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Abstract

Given a differentially private unbiased estimate q̃ = q(D) + ν of a statistic q(D), we wish to
obtain unbiased estimates of functions of q(D), such as 1/q(D), solely through post-processing of
q̃, with no further access to the confidential dataset D. To this end, we adapt the deconvolution
method used for unbiased estimation in the statistical literature, deriving unbiased estimators
for a broad family of twice-differentiable functions when the privacy-preserving noise ν is drawn
from the Laplace distribution (Dwork et al., 2006). We further extend this technique to a more
general class of functions, deriving approximately optimal estimators that are unbiased for values
in a user-specified interval (possibly extending to ±∞).

We use these results to derive an unbiased estimator for private means when the size n of the
dataset is not publicly known. In a numerical application, we find that a mechanism that uses
our estimator to return an unbiased sample size and mean outperforms a mechanism that instead
uses the previously known unbiased privacy mechanism for such means (Kamath et al., 2023).
We also apply our estimators to develop unbiased transformation mechanisms for per-record
differential privacy, a privacy concept in which the privacy guarantee is a public function of a
record’s value (Seeman et al., 2024). Our mechanisms provide stronger privacy guarantees than
those in prior work (Finley et al., 2024) by using Laplace, rather than Gaussian, noise.

Finally, using a different approach, we go beyond Laplace noise by deriving unbiased estimators
for polynomials under the weak condition that the noise distribution has sufficiently many
moments.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1 Introduction

Differential privacy (DP) has become widely accepted as a “gold standard” of privacy protection
in statistical analysis. In particular, it has been adopted by many companies such as Google, Meta,
and Apple to protect customer data and by the U.S. Census Bureau to protect respondent data in
the 2020 Census [1]. DP mechanisms work by adding randomness to all statistics published from a
protected database. This added noise guarantees that no attacker can confidently determine from
the published statistics whether a particular record is included in the dataset, thereby preserving its
privacy.

Among DP mechanisms, additive mechanisms are canonical and widely used. These simply add
data-independent, zero-mean random noise to the statistics. For example, the Laplace mechanism
adds Laplace-distributed noise and is one of the first and most fundamental DP mechanisms [7].
The scale of the added noise needs to be proportional to the statistics’ global sensitivity – the
greatest amount by which the statistic could change upon the addition or deletion of a single record.
Intuitively, this ensures that there is enough noise to mask the presence or absence of any particular
record.

Often, however, the statistics to which noise is added differ from the final statistics of interest. In
these cases, the statistics of interest must be estimated using the available noisy statistics. Suppose
that the noisy statistic q̃ is formed by applying an additive mechanism to the univariate statistic q,
but that we want to learn f(q), not q. Even though q̃ is unbiased for q, the plug-in estimator f(q̃)
is not generally unbiased for f(q). When unbiasedness is desired, other estimators must be used.

To address this problem, we first derive unbiased estimators for the Laplace mechanism, for
a general class of twice-differentiable functions f – those which are also tempered distributions
(Section 3). We also provide methods to adapt functions outside of this class in a way that permits
unbiased estimation over a subset of q’s domain (Section 4). This extension lets us provide unbiased
estimators for the case when f(q) = 1/q, which, in turn, lets us provide unbiased estimators of ratio
statistics. Such cases arise frequently in practice, as discussed below. Then, we derive unbiased
estimators for a very general class of additive mechanisms when f is a polynomial (see Section 7).

There are several reasons why noise may not be added directly to the statistic of interest and
bias in the plug-in statistic must be considered. A leading case occurs when f(q) has a much higher
global sensitivity than q. For example, when the domain of q includes 0 or values arbitrarily close to
0, the global sensitivity of f(q) = 1/q is typically infinite and no amount of noise provides a finite
DP guarantee. This same problem affects the many statistics which can be expressed as ratios of
low-sensitivity statistics. For example, the mean is the ratio of a sum and a sample size. Likewise,
in a simple linear regression of the regressand y on the regressor x, the ordinary least squares (OLS)
estimator of the slope coefficient is the ratio of the empirical (co)variances Cov[x, y] and Var[x]. It
is common, then, to add noise to the low-sensitivity statistics that form these ratios and use the
plug-in estimator for the ratio statistic of interest. See, for example, [2] for such a treatment of the
OLS estimator.

