog(N)3log(4/6) Z < >
s=1

_|_ -
mgng A 212at)n A 2=l n2e2 A 2200522 Ne

1 S
= Llog(N)?log(4/56 +
B(N) log(4/0) o 1m5n A 21Ret ) A 2-lmn2e2 A 220lp2:2 - N¢

Step 5: Final /5 Risk Summing over all wavelet coefficients:

L 2l-1 2l 1
N 2 2
EIff —fI3=2" Y E(K —fu) +>_ D fi
1=l k=0 I>L k=0
Hence we have that the ¢2 risk is bounded as
2 3 - 2! S2" 2L
E|ff - f < Llog(N)”log(4/d + 2745
172 I2 (N} log(4/ >z§ S mang A 202a ) A 27l n2e2 A 2200262 N©
L 2l
< Llog(N)?log(4/6 9 2la
(N} log(4/ )Zl:o 5 mgng A 202t n A 2=Im n2e2 A 2201p2¢2
21
< L?log(N)3log(4/6) max g~2La

=lo L 25 mgng A 2020+ D n A 2-Im 262 A 22000262

The second last line follows from the fact that S2/N = O(1/N) (since 2 < N and ¢ > 3). B
setting d = 2! and D = 2L, we obtain

P2 o (log D)?(log(N))? log(4/9)
ming<p Y o 4 d=-tmgng A d?**ng A d=2mgn2e2 N d?*—1In2e2
Using D* which satisfies ([2]) and letting L

D—20¢

= [logy D*| we obtain the minimax rate of
(log D*)?log(N)? log(4/8)(D*)~*

. Since Dx < N this implies the minimax risk is further upper bounded by

(log(N)” log(4/8)(D*) 2"
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Lemma 5. For a fizedl and k, {U lk}lé[n as defined in ([I9)) satisfies P(V1 |U(lk| < Tl ) >1—v
with

(s) 3/2 1 1 2!/ l(o+1/2
7" = 2(2clog N)*/ — + Zltlloe—— | + 527 @172 and 4= (N)"° (20

S

Proof of Lemma[d. Tt is enough to show that P(|U. lk! > Tl( ) < v/n.

Step 1: Bounding the tail probability We can upper bound the tail probability as:

s s s C log N
P(U lk‘ >n) <P (Ui(,u)c _E(Ui(,ll)c | X)) > 1())

mg

+IP’<|IE(UZ(§k|X ) > 02 <a+1/2>).

Step 2: Bounding the second term (bias component) We first bound the second term

by observing that:
B %) = B @) | X0) = [ X000
Since XZ-(S) lies in the a-Holder ball with radius R, we have:
m((]i(j])g | Xi(s)” < Ro-la+1/2),
For ¢ > R large enough, this implies:

(’E( lk \ XZ-(S))\ > g2~ M1/ =,

Step 3: Bounding the first term (variance component) We now turn to the first term.

Writing:

S S 1 = S S S S S
Uk~ B | X = 3 (VP un(c) - B vu(c) | X))
8]21

we decompose it further as:

ﬁ Z ( N () — /X}S)(t)zplk(t)dt> + mi Zfﬁi)wzk(ﬁ?)
s s 7=1

Step 4: Applying Bernstein’s inequality to the first summand We apply Bernstein’s
inequality (Lemma [7) to the first summand. Let:

U = x° (4(8 ) ( ,j /X )k (t)

26



Then:
Var(U;) < |X[1% = C2 i, Uillso < Carll¥]ls2"2.

where Cy g is a constant as in Lemma [8l Set A = 2clogN<
probability 1 — ki N~¢:

1N [ o(s), (s s s Cor 9L/2
EZ(Xi()(cZ?j))wlk(c}j))— / X§><t>wlk<t>dt)szclogzv< Tt caRwuoo )

J=1

1Ca R”wHoo 2lm/82> With

F

where K (a, R) is a suitable constant.

Step 5: Bounding the second summand (noise) Next, consider:
o Zé vu(¢)

with U; = §§j)¢lk(g}j )). Conditioning on 52-(8) = {52-(;)}]-6[%}, we again apply Bernstein’s inequal-
ity. Since:
Var(Us | £7) < 16712, 1Willoe < 167 10022 [14 e

with probability 1 — 1/N¢:

L 3 (e < 26187 e log N | —= + Lo 2
— i (7)) < o0 N ot |
mg j:l J J Mg

Step 6: Final bound By properties of Gaussian noise, Héf”uoo < v/2clog N with probability
at least 1 — 2/N°. Substituting this and putting everything together:

S

s s 11 2!/2
USth — B0 | X{7) < 2(2clog N)*" <¢—m_s+§u¢||wﬁ>.

with probability 1 — x/N¢ with x > 0. Here the noise term dominates over the first summand

and can be ignored for large N. This completes the proof. O
Lemma 6. For a fized lka{Ui(?])g}ie[n] as defined in ([19) and fl(,f) is the non-private estimator
given by 37 | Uﬁ,)g then

1 9—1l(2a+1)

E(F - fu)? S + (21)

mshs Ns

Proof of Lemma[6. Note E(fl(]f) — f)? = Var(Al(]f)) = Var(Ul( IL) Next using properties of

conditional expectations and variance we have

Var(U{)) = Var(E(U), | X)) + E(Var(U%), | X))
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Note that since X € H,(R) we have IEJ(UZ(Z)C | X(S)) = (X(s ((Z(]s )Q,Z)lk( i ) | X(s) =
fX(s ()b (t)dt < 271@+1/2) wwhich implies Var (R ( 1lk | X ( )) < 27 H2etl),

Also note that Var(Ul(flL | Xi(s)) = miSVar( i q,z)lk(gfj ) | Xi(s)) using the fact that X; is
uniformly bounded by a constant (which implies that the mean of Yigs) is also uniformly bounded)

we have that E(Var(Ul(jL | XZ-(S))) < 1/mgs. Putting everything together we have the desired
bound. 0
5.2 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 7. IfUy, ..., U, are independent bounded random variables such that E[U;] = 0, E[U?] <
1, and |U;| < ||Ul|eo < 00, then
nA?

Lemma 8. There exists a constant Co p such that ||f|lec < Co,r for all f € H*(R) with
a>1/2.

n

nt Z U;

i=1

> )\> < 2exp

6 Proofs for Common Design

This appendix provides the detailed proofs, assumptions, and auxiliary results that support the

analysis of the local polynomial estimator used in the main text.

6.1 Proof of Theorem [4
6.1.1 Aggregated mean estimator

For the sth server, s € [S], j € [m] the privatized mean Y}P’s at each point (; is given by:

n

= i,

2
where W ~N (0 %‘W) is a noise term added to ensure differential privacy, and the

clipping parameter R = 1/2log n, is used to bound the data.
The aggregated estimator is given by

S
-y
J
s=1
The weights are chosen as

U
wg = —e—— where ug = my, 1n2€2 Ang.