Noise may also be added to statistics that are not of direct interest because data curators, such
as government agencies, may publish noisy microdata or a noisy predetermined set of aggregates for
general-purpose use. For example, a researcher trying to learn the proportion of the population
with doctoral degrees may only have access to published noisy totals of the general population and
the population of degree holders. The plug-in estimator of the mean is, as above, the ratio of these
noisy totals.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This situation may also arise because, under DP, there is a limited “privacy budget” which
is drawn upon every time we use the raw data to release another (noisy) statistic. Splitting the
budget among more statistics requires that more noise be added to each of them. This makes
it beneficial to “re-use” statistics whenever possible. For example, in Section 5, we develop a
DP mechanism that uses our results to provide private unbiased estimates of a mean and sample
size. This mechanism obtains a noisy sample size via the Laplace mechanism and then re-uses it
to estimate the denominator of the mean statistic. We find that this approach outperforms an
alternative mechanism that uses an existing method from [12] to add noise directly to the mean
query, without re-using the noisy sample size.

Again, these scenarios all have in common that the plug-in estimator f(q̃) will typically be
biased.1 To see why unbiasedness is desirable, recall that the bias and variance of a sum of n
uncorrelated estimates are respectively the sums of the estimates’ biases and variances. Accordingly,
the sum’s bias increases at the rate O(n) while its standard deviation grows at the rate O(

√
n).

The sum’s overall RMSE therefore grows at the O(
√
n) rate if the estimates are unbiased, but at

the faster O(n) rate otherwise.

For example, consider the following simple example: suppose the true value of some quantity of
interest is 1, but each time we try to learn the value of this quantity, we get a fresh draw from the
distribution N (1, 100). A mechanism that ignores the data and returns 0 has bias 1 and variance 0,
resulting in an overall RMSE of 1. On the other hand, reporting the value of any single draw would
have bias 0 and variance 100. On average, this will be off by around 10. Thus, on individual draws,
the first mechanism is more accurate. However, if we take the mean of 10, 000 such draws, the
mechanism that always returned 0 still gives a mean of 0, which is still off by 1. On the other hand,
the mean of the 10, 000 draws now has variance 100

10,000 = 1
100 , resulting in an RMSE of 1

10 . That is,
we would now expect this estimate to be off by around 0.1, which is a significant improvement over
the biased estimator.

This makes unbiasedness very important in meta-analyses, which aggregate multiple estimates.
It is also important when adding noise to a large number of quantities whose sums are of independent
interest. For example, in the local model of DP an extra layer of privacy is obtained by adding
noise to every record even before entrusting it to the data curator. Sums or means using these
noisy records could then be subject to severe error if the record-level estimates being summed are
biased. Likewise, unbiasedness is key when noise is added to relatively disaggregate sums with the
expectation that they can be aggregated further to obtain sums for larger groups.

For example, [22] and [8] develop mechanisms for use with per-record DP – a variant of DP whose
privacy guarantees differ between records, and which is being considered by the Census Bureau
for use with its County Business Patterns (CBP) data product [3]. [8] develop transformation
mechanisms for this purpose, which improve privacy guarantees by adding noise to concave functions
of q rather than to q itself. Estimates of q must then be obtained from these noisy transformed values.
The CBP data includes sums of employment and payroll, grouped by finely divided geographies and
industry codes. If these transformation mechanisms were used for the CBP and the estimator of q
for these sums were biased, further aggregates of these estimates to obtain, say, state-level sums
would be subject to severe biases.

1In fact, in the case with the Laplace mechanism and f(q) = 1/q, the expectation and all higher moments of
the plug-in estimator f(q̃) fail to even exist, implying that the estimator has extremely fat tails and is very prone
to returning extreme outliers. This affects the ratio statistics discussed above, as well. The unbiased estimator we
develop for this case in Section 4.1 possesses finite moments of all orders.
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2 DIFFERENTIAL PRIVACY, UNBIASEDNESS, AND DECONVOLUTION

In Section 6, we apply our estimators to create variants of these transformation mechanisms
that satisfy a stronger type of per-record DP guarantee than the ones originally proposed in [8].

In this paper, we make the following contributions:

1. We derive closed-form unbiased estimators for a large class of functions – twice-differentiable
functions that are tempered distributions – when the Laplace mechanism is used. We also
develop estimators that are unbiased for subsets of the statistic’s domain for functions that
are not in this class.

2. We exposit the deconvolution method from the statistics literature (e.g., [24], page 185) for
deriving unbiased estimators. This could be used to derive estimators for further functions
and further mechanisms, and we believe its use in DP is novel and of independent interest.

3. We apply our unbiased estimators to create novel unbiased privacy mechanisms for per-record
DP, a new variant of DP being considered for use by the Census Bureau [3].

4. We derive closed-form unbiased estimators for polynomial functions of statistics privatized
using any of a large class of additive mechanisms.

2 Differential Privacy, Unbiasedness, and Deconvolution

The following is the definition of differential privacy, introduced in [7]:

Definition 1. Datasets D and D′ are neighboring databases if they differ by the inclusion of at
most 1 element.

Definition 2. AmechanismM is (ϵ, δ)-differentially private ((ϵ, δ)-DP) if, for any pair of neighboring
datasets D,D′ and any measurable set of possible outcomes S, we have

Pr[M(D) ∈ S] < eϵ · Pr[M(D′) ∈ S] + δ.

Most of our work uses Fourier transforms [9]. The following definitions and theorems are adapted
from the textbook treatment in [23].

Definition 3. The Fourier transform of an absolutely integrable function f is

F [f(x)](y) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πiyxf(x)dx.

We often denote the Fourier transform of f by f̂(y). The Fourier transform also has an inverse:

F−1[f̂(y)](x) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e2πiyxf̂(y)dy.

There are many important functions we wish to compute unbiased estimates of which are not
absolutely integrable. In particular, polynomials and the function f(q) = 1/q are not absolutely
integrable, so we must define the Fourier transform over a more general family of functions, tempered
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2 DIFFERENTIAL PRIVACY, UNBIASEDNESS, AND DECONVOLUTION

distributions.2 Importantly, in this use, the term “distribution” does not refer to a probability
distribution. Rather, it refers to a class of objects also known as “generalized functions.” For the
purposes of this work, we can largely restrict ourselves to working with tempered distributions
which are also functions, though there exist tempered distributions which are not functions, such
as the Dirac delta “function”. Below, we specialize the relevant theory to the case of tempered
distributions that are also functions, but the interested reader should see Appendix A for the more
general case.

For our purposes, then, tempered distributions can be thought of as functions that may not be
absolutely integrable, but which grow no faster than a polynomial. Formally, this is expressed by
the condition that the product of a tempered distribution and any function in the Schwartz space
(defined below) is integrable.

Definition 4. The Schwartz space S(R) is defined as follows:

S(R) = {s : R→ C | s ∈ C∞, sup
x∈R
|xms(n)(x)| <∞ ∀m,n ∈ N},

where N denotes the set of non-negative integers and s(n) denotes the nth derivative of s. That
is, functions in S(R) are infinitely differentiable everywhere and they – along with all of their
derivatives – go to 0 at a super-polynomial rate.

Note that all the functions s ∈ S(R) are absolutely integrable, so their Fourier transforms ŝ
exist. With the Schwartz space so defined, we introduce tempered distributions below.

Definition 5. A function f is a tempered distribution if and only if, for all s ∈ S(R),∫ ∞

−∞
f(x)s(x)dx ∈ C.

Definition 3 introduces the Fourier transform only for absolutely integrable functions. The
following definition extends it to all tempered distributions.3

Definition 6. When it exists, f̂ is the function such that for all s ∈ S(R),∫ ∞

−∞
f̂(x)s(x)dx =

∫ ∞

−∞
f(x)ŝ(x)dx.

Technically, the Fourier transform of a tempered distribution always exists and is a tempered
distribution, but may not also be a function, even when the distribution being Fourier-transformed
is a function. See Appendix A for details.

The deconvolution method we use to derive unbiased estimators in Section 3 is applicable
because, as explained below, the requirement that an estimator be unbiased can be expressed in
terms of a convolution.

2Technically, 1/q is not a tempered distribution either, but only because it is poorly behaved at 0. This will be
addressed in Section 4.

3To see that Definition 3 implies Definition 6 for absolutely integrable functions, note that the e−2πixy term does
not depend on the function f , so swapping the order of integration with Fubini’s theorem immediately gives us the
equality in Definition 6.
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2 DIFFERENTIAL PRIVACY, UNBIASEDNESS, AND DECONVOLUTION

Definition 7. The convolution of functions f and g is

(f ∗ g)(x) =
∫ ∞

−∞
f(z)g(x− z)dz.

Critically, the Fourier transform of a convolution is the product of the convolved functions’
Fourier transforms.

Theorem 8. ([23] section 7.1 property c)

(̂f ∗ g)(y) = f̂(y) · ĝ(y).

We will also need the following theorem to derive unbiased estimators for the case of Laplace
noise.

Theorem 9. ([23] section 7.8 Example 5) For any tempered distribution f , the Fourier transform

of its kth derivative f (k) is f̂ (k) = (2πiy)kf̂ .