S
Zs:l Us
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6.1.2 Bias and Variance Analysis of the Local Polynomial Estimator

Our estimator f¥ (x) is given by an average of B many local polynomial estimator { fbp (%) }oe(B)-
Our data is divided based on {(;};ec[m] into B many disjoint groups {Gy}ye[p) each of size my.
The local polynomial estimator ]‘; (z) for the bth group is defined as:

fl @)=Y YWy,

JEGy

where W' ](a:) are the weights, given by:

1 G —x G—az\ ' GG—z
m—Z( )V ) © ()

To analyze the performance of f¥(z), we decompose the estimation error into bias and variance

and

components. The choice of bandwidth h affects both components, allowing us to achieve the

minimax risk rate by balancing these terms.
Bias The bias of the estimator fp (x) is given by:
bias(x) = EfP( mesb

where biasy(x) = Efbp(x) — f(2).
biasy(x) = Bf () = f(x) = > F(GIWis(@) = f@) + > (BY) = £(G) Wij(@). (22)
JEGY JEGY
Lets look at the first term, using a Taylor expansion of f around z, we have:

D FHWys() = fx) = D (F(G) = @)Wy (@)

JEGH JEGY
=Y 5 (P + 6 —a) - 12@) W)
JEGb
where §; € [0,1],p = |a] where we have used the fact that 7" W) =1and 3 e (G —
:E)kVVl*j(x) = 0 for k € [p| from Proposition [Il Under Assumption (LP1) and Lemma [I0] we

can bound the above term as:

S W @) — @) < S ;omg — 2 Wi ()]

JEGY JEGY
1 o *
= > SCrIG — =Wy, (@)[1(/¢ — =] < h)
jea, P’
1 CrC¢h®
<CR Y She Wy ()] < —
e p! : p!
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where Cpg is the lipchitz constant for the pth derivative of f and depends on the holder radius
R.
We next look at the second term in (22])

S

EY — £(G) = Y wo(BY™ — f(g)) (23)

s=1

Using the fact that noise W’s are mean zero we have that
BV — £(G) =E)r — £(&)
We can decompose the above bias as
B[] - £(G) =E (B |[v) | x| - X7 (1)
<E ‘E [[Yff)]T | st)} - st)(le)‘

Next conditional of st) we have that Yl(js) is gaussian with mean st) (T1) and variance 1.

Hence using Lemma [12] we have that
s s s s Lo 1x®) )2
B (7)1 617) = X0 (6)] < 4y ledr- T

Using the fact X € H*(R) we have that \st)(le)] < HX£8)HOo < Cy,r and our choice of
7 =+/2log N 4+ Cy r we have that

£ (), 1% - x| < 400171%

which implies E[Yl(;)]T — f(¢j) = O(1/N). Using (23]) we have that |E§7jp — f(¢j)] = O(1/N).
Thus the second term in (22]) satisfies,

gsero(3) <o),

which can be safely ignored since O (%)is smaller than the order of the variance as we shall see

later. Hence putting everything together
bias(x) = O | h* + E
= ~ )
Variance The variance of fg (z), o%(z) is given by:
~ 1 E -~
v (7 0) v (370
b=1

B
=var (530 Y ¥ W)

b=1 jeG,



We can rewrite Yjp as Y;-P = 37]7 + W; where

Ns

5 s
Var (FE@) =77 = w0 with 70 = S (V] and wy= 3wl

s=1 =1 s=1
Hence
1 & 1 &
Var [ = Z YIWis() | + Var | 5> Z W;Wis() (24)
b=1 jeG, b=1 jeG,

We begin by bounding the first term (24]). Suppose we have an upper bound on Var(}_/f) <a2

Set Ay =3 cq, YJ»TWJJ.(Q:) and use Lemma [9] to conclude

Var(Ap) = Var Z Y}TWJJ(Q:)
JEGY

<> \/Var(?jfng (@)

JEGY
2
<o | D IWi(@)] | <5°CF
JEG

1 (< ’
< =3 (Z &2(7]%) = 5207

Next we need to find 52 such that Var(}_/f) < &2. In that direction we proceed as follows

S
Var(Y]) = Var <Z w537j7’8>
s=1

w?Var (}77’5>

[
M)

@
Il
-

I
M)

v (1)

©
Il
—
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Next we use the fact that for any random variable V', Var([V];) < Var(V') to obtain

S
1
< utl@an

S
Putting everything together we have that
1 B S
Var | 20 D VW) | < (Coe+ 10733
b=1 jEGb s=1

Next we bound the second term in (24])

B B
1 . 1 .
Var | =30 > WiWi(@) | = 55 >0 D Var(Wy) (W (2))?
b=1j€Gy b=1 jeG,
1 B
= Var(W1)— Z (Wi (x))?
b=1 jeG,
1 C}
= Var(Wl)EW

where we used ij-ec;b(1/Vb*7j(:n))2 < max; Wy ;@) X eq, Wy ()| and Lemma [0l in the last
line. Next by independence of the noise terms we have that Var(WW;) = z;q:l wjz»Var(Wls)). Set
8" = ming 05 and h < my ! Using the properties of the noise term Wl(s) added for privacy, we
have:
S 2 2 S 2
2 2 2 Wy f 2477 mlog(2/6)
@) S (Cor+DCFY_ =+ m;wsnz—gg

s=1 S

where the first term represents the intrinsic variance and the second term represents the addi-

tional variance due to privacy noise.

6.1.3 Proof of the Minimax Rate
Hence we can simplify the upper bound on variance as

S
1
s=1 S 0 ""s¢s
1

< log(NV) log(2/4") —
s 0

S

s=1

1,22
nSES
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where we used the fact that m/B < mg and our choice of weights. Set mg = D A m where
D solves (@) to obtain that o%(z) < log(N)log(2/6")(D A m)~2® | and we also know that
bias?(x) = h®* = (mg)?* = (D A'm)~2“. Combining these two the minimax rate is given by

log(N)log(2/8") (D™2* v m™2*).

6.2 Auxiliary Lemmas and Propositions

Lemma 9 (Variance Identity).