With the query q and its privacy-preserving noisy estimate q̃, we say that an estimator g is
unbiased for f(q) if

f(q) = E[g(q̃)|q]. (1)

By conditioning on the true query value, q, we treat the database as fixed. Our estimators, then,
are unbiased with respect to the randomness in the noise being added for privacy. Throughout the
rest of this paper, all expectations are conditional on q unless otherwise noted and we suppress the
extra conditioning notation so that E[.] ≡ E[.|q].

Let the noise added for privacy be independent of the database and denote its PDF by r. The
deconvolution method, as seen, for example, on page 185 of [24], starts by noting that if g is unbiased
for f(q), then Equation 1 can be reexpressed in terms of a convolution:

f(q) = E[g(q̃)] =
∫ ∞

−∞
g(q̃)r(q̃ − q)dq̃ = (g ∗ r)(q). (2)

With the unbiasedness equation in this form, Theorem 8 lets us Fourier-transform both sides to turn
the convolution on the right-hand side into a simple multiplication. Finally, we simply solve for the
Fourier transform of g in terms of the Fourier transforms of f and r and inverse-Fourier-transform
the result. Formally,

f(q) = (g ∗ r)(q) ⇐⇒ f̂(y) = ĝ(y)r̂(y) ⇐⇒ ĝ(y) =
f̂(y)

r̂(y)
⇐⇒ g(x) = F−1

[
f̂(y)

r̂(y)

]
(x), (3)

assuming the existence of all the involved Fourier and inverse Fourier transforms.
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3 UNBIASED ESTIMATION WITH LAPLACE NOISE

3 Unbiased Estimation with Laplace Noise

A standard mechanism for differential privacy perturbs the query with Laplace noise scaled to
the global sensitivity of a query, which is the maximum difference between the query values on
neighboring databases. That is, to achieve (ϵ, 0)-DP when releasing the value of a query q with
global sensitivity ∆, we can simply release q + Lap(0, ∆ϵ ) [7].

Our primary contribution is deriving unbiased estimators for functions of q when we only have
access to the value of q + Lap(0, b), for some noise scale parameter b. These estimators are unique
(up to their values on a set of measure zero).

Theorem 10.

Let q̃ ∼ q + Lap(0, b).

• For any twice-differentiable function f : R→ R that is a tempered distribution, f(q̃)− b2f ′′(q̃)
is an unbiased estimator for f(q).

• For any function f : R→ R, if two estimators g1(q̃) and g2(q̃) are unbiased for f(q), then g1
and g2 are equal almost everywhere.

Proof. See Appendix B.

Some examples of unbiased estimators are given below.

Example 11. 1. Any power function f(q) = qk has unbiased estimator q̃k − b2k(k − 1)q̃k−2. In
particular, for f(q) = cq for any constant c, the unbiased estimator is also cq̃.

2. Within the set of twice differentiable functions f that are tempered distributions, Theorem 10
allows us to determine which functions are unbiased estimators of themselves. When f(q̃) is
unbiased for f(q), we have E[f(q̃)] = E[f(q̃)− b2f ′′(q̃)] =⇒ E[f ′′(q̃)] = 0. By the second part
of Theorem 10 and the unbiasedness of the zero function for zero, this implies f ′′(x) = 0
almost everywhere, so f(x) must be linear. The naive plug-in estimator, then, is biased for
any nonlinear function in this class. This highlights the usefulness of Theorem 10.

We can similarly characterize the f whose unbiased estimators are simply linear transformations
of the plug-in estimator – that is, f for which E[αf(q̃) + β] = f(q) for some α, β ∈ R.
By Theorem 10, these functions satisfy E[αf(q̃) + β] = E[f(q̃) − b2f ′′(q̃)], and so satisfy
αf(x) + β = f(x) − b2f ′′(x) almost everywhere. When α ≠ 1, solutions to this differential
equation take the form4

f(x) = c1e
√
1−α
b

x + c2e
−

√
1−α
b

x +
β

1− α
.

Using Euler’s formula, we can see that tempered distributions in this class include functions
of the form f(x) = c cos(ux) and f(x) = c sin(ux). Nonetheless, this is still a rather restricted
class of functions.

4The case where α = 1 and β = 0 is dealt with above.
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4 EXTENSION TO FUNCTIONS THAT ARE NOT TEMPERED DISTRIBUTIONS

Remark 12. When the function f is not twice differentiable but is a tempered distribution, an
analog of Theorem 10 holds. This relies on the use of an alternative notion of the derivative
that applies to all tempered distributions – the distributional derivative. For background on this
derivative concept, see Appendix A.

In this case, we still have E[f(q̃)]− E[b2f ′′(q̃)] = f(q), but the distributional derivative f ′′ is a
tempered distribution which is not a function. This does not give us an unbiased estimator, but
instead we can rearrange to obtain the bias, as a function of q, of the naive plug-in estimator f(q̃):

E[f(q̃)]− f(q) = E[b2f ′′(q̃)] =
b

2

∫ ∞

−∞
f ′′(q + x)e−|x|/bdx. (4)

For example, let f(x) = |x|, f ′(x) = −1 for x ≤ 0 and 1 for x > 0 (the discontinuity at 0 is
irrelevant since {0} is a set of measure 0). Then f ′′(x) = 2δ(x), where δ is the Dirac delta function
(defined in Example 29 in Appendix A). The bias is simply b

2 · 2e
−|q|/b = be−|q|/b.

Whether or not f is twice differentiable, Equation 4 suggests the intuition that the plug-in
estimator will have greater bias when f has greater curvature near the true query value q.

4 Extension to Functions that are not Tempered Distributions

If the function q 7→ f(q) is not a tempered distribution, we can often bound the domain such
that it is continuous and twice-differentiable in that domain. That is, suppose we know a priori
that q ≥ L for some lower bound L ∈ R. This is often the case in differential privacy, as the global
sensitivity of a sum query is finite only if the data’s domain is bounded. Likewise, counts can often
be lower bounded by 1. Then, suppose we replace the function f with some function

f̃(q) =

{
f(q) q ≥ L
h(q) q < L

, (5)

where h(L) = f(L) and h is twice differentiable with h′(L) = f ′(L) and h′′(L) = f ′′(L). The
function f̃ is thus twice differentiable. Assuming that h(q) and f(q) and their derivatives grow no
faster than a polynomial as, respectively, q → −∞ and q → ∞, f̃ is a tempered distribution, as
well. We can then apply Theorem 10 to get an unbiased estimator of f̃ , i.e.

E
[
f̃(q̃)− b2f̃ ′′(q̃)

]
= f̃(q). (6)

With the assumption that q ≥ L, we have f̃(q) = f(q), making this estimator unbiased for f(q), as
well.

Example 13. For f(q) = 1
q and L = 1, we need to find some function h such that h(1) = 1, h′(1) =

−1, h′′(1) = 2. An example of such a function is h(q) = 1− (q − 1) + (q − 1)2. We can generically
use polynomials for h whenever f grows at most polynomially as q →∞ and is twice differentiable
for q ≥ L.

We now focus on optimizing this method over polynomial extensions for a particular function of
interest: f(q) = 1/q.

9



4 EXTENSION TO FUNCTIONS THAT ARE NOT TEMPERED DISTRIBUTIONS

4.1 Unbiased Estimation for f(q) = 1/q

We have shown that it is possible to construct a function that permits unbiased estimation as
long as it is twice differentiable on some domain that the true query value is known to be in, and, if
this domain is unbounded, as long as the function does not grow too quickly. In this section, we
show how to optimally choose the function h in the above construction.

We restrict ourselves to polynomial functions h for two reasons. First, the solution among
polynomials of fixed degree is efficiently computable. Second, when the optimal function h is a
twice continuously differentiable tempered distribution, polynomials can approximate this function
arbitrarily well, in the sense that the expected squared error of the polynomial-based estimator can
be made arbitrarily close to optimal. This follows from Theorem 14.

Theorem 14 (Polynomial approximation). Let L ∈ R and let f : [L,∞) → R be twice dif-
ferentiable and a tempered distribution. Let µ be a probability measure such that the integrals∫∞
L f(q)e(L−q)/bdµ(q) and

∫∞
L e(L−q)/bdµ(q) exist and are finite. With w : (−∞, L] → R, let f̃ [w]

denote the function

f̃ [w](q) =

{
f(q) q ≥ L
w(q) q < L

(7)

Let h : (−∞, L]→ R be an arbitrary twice continuously differentiable tempered distribution that
satisfies h(L) = f(L), h′(L) = f ′(L) and h′′(L) = f ′′(L). Denote the estimator g ≡ f̃ [h]− b2f̃ [h]′′

and denote its expected squared error by

α ≡
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx. (8)

There exists a sequence of polynomials (pK)∞K=1 over (∞, L] that satisfy pK(L) = f(L), p′K(L) =
f ′(L) and p′′K(L) = f ′′(L) such that the sequence of associated estimators gK ≡ f̃ [pK ]− b2f̃ [pK ]′′

satisfies

lim
K→∞

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(gK(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx = α. (9)

See Appendix C for a proof.