L 2
Var (Z Al> = Z Cov(Ay, Ay) Z ar(A;)\/ Var(Ay) < <Z v Var(A4;) > .
=1

11 1Al =1
Lemma 10 (Properties of Weights Wy, ' .(z)). Under Assumptions (LP1)-(LP3), mg > m,
h > 1/2mg, and x € [0,1], the weights Wy, .(x) satisfy:

(Z) SUPj:|¢;—x|<h ‘Wmod(x)‘ < m—ofh’

(ii) X5 [ Wi, ()] < Cy,
(i) Wi () = 0 i |GG — 2| > h.
Lemma 11 (Polynomial Interpolation Property). For any polynomial Q of order l, the weights

W (x) satisfy:

mo,jJ

ZQC] Wios(@) = Q(z).

in particular it implies that 3300 Wy (x) =1 and 3777 ((; — o)W (2) =0 for k € ]l].

mo,J mo,j

Lemma 12 (Bias of truncated gaussians). Let W ~ N(u,0?), u € R then the bias of [W]T. for
T > |p| is bounded by
BV, — u] < 4lule” 52 0*

Proof. For simplicity assume o = 1. First note that E[W]._—p = E[Z]Zt’fm where Z ~ N(0,1).

Then, for 4 > 0 and 7 > p,

0 <E[Z)7%}, B2, + @uP(r—p < Z <7+ p) < dpe” 2

Similarly, for 4 < 0 and 7 > u, we obtain that

0> E[Z]TH, > dpe” 3+,

Combining these two cases together, we have for y € R and 7 large that

E[zrtiu < 4lple” 3 (r=[ul)?
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7 Proofs related to the lower bound theorems

7.1 Proofs for the independent design lower bound (Theorem [5])
7.1.1 Proof of Lemma [3|

As a first step, we enlarge the collection of differentially private protocols to selectively include
protocols which rely on both Y®) and X ) for estimating f, for a selection of servers. This
step allows us to circumvent technical data processing arguments later on in the proof. To that
extent, consider S C [S], to be determined later. Write AX(®) = (XZ-(S) - EfXZ-(S))ie[n]. Let M. s
denote the collection of all (e, §)-differentially private protocols where the s-th transcript TG is
allowed to depend on (X(S), Y(S)) if s € S, whereas T®) is allowed to depend on (Y(S), AX(S))
if s ¢ S. Note that this does not impact our definition of the channel generating T () being
differentially private otherwise, as the unit of privacy is the same for (Y;?S),X}S),:/;(,s)) as it is
for (Y(s)7 T(S)). The class M, s is a superset of M. s, so

i %

inf sup Ef|f—fI3> inf  sup Eg|f - fI3:
fEM, 5 fEH*(R) feEM s fEeH*(R)
Consider D, to be the solution to the equation (2) and set L = [logy(D4)]. Consider now
the L-dimensional sub-model given by
2L

ho S fEHE [ = frdrk, fr € [27HOTVAR, 27 LTI R S (25)
k=1

where ¢y, are the wavelet basis functions at resolution level L. Let y and v denote dominating
(s) (s) x (s) .

measures for ]P’}/ " and ]P’;Y X ), respectively, for f € Hf ;. Denote f1, by the vector {fi:l=

1,...,L}. Let Vy, denote the vector of partial derivatives with respect to the vector fr.

Since Hf, 1 is a subset of HE we have that

sup Efllf - fl3 > sup Efllf - fI3,
fEH(R) FeHS

where f = Ziil fk@Lk. Furthermore, for any probability distribution 7 on Hf ;, the latter is
futher lower bounded by

[ EAl - (s

L

Note that Ef||f — fl3 > Ef (Zzil(fk - fk)2>, where fj, = ff(;SLk. For getting a lower bound
on the minimax risk we will use a multivariate version of the Van-Trees inequality due to [10]
(Theorem 1), which bounds the £2-risk by

2k 22L

P p2
/E > (Fi=fr) /\(fL)deZfTr(IfL)ﬂ(fL)deJrJ(ﬂ)’

L \k=1
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where I}; is the sub-model Fisher information associated with the transcript T =

(T, ..., 7®).
dPT aP\ 1"
Vi, log a7 Vi, log i ,

and 7(fr) = Hiil 7k (fx) is a prior for the parameter fr and J(7) is the Fisher information

T
IfL :]Ef

associated with the prior m:

2L ’ 2
75, (fk)
J(m) = / k df L.
™ ; 7 (fx)
The independence of the data in the servers implies independence of the transcripts, which yields
apt\ & P
f f
Vleog<dlu/> :SZ:;Vleog< )

Let Z(®) denote either (Y AX®) if s € 8¢ or (Y®), X)) if s € S and let i denote p or v
accordingly. By Bayes rule, it follows that

. (8)|z(s) apz®)
7(s) dpT 12 I
d]P)f > o f [ VfL dn dn

Vi, log ( D)
dp’ Py

!

m

apZz

The identity (I6) follows. The data generating mechanism forms a Markov chain; f — X () —

Y(®) where the joint distribution degenerates as

d]P’ch(S)’Y(S)) _ dPSIX(S))dP(Y(S)‘X(S))-

Hence,
dP(x(s)y(s)) d]P’(X(S))
5 ()] = f (s)
Ef va log d,u X1 ‘T Ef VfL log dv ‘T

which implies that the Fisher information corresponding to the joint distribution Z() =
(V) X)) equals

(X() i

Xe|T) ! (s) f (s)
[f —EfEf Vleog dv ‘T Ef Vleog y T

Let X®) follow the dynamics of ([I3). By the orthogonality of the ¢y’s, the wavelet transfor-
mation of XZ-(S);

iid

X0 = / X pri(t)dt L f+ 271t (1/2 - BY))  where BY % Beta(2,2),  (26)
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with k& = 1,...,2L, is sufficient for the observations X®) and submodel Hfp - By the Neyman-

Pearson factorization lemma,

s (s)
P;X( ) . dP;XL ) .
E |V}, log 0 T =E |Vy, log N T ,

where X = {sz k=1,...,2L} and X is the Lebesgue measure on R2".
Similarly, since for the observations (Yigs), XZ-(S) —-E in(s)) the distribution of X Z-(S) -E/ X Z-(S)
is stationary in f, the statistics }7;.5.5) = Yigs) - [XZ.(S) — Ein(s)](Ci(;)) are sufficient for f;

v = f¢) + €, (27)

and for Y& = (?(é))ie[n},je[ms}, we obtain

v]

(V7)) (V©)|7() T
Y& |7(s) dPy . dP; .
I —EfEy |V, log — 'T() E; |Vy, log — 7
Let <Z5(Cz‘(;)) = <¢I(Ci(;)))l o The score function for Y*) is given in (Id). By linearity of the
€

trace operation,

/ Tr(Ipeo (f -y / Te(Lpo (f))dn(f) + 3 / Tr(Ipo (f1)d ().

sES seSe

Now, setting
S={sels]: () < (T}

and noting that by standard data processing arguments it holds that
Tr(IX(S)‘T(S)) < Tr(IX(S)) and Tr(IY(S)IT(S)) < Tr(IY(S)),

(see e.g. [32]).

By taking as prior 73 a rescaled version of the density ¢ + cos?(nt/2)1{|t| < 1} such that
it is supported on [—2_L(a+1/2)R, 2_L(O‘+1/2)R], we obtain that prior is supported on Hp - By
a straightforward calculation for the Fisher information associated with the prior, we have that
the minimax risk is lower bounded by

22L

inf  sup Egllf - f|3 > e
feMes fEHS | supy, Tr(I7(fL)) + (2*L(i+77{/2)3)2

Combining this with the earlier identities of Lemmas B and [ yields the (further) lower bound
1

C <Zf:1 min {2-2bmgn2e?, 2-Lmgn,, 20Ca-Nn2e2 22Lan ) 4 220‘L)
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For any D, > 1 and 1 < D < D, such that

S
D2 > E min {D_lnsms,D_Qmsngag,Dzo‘ns,Dzo‘_lngag} ,

s=1

the latter quantity is further lower bounded by

1 Z D*_2a.
C (L2 min {D-"ngm,, D-2m n2e?, D2n,, D>~ n2e2} + D2

5789

7.1.2 Proof of Lemma [4]

We provide a bound for each of the four terms in the minimum separately. The data processing
inequalities capturing the loss of information due to privacy constraints follow from Lemma 21]
and Lemma [I7] Recall that

S s s T
I}/( ) _ Ef Ef [S}/( ) T(s)] Ef [S}/( ) T(S)} ’
; (s)
where S}/(s) is given by S}/(é) =", S}/i and
@ 2"
v s s .
sy =3 (VY - rac)) ) o). (28)
J=1 k=1

By a straightforward calculation,
Yy (s) Y ()T
Ef[Sf ][Sf ] = msnsIQL,

so the bound )\maX(Ef[S}/(S)][SJX(S)]T) < mgns in combination with Lemma 2] yields that
Tr(I}/(S)) < mgn2e? and

S

Tr(I}/(S)) = 2lmn,.

The relationship (20) defines a regular location-shift model, which yields that the Fisher

information for f in the observational model for X(®) is given by

.
(x;”) X))

E |Vylog = cen 22,

XY —E,E ]
7 sEy | Vylog I

for some constant ¢ > 0. The lemma follows by combining the bounds for the four terms in the

minimum.
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7.2 Proof of the common design lower bound (Theorem [G])

The lower bound of the order m~2“ is the same as in the non-private case, see e.g. [9], Theorem
2.1. Consider the L + K-th resolution level of an A > « smooth orthonormal wavelet basis
di(x) = 212p(2'x — k) for 1 € {lo,lo +1,..., and k = 1,...,2L45} with K € N such that a
subset of the wavelets {¢y, : k= 1,...,2F} satisfies ¢, = P(L+K)i, disjoint support.

Define f, with = (p1,...,por) € R2" as

2L

f,u = Zﬂkﬁbk

k=1
Let d € N such that m = |d - 2¥|. Consider now the model

2L
Y = f(T) + Vi + €8, Vi) =Y Z2Qu(t) €9 ~ N(0,1),
k

with Vij = Vi(¢;), uk(t) = (max;epg ’¢k(€j)‘)_1 ¢r(t) and Zi(,j) ii.d. truncated standard normal
Ni—1,1)(0,1).
Note that the function f, + V is in H*(R) for R > 1, for small enough |u||2 and large

enough m. Write ¢g4 := <¢1(%)) and u = ”q;:ﬁ. The vector V; = (Vj;);c[n has covariance

Jjeld]
matrix proportional to ¥ := diag(uu’,...,uu”). We denote by Yi(s) the vector (Y-(.S )) jeim) and

ij
by fu(T) the vector (fM(Cj))jE[m]
The wherever it is non-zero, the likelihood for the i-th individual satisfies

pur ) xexp (=5 (V0 - 1) (24 1) (10 - £4m)) ).

where the normalizing constant can be seen to not depend on pu.

Here, f,,(T') can be written as

>k iedr(T1) o1(Th) -+ on(Th) H1
fulT) = : = + - Pl =0T
where ® is an 2F x m matrix. Hence, its score in W is given by

S1 = 0S4+ 1) - fu(T) (20)

(S)) is bounded above by

Hence, the Fisher information for the i-th individual —E faa—; log pu(Y;
ST +1I,) o
By Lemma 22] we have that

(S +1n) " 0T < 262 Ly
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(%)
Write S} = Y1) S}fi and

T
/D) =k [} | TIB (S} 11"
By combining the previous inequality with Lemma [I5] and 2Tl we have that
ETr(C4(T)) < 2nsV2Legy/ETr(C4(T)) + nsds - 25 (y/msns V ms) log(1/3s) + nsds.  (30)

If /Tr(E(Cf(T))) < V2Fnse,, then there is nothing to prove. So assume instead that
Tr(E(Cf(T))) > V2Enses. Combining the above display with (37), we get
ds

VoLe,

) implies that the last two terms

ETr(Cy(T)) S 2V2Ehnges + 65e; 'ng V2L (/mgn, V ms) log(1/65) +

The assumption of small enough 0 (5 log(1/0s) < %
are o(y/msnses) which yields that

Te(E(C(T))) S 2"ne.

We also have I7(Z) = Var(S¢(Z;)) < 2E1,e as already shown. Hence we have that Tr(C ¢(T)) <

(25)2n,. Using the von-Trees construction of Lemma [, we have that

R 22L

sup Ef||f — fl3 2 .

ek f” ||2 3521(2]“71283) A (n522L) + 7T2(2L)20‘+2
Optimizing over L, the result follows.
Lemma 13. Consider ¥ = diag | uu”,... uu? | where u = deﬁ’ Oy = <¢1(%))je[d} and

—_——
N times

define

¢1(Th) -+ Por(Th)
¢1(Tm) ¢2L (Tm)
It holds that
O (S + L)' @7 = agelyn < 26)3 Doe.

_ el — 1 —1
where asr = 72, T2 and cor = \/2—L|]q‘)dHoo .