Now, letting h be a polynomial, suppose our estimator is g(x) = f̃(x)− b2f̃ ′′(x) for f̃ defined
in Equation 5. For our error metric, we consider the estimator’s expected squared error, with the
expectation taken over both the privacy noise and prior beliefs about q, reflected in the probability
measure µ. We define our estimator as the solution to the following constrained optimization

10



4 EXTENSION TO FUNCTIONS THAT ARE NOT TEMPERED DISTRIBUTIONS

problem:

min
f̃

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L

(
f̃(x)− b2f̃ ′′(x)− f(q)

)2 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (10)

=

∫ ∞

L

∫ ∞

L

(
f(x)− b2f ′′(x)− f(q)

)2 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx

+min
g

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

subject to h(L) = f(L), h′(L) = f ′(L), and h′′(L) = f ′′(L).

Since the first double integral is constant with respect to h, optimizing this error metric is
equivalent to optimizing

min
g

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx, (11)

subject to the same constraints.

For simplicity, we shall now treat g as a function with domain (−∞, L], as that is the only region
on which we are optimizing, so g(x) =

∑n
i=0 aix

i. There is a one-to-one correspondence between
polynomials g(x) and polynomials h(x) =

∑n
i=0 bix

i where ai = bi − b2(i+ 2)(i+ 1)bi+2. Thus, we
are considering extensions of f̃(q) where the part to the left of the lower bound L is a polynomial.

Theorem 15. For any positive integer n, any real number L ∈ R, and any function f which is
twice differentiable on [L,∞), there is an algorithm that runs in time poly(n) which computes the
polynomial g that minimizes∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

over polynomials of degree n, satisfying the constraints g(x) = h(x)− b2h′′(x), h(L) = f(L), h′(L) =
f ′(L), and h′′(L) = f ′′(L).

Proof. See Appendix C.1.

Corollary 16. Provided that the optimal choice of h is a twice continuously differentiable tempered
distribution, there exists an efficient algorithm to approximate the optimal unbiased estimator of
f(q) given q + Z for Z ∼ Lap(0, b) and the prior knowledge that q ≥ L.

This follows immediately from the fact that optimizing g also optimizes f̃(q).

Note that this result can be easily extended to the cases where we have only an upper bound or
both an upper and lower bound. If we only have an upper bound, everything works out exactly the
same as if we only have a lower bound. If we have both, suppose we know that q ∈ [L,U ] and define

f̃(q) =


h0(q) q > U,
f(q) U ≥ q ≥ L,
h1(q) q < L.

(12)

11
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Then the expected error (with the expectation over both the privacy noise and the prior on q) is

Eq,x∼q+Lap(0,b)

[(
f̃(x)− b2f̃ ′′(x)− f(q)

)2]
(13)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ U

L

(
f̃(x)− b2f̃ ′′(x)− f(q)

)2 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx.

Just like before, the error incurred by f̃(x) on L ≤ x ≤ U is not affected by our choice of
functions. Thus, we wish to compute

min
h,h′

∫ L

−∞

∫ U

L

(
h1(x)− b2h′′1(x)− f(q)

)2 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (14)

+

∫ ∞

U

∫ U

L

(
h0(x)− b2h′′0(x)− f(q)

)2 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx.

Since there is no interaction between h0 and h1, we can minimize these integrals independently
in the same way as above.

5 Numerical Results: Application to Mean Queries

In this section, we illustrate the utility of our results by numerically comparing two mechanisms
designed to return unbiased estimates of the sample size n and the mean m of an attribute c ∈ [0, 1]
in the database D. Sample sizes are published alongside any reported means in most research
applications, making this a realistic use case. One mechanism, MU , returns an unbiased estimate of
the mean using the results from Section 4.1. The other, MSS , uses the unbiased mean mechanism
from [12] (see their Theorem D.6 and proof). To the best of our knowledge, this is the only published
unbiased mechanism for means when the sample size is not treated as known. Both mechanisms use
the Laplace mechanism with privacy budget ϵ1 to obtain the noisy sample size ñ. Each mechanism
then allocates a separate privacy budget ϵ2 to obtain a noisy mean. Both mechanisms have a total
privacy budget of ϵ0 = ϵ1 + ϵ2.