Proof. We have

O (X +I,) " 07 = @ (diag (wu”,... uu) + Im)_l o7

T T
i uu uu T
=0 ly———||,.... | [ — ——— ()
<d1ag [( d 1—|—uTu>’ ’<d 1—|—uTu>}>

= opT — ® diag (uuT, .. ,uuT) o7

14+ uTu

39



Leveraging the fact that the ¢’s have disjoint support, we have that

PR (€)) > 1(G)2(G5)
0T = | XL 01(Ge2(G) 2T, ¢3(¢)

Z}%:l ¢%(Cj) 0
= 0 Z;nzl ¢%(Cj)

Recalling that ¢ (z) = 2L/2HK/2¢(2L4K 5 — k) and d € N such that m = |d2”], we have that
S 62(¢5) < 23791 ¢3(¢5)- This implies that

d
00T =2 > ¢(¢) | Lo
j=1

Similarly, we have that

pquu’ @, 0 0
® diag (uuT, - ,uuT) o7 - 0 pguuTdy 0 - | = (u' ¢q)*Ir

We have that u = ||¢4|lol @y Denote cr, = |[¢4ll=t and note that u'¢g = cr||¢ql|3 and u'u =

2 ||¢all3. The result now follows:

(S + 1) o7 < (Hm\\% gl ) I
1+ %H‘ﬁd”z
lpall3

1
= 02 _Tor = = Ior <20 ¢)| % Iye.
1+ cill¢all3 ‘ ~

Lemma 14. For M = 2"(,/mins V my)log(1/8s) we have that
205, +/ PG| > 1) dt+/ P (1G] 2 1) dt < 825 (i V) os(1/6,) + .
M M

- - () _ i _ i i o
where Sy’ ._(q:(z + Iy) (1)(1/2- — fu(T)), SY o= Egz)l Sy and G; = (E[S}'|T),S}") and G; =
<E[S}G\T], 5';/2 ) with S’}C an independent copy S}/i

Proof of Lemma[22. We proceed along the same line as in LemmaI6l We first analyze the term
. ()
concerning G; = <E[S}/( )|T], S}/Z ). Using Jensen’s and the law of total probability, we have

that for i = 1,...,ng,

(s)
(s) LY
EelGil < BetltST 55" I,
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Without loss of generality, consider the index i to be equal to 1. Note that we have that
Y(‘s) Y(S) s )/7((-5) Y(S)
<Sf anl >:Z?:1<Sf 7Sf1 )

Using our model we have that

Y(S) _1
Syt =X+ Im,)” (& + Vi)

(s)

This implies that SY" ~ N0, (3 + I,,,)"1®T) = N(0,a4z1), where aqr is given by Lemma

0 y® ()
21l Using the linearity of expectation, we have that (SY( ),S;/l ) = > (S¢(Z), S}fl ). We

can split the sum into two terms

) v e Y()
(Y780 ) = ISy HQ+ZZ&] Sy(z )

=2 j=1

Hence we have that
)
¥ S (S5 (Z0),571 )

15y %) s !
Ee"\Wr  Pr <E | s 2¢

AP
_E |5 g | e

| Z4

(s)

Conditional on Z;, we have that >, (S(Z;), S;/l ) behaves as follows

Ns

S (842,85 ) | 21~ N (0, (ns — Dyage | S5(Z1) 3)

=2

Hence, using the m.g.f of Gaussian, we have that
(s) (s) ()
() oY Y. Y.
EH ST S5 < o <et||5f1 I3 51% (ns—ayr [15;* ||2>

_ 9 ((t+3t3(ns—1) azL)||Sf(Z1)”2)

_2E< t+ 12 (ns—1) CLQL)GZL ZJ 1 J>
( t—i— t2(ns—1)a. ) 2LmSU12>
(s) (s)
where we have used the fact that S ~ N(0,a9r1;) hence HS;/’ la = age Y. U?
with U; as i.i.d standard Gaussians. The last expectation is bounded by a constant if
(t+ 3t2(ns — Dage) agems < & (using the fact that U} is x3). Hence if ¢ < m\lzL A
then EetlG1l < ¢. Tt follows that

1
Vmsng2L

P(|G1] > u) < P(efl] > )
< e—tuEet‘Gl‘

| —n—L
< 2¢Ce ”(mS2”m2L)
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This means that for M > 25 (,/mzn, V my)log(1/8s), we obtain

/ P(|G;| > t)dt < 2e7108(1/%) — 95,
M
In a similar fashion we can show that [y P (]éz\ > t) dt < 26s. O

7.3 Differential privacy data processing inequalities for the Fisher informa-
tion

Lemma 15. Let C¢(T) denote the matrix

Ef [5}/(8) | T] Ef [5}/(5) | T]T= (31)

E]

; (s)
where S}/(é) =y S}/i denotes the score function of f for the observational model Y®) as

defined in (28)).
It holds that E;Tr(C4(T)) < 2Emgns.
Furthermore, assuming ds is such that dslog(1/0s) < (;‘1—1 A /;‘1—1) e2L~1, it also holds that

E;Tr(C(T)) < men2e?.

Proof of Lemma[Id The first assertion follows by standard data processing arguments for the

Fisher information, see e.g. [32]. By Lemma 4.2 in [§], there exists a universal constant C' > 0

such that
(s)
ETr(C(T)) gcnsas,/EfTr(cf(T))\/ Amax(Var(sy* )

+2n5M68+n5/ ]P’(\Gi\zt)dt—i—ns/ P(\éi12t>dt,
M M

with
s (S) v s =, (S)
Gy = <Ef[s}/” | T, S} > and ; = <Ef[5}”” |7, 8} > (32)

s)

cy(s) (
and S;/i denotes the data set S;/i with its ith data point Yi(s) replaced by an independent

copy ffi(s). (
s)
Note that Var(S;/i ) =msIg,

ms oL
Varp (ST7) =37 [V =S () | o(¢)
j=1 k=1

hence )\maX(Var(S}/(s))) = mg. Lemma [I6) yields that for M = 25( neme/? v m?2)log(1/6s), we
have that

2M55+/ P(yelyzt)dH/
M M

[e.e]

P (\él\ > t) dt < 6,28 (/ram3/? v m?)log(1/8,) + b
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Using Lemma [T6] we have that

E;Tr(C(T)) < 2ngy/msesy/ETe(C 4 (T)) + 15025 (Vram3/? v m2) log(1/65) + nsds.  (33)

If /Te(Ef(Cy(T))) < \/msnss, then there is nothing to prove. So assume instead that
VTIr(Ef(Cf(T))) > /msnses. Combining the above display with (B3], we get

E;Tr(C4(T)) < 2v/msnses + dse5 128 (Vrams Vv m3/?) log(1/85) + 7’('5;365.
The assumption of small enough d5 (d5log(1/ds) < (7’%—1 A /:;L—SS> £2271) implies that the last
two terms are o(y/mgsnses) which yields the result. O

Lemma 16. Let

() y,(®) () cy (s
G = <Ef[SY 7], 8% > G:<Ef[SY 71, &% >

(s

oy ()
and S}/i denotes the data set S;/i with its ith data point Yi(s) replaced by an independent copy
Y(S)
A
For M =< 2L(‘/n8m§/2 v m?2)log(1/6s) we have that

2M +/ P (|Gy] > 1) dt+/ P, (yély > t) dt < 8,25 (/mem32 v m?) log(1/8,) + 6
M M

Proof of Lemma 10 We first analyze the term with G; in the integrand. Using Jensen’s inequal-
ity and the law of total probability, we have for i = 1,...,ng,

By exp(t Gi) = By oxp( ‘<Ef[5w) 171, S}“(S)>D

S/ [ [e"p<‘<5w)’ 57 >D‘T:“} aP™ = )P ()

) SV
:Efexp<t‘<SY ,Sfl ‘

Without loss of generality, consider ¢ = 1. we have

Y(s) Y(S) . s }/Z( s) Y( s) (S S Y(S)
CAN TS S A ED 3 AR C U
=1 =1 j=1
where§ "KYA(0,1). We have

Y(S Y(S) .
SERINY

1

[+ £ (o 57,

=2 j=1
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Hence,

. B) (s)
Efexp<t'<SY( ), S}/l >D <Ef (exp(t'S;/l

which in turn equals
2
Eflexpl|t
2

(s)
Ef |:exp <t HS};1

(s) (s)
Conditionally on {CZ(; )} and Yl( %) the sum P < SY , S}fl > is normal with mean zero, since

e Y,-(S) v s s
<SfJ . s¥ >) ‘{ij)}, v ))
j=2

J]=

Sy < #(c). 57 >‘[{<,j}y ( ZZ< (), Yf)>2).

Jj=2j=1 j=2j=1

Using the moment generating function of the normal distribution, we have

EfGXp( ‘<5y(s>7 5}/1(5)>'> <2E; |:exp< HS 1 ) exp( t2 JZ;JZ;< y<>> )] .
(

34)
Next,
ns ns Ms 2 2
2 Y(S) Y(S)
S (e 7Y <SS e 5 < @mtn -2 5
Jj=2j=1 j=2j=1 2 2
Hence, as a consequence of (34]),
y(s) Yl(s) Yl(s) 2 1,2 2 L Yls) 2
Epexp|t|(S; Sf <2Ef|exp|t Sf ) exp| 5t~ cyms (ns —1)2 Sf ,

o) |2
=2E; exp((t+%t2c§)ms (ns —1)2%) '5}/1 ) (35)
2
: 1,2 2 L v
Setting s =t + 5t Cms (ns — 1) 2%, we proceed to bound Eexp| s Sfl . Observe that
2

Y()

|

Hence by independence and the m.g.f. bound for ﬁfj,

Esexp <s

k=1 \j=1 j=1

2 ms 2 2L ms ms ms
= (Z &) mk(dj’)) <y (Zs%j) (Z <z>%k<<£§’>) <m, 2"y &
k=1 \j=1 j=1

Yl(s)
Sy

2 ms
) <Bjew ( m, 2" Zs%j) (B expl(scm, 22 €)™
2

j=1
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One checks this is bounded by a constant as soon as s < ﬁ, which, recalling that s =

1,2 2 L : 1 1
t+ 5t cims (ns —1)27, is the case when t < maar A o
Within this regime, Eexp(t |G1]) < e° for some constant ¢ > 0. Consequently,

/22L.

P (1G] > u) < P (exp(t|G1]) > exp(tu))
< exp(—tu) Eexp(t|Gi )

1 1
<2 eXp(—u <\/7Tsm§/22L A m§2L>>‘

M =z 2L( nsm’/? v m?) log(é>,

Thus, setting

one gets

/MOOIP’(|G1| >t)dt <2 exp(—log (é)) = 2.

We now turn to the term | Aoj P <\é1\ > t) dt. By a similar argument, observe

] S e oy ®
() e (515 1 5 )) <l (5 557

By symmetry,

) gy o BN O
(577,877 ) =236 (otr, 81,

j=1s=1

The same argument as before yields

o o ®
Efexp<t ‘<S}/( S >‘> < 2E; [exp<%t263>msn32L

As before, this remains bounded when ¢t < m212 = A

(s)
qu
Sy

)]

. Hence the same exponential tail

Vismy/ 2L
bound applies;

/MOOIP’<|é1| Zt) dt <2 exp(—log <é)) =26, for M22L< nsm§/2 vV m?) log(é).

Putting all pieces together yields the statement of the lemma. O

Lemma 17. Consider Xész = (XS), . ,X2(SL)Z.) where X,S) is defined as in (26). It holds that

s I+p
Tr([jf( )) < ng2l and if 0 < 65 < ((n82_L /\ni/22_L/2> 52) for some p > 0, we also have
that
11Xy < On2e?

for a constant C > 0.
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Proof. The bound Tr(I X (s)) < n 2" follows by the fact that conditional expectation contracts
the Ly-norm. For the second statement, we start introducing the notations X () = =nt Y X} (S

and
Gi= (B0 [2.X07 | 70] X1
For the remainder of the proof, consider versions of X*) and T®) defined on the same probability

space, and we shall write as a shorthand

- (X(S),T(S))
= ]PO

P X(S),T(S))

and E° = IE(()
For random variables V, W defined on the same probability space, it holds that
EWE[W | V] =EE[W | VIE[W | V],

since W — E[W | V] is orthogonal to E[IW | V]. Combining this fact with the linearity of the

inner product and conditional expectation, we see that

() =Bf

‘EO e X© | TG

2 s
‘ =Y EG
2 °

=1
Define also

Gi = <Eo[n X | 7O, X(Z)>,

where ngj) is an independent copy of X]gsz (defined on the same, possibly enlarged probability
space) and note that E5G; = 0. Write G := 0V G; and G; = —(0 A G;). We have

oo T oo
ESG}:/ P* (G > t) dt:/ P (szt)Jr/ P* (G > t)
0 0 T

T o)
gefs/ PS(éjzt)dtJrTéer/ P* (G >t)
0 T

g/OT]PS (éj2t>dt+2ss/0T]P>s (éj2t>dt+T55+/T P (GF > t)

g/ Pé(éjzt)dwrzss/ P* éjzt)dtJrTéer/ P (G >t),
0 0 T

Similarly, we obtain

T
E°G; > / P (G; > t)
0



Putting these together with G; = G — G}, we get

o0

EsGig/OOOIPS <é;fzt)dt—/ooops (é;zt)dt+2es/0 P (IGi| > t) at

o0

—|—2T55—|—/ PS(szt)dtJr/ P (Gy = t) at
T T

= E5Gy + 26,E%|Gy| + 276 +/ P (G > 1) dt+/ P* (é; 2t> dt.
T

The first term in the last display equals 0. For the second term, observe that

G‘ (7, X)) ~ N (0, [Bo[n,X® | TO]|3),

SO
Esléz‘ = ]EX(S)7T(S)]EX(S)’GU7;‘ _ EHE[HSX(S) ’ T(s)]”2 < TI‘(I;((S))7

where the last inequality is Cauchy-Schwarz. To bound the terms
/ p* (szt)dwr/ P (G7 =) at,
T T

we shall employ tail bounds, which follow after showing that G; is \/2Ln,-sub-exponential. To
see this, note that by applying Cauchy-Schwarz and Jensen’s inequality followed by the law of
total probability, we have that

E5etlGil _ s ot (Bolnsa X[ T)], X))

o

RV 5

where the last equality follows from the fact that conditional expectation contracts the Li-norm.
Next, we bound Eg © gtl{ns X, Xy ’H By the triangle inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz,

t
5 Eo[n5X(5)|1 (5)]
< Ese2(H

< \/ tHIEO [ns X |T()]

< ByetlnsXO X))

)

S S S (‘5) S
Ex<s> t(ns X® X2y ) < \/EX(S) 2|(Xps, XX >|\/E§L;ie2t<X£2,X(s)>|

The random variable (sz, Xési)> is the inner product of centered beta(2,2) distributed random

variables, so
x4 () y () L1
EO L;262t|<XL1’X >| §e2 t‘
By Lemma 19

Egg(wezq(zg;lXf,j,x“m < et (ns—1)2"

-_— )
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for some ¢ > 0. By the fact that G < |G;| and Markov’s inequality,
P3G > T) <P(|Gy| > T) < e TR for all T,t > 0.