Denote attribute c of record r by r.c and let g(q̃; k, L) be the unbiased estimator of 1/q from
Section 4.1 with the generic query q and polynomial extension of order k for q ≤ L. Algorithm 1
lays out MU . This algorithm applies the Laplace mechanism to the sum s ≡

∑
r∈D r.c and forms an

unbiased estimate m̃U of the mean m = s/n by multiplying the noisy sum s̃ by g(ñ; k, L). This is
unbiased for m as long as n ≥ L.

For n ≥ L, the variance of Algorithm 1 is

V[m̃U ] = (E[s̃]2 + V[s̃])(E[g(ñ; k, L)]2 + V[g(ñ; k, L)])− E[s̃]2 E[g(ñ;K,L)]2 (15)

= (s2 + 2/ϵ21)(E[1/n]2 + V[g(ñ; k, L)])− s2/n2. (16)

For this section’s numerical results, we calculate V[g( ˜n; k, L)] numerically. Details can be found in
Appendix C.2. Finally, we note that it is straightforward to show that all moments of m̃U exist and
are finite.

Let T3 denote a random variable distributed according to a standard t distribution with 3 degrees
of freedom. MSS is laid out in Algorithm 2. This algorithm first forms a version mSS of the mean

12
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Algorithm 1 MU

1: procedure MeanPostprocess(Database D, sample size privacy budget ϵ1, mean privacy
budget ϵ2, polynomial order k, sample size lower bound L)

2: n←
∑

r∈D 1
3: ñ← Lap(n, 1/ϵ1)
4: s←

∑
r∈D r.c

5: s̃← Lap(s, 1/ϵ2)
6: ṽ ← g(ñ; k, L) (Unbiased estimator of 1/n for n ≥ L)
7: m̃U ← s̃ṽ
8: output (ñ, m̃U )
9: end procedure

query that simply equals 1 if n = 0. It then scales the noise variable T3 in proportion to an upper
bound on the query’s smooth sensitivity [12]. The final noisy mean m̃SS is obtained by simply
adding the scaled noise variable to mSS .

The scaling factor for the noise is τ max(e−β(n−1), 1/max(n, 1)), where τ and β satisfy ϵ2 =
4β + 2/(

√
3τ). The standard t distribution with d degrees of freedom has variance d/(d− 2) giving

m̃SS a variance of

V[mSS ] = 3τ2max(e−β(n−1), 1/max(n, 1))2. (17)

Because the t distribution is symmetric, this mechanism is unbiased for s/n as long as n ≥ 1. Unlike
m̃U , however, the third and higher moments of m̃SS are infinite or do not exist. This is due to
the t distribution’s very fat tails and implies that m̃SS is more liable than m̃U to produce extreme
outliers.

Algorithm 2 MSS

1: procedure MeanSmoothSens(Database D, sample size privacy budget ϵ1, mean privacy
budget ϵ2, noise parameters β, τ satisfying ϵ2 = 4β + 2/(

√
3τ))

2: n←
∑

r∈D 1
3: ñ← Lap(n, 1/ϵ1)
4: s←

∑
r∈D r.c

5: mSS ← if n ≥ 1: s/n else: 1
6: m̃SS ← m0 + T3 · τ max(e−β(n−1), 1/max(n, 1))
7: output (ñ, m̃SS)
8: end procedure

In our numerical evaluation of these mechanisms, we fix ϵ1 = ϵ2 = m = .5 for both mechanisms.
For MSS , we follow [12] in setting β = ϵ2/12 and τ =

√
3/ϵ2. For MU , we set L = 1 so that both

mechanisms are unbiased for n ≥ 1 and set k = 10.

With these settings, we compare the standard deviations (SDs) of the two mechanisms’ mean
estimates for a range of sample sizes. Because the mechanisms are unbiased, this is equivalent to
their root mean squared error. The sample size estimates of both mechanisms are the same, so we
do not report their properties.

Figures 1 and 2 plot the mechanisms’ SDs as functions of n, with Figure 2 zooming in on larger
values of n for clarity. It is immediately clear that the MU has a larger SD than MSS for n < 13,

13



5 NUMERICAL RESULTS: APPLICATION TO MEAN QUERIES

and that this pattern reverses for larger n. For n ≤ 19, however, both mechanisms have SDs greater
than 1, making both unfit for most purposes at these sample sizes, given that the mean m has the
domain [0,1].

Figure 3 shows the relative SD - that is, the ratio SD(MSS)/SD(MU ) - as a function of n. For
n ≥ 13, the relative SD rises to a peak near 15 before settling down to an apparent constant of
about 1.9 for n ≥ 115.

Ultimately, MU appears to be the better mechanism for this setting; for any sample size where
either mechanism returns useful results, MU has a substantially lower SD. The thinner tails of MU

also recommend it as the better choice.