Combining this with the bound for the moment generating function derived above means that
for §5 = 0, the result follows from letting 7' — oco. If §5 > 0, take T = 32(2L v \/2Ln,) log(1/65)
to obtain that

/ TP (GF 2 ) dt < e es0/8),
T

It is easy to see that the same bound applies to f;o P (Gul_ > t) dt. We obtain that

Ns

D EGi < 2nge/Tr(IFX) + 646,(2 V /2L, ) log(1/6,) + 2n.46s.

i=1
If \/Tr(I J)f « ) < nses, the lemma holds (there is nothing to prove). So assume instead that
Tr(I;((S)) > nges. We find that
X 2L v \/2Ln, 2
Tr(If ) < 2nges + 645576 log(1/6s) + 6—53.
§~8 S

Since xPlog(l/x) tends to 0 as # — 0 for any p > 0, the result follows for J; <

1/2 1+p
<<;‘—i A 7\‘/“'2?) sg) for some p > 0 as this implies that the last two terms are O(nses).

O

7.3.1 Auxiliary lemmas

The following lemmas are folkore that involve straightforward calculations, but included for

completeness.
Lemma 18. Let Z be N(0,1), 0 < X < 1/4. Then,

EEA(ZQ—I) < 62,\2‘
Proof. Using the change of variables u = zv/1 — 2,

g L [ bty
T

e~

e A _ly2,
:\/27r(1—2)\)/e sy

The MacLaurin series of —3 log(1 — 2)) reads

[e.e]

1= (2)0)F
EZ ko
k=1
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which yields that the second last display equals

& k
exp (g)@ + 32(22) ) .

k=3
If A<1/4,
0 k 3
SV eV
k 1—-2\
k=3
from which the result follows. O

Lemma 19. Leta € R and let Z, 7' ot N(0,1) for d e N.
Then, a(Z,Z') is Ca\/d-sub-exponential for a universal constant C' > 0 and

tla(Z,2’ t2a2d
Ee ‘a’( )I S 26 a ,

whenever [t| < (2a%)~1.

Proof. Since (Z,Z'|Z' ~ N(0,||Z|2),

2 2
Eetl2.2") _ gZ' |22 ;ta(2,2") Ez’etT“uZ’u;

By Lemma [I8] the latter is further bounded by

2.2 4 4
t“a®d | t7a”d 2,2
672 +72 < et a d7

whenever t2a? < 1/2. The conclusion then follows by e.g. Proposition 2.7.1 in [29], since (Z, Z')
is mean zero. For the last statement,
(2,722 £ —(2,72")7".
Consequently,
A

EA7 e 201 = IEZW]1~{<Z,Z'>>o}€m<Z’Z,> + IEZ|Z/]1{<Z,Z’>§o}e_m<

< 9RANZ (tal2.2")
and the proof follows by what was shown above. O

Lemma 20. Consider for L € N and a nonnegative positive integer sequence Ky,

1
Sp = G
where (C1,...,Ck, ) independent random variables with mean zero and unit variance.

Assume that the random variables satisfy Cramér’s condition, i.e. for some € > 0 and all
te(—ee),i=1,...,K,,
Ee'% < co.

Then, for any sequence of positive numbers t,, such that K, >t , it holds that

Pr(S, >tn) < O(1) - e /2,
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7.4 Proof of the common design lower bound
7.5 Proof for common design

Proof of lower bound for Theorem ?7. Consider the L + K-th resolution level of an A > «
smooth orthonormal wavelet basis ¢y (z) = 2/2¢(2'z — k) for I € {lg,lo + 1,..., and k =
1,...,28K with K € N such that a subset of the wavelets {¢, : k = 1,...,20} satisfies
®k = ¢(L+K)i, disjoint support.

Define f, with g = (p1,...,por) € R2" as

oL

f,u = Zﬂkﬁbk

k=1

Let d € N such that m = |d - 2”|. Consider now the model

2L
Vi) = ful@) + Vi 65 Vi) = 3 Zint) € ~ N(0.1),
k
with Vi; = Vi(T}), ur(t) = (maxjeq \(bk(Tj)D_l ¢r(t) and Zj i.i.d. truncated standard normal
Ni_1,1(0,1).
Note that the function f, + V is in H*(R) for R > 1, for small enough |u||2 and large

enough m. Write ¢g4 := <¢1(%)) and u = ”q;:ﬁ. The vector V; = (Vj;);c[n has covariance

Jjeld]
matrix proportional to ¥ := diag(uu’,...,uu”). We denote by Yi(s) the vector (Y-(.S )) jeim) and

ij
by fu(T') the vector (fu(Tj))je[m}
The wherever it is non-zero, the likelihood for the i-th individual satisfies

pur ) xexp (= (V7 = 1) 2 1) (V0 = £u4m)) ).

where the normalizing constant can be seen to not depend on p.

Here, f,(T) can be written as

> ok ke dr(T1) o1(Ty) - on(Th) 1
fu(T) = : = : ol =2"p
>k ek (Tin) ¢1(Tn) -+ dN(Tin) 12532

where ® is an 2 x m matrix. Hence, its score in p is given by
v 1y (5)
Syt = OE A+ L) (V7 = ful(T) (36)
Hence, the Fisher information for the i-th individual —E faa—; log pu(Yi(s)) is bounded above by

d(E+1I,) ol
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By Lemma 22] we have that
©(Z+ L)' @ 22805 Ly
Write S}/ =3 S}/i(S) and
CHT)=E[sY | T|E[SY | T]"
By combining the previous inequality with Lemma [I5 and 2T we have that
Tr(C4(T)) < 2nsV 28 e \/ETH(C ((T)) + nsbs - 25 (V/mans V mg) log(1/8,) + neds.  (37)

If /Tr § V2Ln,e,, then there is nothing to prove. So assume instead that
\/Tr(E( ( ))) \/ nses. Combining the above display with ([37)), we get

Te(Cy(T)) S 2V 2hnses + 6 n] ! 2L(vms”svms)1°g<1/5s)+¢§_z ‘
€s

The assumption of small enough 6 (0slog(1/ds) <
are o(y/msnses) which yields that

2 2
\/—ns\/m ) implies that the last two terms

Te(E(C4(T))) < 2"nies

We also have I7(Z) = Var(S¢(Z;)) < 281, as already shown. Hence we have that Tr(C ¢(T)) <

(21)2n,. Using Lemma ?? and putting everything together we have that

(25)?
262 A ng(20)2 + n2(2L)2042

fsup Ef”f f”2 ~ 2L 2

Now we can choose 2F < (n2e2)2a+1, then we obtain the private minimax lower bound, and

2l = 1 recovers the 1/n, rate, for the m;2* we can use the existing non private lower bound.
O
Lemma 21. Consider ¥ = diag wul, . uu | where u = L, ¢4 = (qﬁl(l)) and
—_———— ldallo M7/ jeld]
N times
define

o1(Th) - P (1)

¢1(Tm) ¢2L (Tm)
It holds that
O (S + L) ' ®T = agelyn < 276) 3 e

_ __ligallz S NPT
where CZQL == 1+C§L”¢d”§ and C2L - \/2_L||¢dHoo .

o1



Proof. We have

(2 + L) 07 = @ (ding (wu”... wu”) + 1) @7

T T
uu uu
=0 i ly———|,.... ([ — ——— o7
<d1ag [( d 1+uTu>’ ’<d 1+uTu>}>

1

Leveraging the fact that the ¢’s have disjoint support, we have that

S Al(T) X 61(Ty)6(Ty)
oo” = |30 o1(Th)ea(Ty) D7, ¢5(Th)

> 81(T)) 0
= 0 Z?:l ¢%(Tj)

Recalling that ¢ (x) = 2L/2HK/2¢(2L4K 5 — k) and d € N such that m = |d2”], we have that
S ¢2(Ty) <239, ¢3(T)). This implies that

d
0T =2 Y ¢ (Ty) | L.
j=1

Similarly, we have that

druu” ¢, 0 0
® diag (uuT, e ,uuT) o7 - 0 ¢§UUT¢d 0 = (UT¢d)2[2L

We have that u = ||¢,||< @4 Denote ci, = ||¢yll=t and note that u' ¢y = cr||¢ql|3 and u'u =

2 ||¢all3. The result now follows:

(S + 1) o7 < (Hm\\% __llgals ) I
1+ %H‘ﬁd”z
lpall3

1
= 2 _Tor = = Ior <20 |¢)| % Lye.
1+ cill¢all3 ‘ -

Lemma 22. For M = 2"(,/mins V my)log(1/8s) we have that

[e.e]

2M55+/ P(yalyzt)dH/

P (\él\ > t) dt < 6,28 (Vmsns V myg) log(1/8,) + 6.
M M

where SY 1= ®(S + Iy) "1 (Y; — fu(T)), ST = Y0, S} and G; = (B[S} |T], S} and G; =
)/i u}/i(s) . u)/i(s) . )/1(5)
(E[S{*|T], Sy ) with S;* an independent copy S
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Proof of Lemmal[22. We proceed along the same line as in LemmalI6l We first analyze the term

concerning G; = (E[S Y(é)\T] S : > Using Jensen’s and the law of total probability, we have
that for i = 1,...,ng,

()
(s
EeiGil < EetltST L5l

Without loss of generality, consider the index i to be equal to 1. Note that we have that
(s) Y(S) s )/7((-5) Y(S)

<5}/ anl >:Z:'L:1<Sf ’Sfl )
Using our model we have that

Y(S)

Sy =®(S+ In,) (& + Vi)

(s)

This implies that S;/" ~ N(0,®(3 + I,,,)"1®@T) = N(0,a4z1), where aqr is given by Lemma

0 y® ()
21l Using the linearity of expectation, we have that (S}/( ),S;/l ) = > (S¢(Z), S}/l ). We

can split the sum into two terms

() V¥ v e v
(Y78 ) =S B+ )0 €ilSp(Zi), S5t )

i=2 j=1

Hence we have that

(s
v (%) v (S (), EN

(s) oY;
BTV ST0 cg | IS 1B

()

{0, (S (Z0),5) )

e
—E |5 B |, | Zy

(s)
Conditional on Z;, we have that > ., (S¢(Z;), S;/l ) behaves as follows

Ns

S (842,85 ) | Z1~ N (0, (ns — Dage | S5(Z1) 2)

=2

Hence, using the m.g.f of Gaussian, we have that

() (s) y.($)
(s i Y,
BT S5l < o <et||sf1 1B 42 (na—Daye 151 |2>

_ oF ((t+ 12 (ne=1)a, )||sf<zl>||2)

=2

E (e
_ 9K (e (t+31%(ns—1)ayL Ja,r 375 Uf)
E (e

t+ tQ(ns—l azL)aszéU1>
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(s) (s)
where we have used the fact that S}/i ~ N(0,a9.1;) hence HS}/’ la = agr Y ' U?

with U; as ii.d standard Gaussians. The last expectation is bounded by a constant if
(t+ 3t2(ns — Dagr) agrm,s < & (using the fact that UZ is x?). Hence if ¢ < m\lzL A
then Eetlc1l < ¢. Tt follows that

1
msng2L

P(|G1] > u) < P(eflG] > )

E_tuEet‘Gl ‘

IN

< 2ece_u(m_512L /\_\/W;SQL).
This means that for M > 25(,/mzn, V my)log(1/8), we obtain

/ P(|G;] > t)dt < 2e7108(1/%) — 95,
M
In a similar fashion we can show that [,; P (|é2| > t> dt < 26s. O

7.6 Lower Bound Common Design Auxilliary Lemmas

Lemma 23. Let B ~ Beta(2,2). Define U = % — B. Let n € R and consider the random
variable
X=pu+U.

The Fisher information for the parameter u is given by a positive constant independent of .
Proof. The probability density of B is given by
fB(b) =6b(1 —b), belo,1].
Hence, the density fy of U satisfies
fulw) = i (3 =) =6 (1) (3-+) =6 (4 ).
and we find that probability density function of X is
fx(@sp) = fule—p) =6 (5 — (2 —p) (3 + (@ —p).

The differentiating the log-likelihood, we have
_fo(w)

oy JU@)

0 0
o log fx (w5 1) = o log fur(u)

where u = z — pu. Hence, the Fisher information for u is
o 2 1/2 f/ (u)2
srlefxxi) | = [ e,
<5M (X51) —172 fu(u)

/ 2
since X — p 2 . We have (J;E; ((uu))) = 124“22, so the integral is positive and independent of p. [
Z—U

I(p) =E

o4
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