Figure 1: Standard deviations of the mechanisms MSS and MU for a mean of n records in [0,1].
The mean is fixed at .5 and the mechanisms have a privacy budget of ϵ2 = .5.

Figure 2: Same as Figure 1, zoomed in to larger values of n (see the horizontal axis endpoints).
Standard deviations of the mechanisms MSS and MU for a mean of n records in [0,1]. The mean is
fixed at .5 and the mechanisms have a privacy budget of ϵ2 = .5.
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Figure 3: Standard deviation of MSS divided by the standard deviation of MU for a mean of n
records in [0,1]. The mean is fixed at .5 and the mechanisms have a privacy budget of ϵ2 = .5.

6 Application to Slowly Scaling PRDP

In this section, we use our estimators to develop versions of unbiased privacy mechanisms from
[8] that enjoy stronger privacy guarantees. Our estimators allow us to do so while maintaining the
mechanisms’ unbiasedness.

(ϵ, 0)-DP guarantees the upper bound ϵ on the privacy loss between any pair of neighboring
databases. [8] develops mechanisms for a related privacy concept, per-record DP (PRDP) [22].
PRDP generalizes (ϵ, 0)-DP by letting the privacy loss bound be a function of the record on which
a given pair of neighbors differs. Semantically, this allows different records to have different levels of
protection.

Denote a record in the database D by r and denote r’s attribute c by r.c ∈ [0,∞). PRDP was
originally motivated by the need to protect data used to compute the sum query q(D) =

∑
r.c∈D r.c.

Because the domain of c is unbounded, this sum can change by an arbitrarily large amount when a
record is added or deleted. That is, the sum’s global sensitivity is infinite. This prevents commonly
used privacy mechanisms, such as the Laplace mechanism, from providing a differential privacy
guarantee with finite ϵ.

The traditional fix for this is to clip attribute c to lie in a bounded set before taking the sum.
(ϵ, 0)-DP can then be guaranteed by perturbing the sum with noise scaled in proportion to the
width of the clipped data’s domain. Unfortunately, when the sum is dominated by a small number
of large outliers, the outliers typically need to be clipped to drastically smaller values to preserve a
reasonable balance of privacy loss and noise variance. This can induce catastrophic bias, rendering
the clipped sums essentially useless. One might expect to see this type of behavior with income
data, for example.

PRDP allows us to take a finer look at the privacy-utility tradeoff by recognizing that, even
though outliers may suffer extreme privacy loss, the rest of the dataset may still enjoy strong privacy
protections. Intuitively, a particular record’s privacy loss is proportional only to the amount by
which the addition or deletion of that record can change the query. Queries may be highly sensitive
to the presence of outliers while being relatively insensitive to typical records, leading different
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records to have different levels of privacy loss. The reassurance that the vast majority of the data
may enjoy strong privacy guarantees whether or not the data is clipped may allow a data curator to
reasonably decide against clipping if the resulting bias outweighs the enhanced privacy protection
for a small number of records.

Below, we define PRDP.

Definition 17 (P -Per-Record Differential Privacy (P -PRDP) [22, 8]). Let ⊖ denote the symmetric
set difference. The mechanism M satisfies per-record differential privacy with the policy function P
(P -PRDP) if, for any record r; any pair of neighboring databases D,D′ such that D ⊖D′ = {r};
and any measurable set of possible outcomes S, we have

Pr[M(D) ∈ S] < eP (r) · Pr[M(D′) ∈ S].

Ensuring strong privacy protection corresponds to ensuring that P is, in some sense, small.
(ϵ, 0)-DP is recovered by making the constant privacy guarantee P (r) = ϵ for all r, and strong
privacy protection follows from a small ϵ. We cannot always make a guarantee this strong. Take the
example where we want to publish a sum query on an unbounded attribute c that we are unwilling
to clip. In this case, the privacy loss of the mechanisms that we will consider here is growing in r.c.
Even though we cannot prevent P (r) from growing without bound in r.c, we can use mechanisms
for which the growth rate is slow. [8] call such mechanisms “slowly scaling.” A slowly growing
P narrows the gap in privacy losses between records with large and small values of c, letting a
data curator more easily provide a desired level of protection for the bulk of the data without
compromising too much on the privacy of outliers.

[8] introduces slowly scaling mechanisms, called transformation mechanisms, that work by adding
Gaussian noise to a concave transformation f of the query (plus offset term) q(D) + a and then
feeding the noisy value of f(q(D) + a) to an estimator g of q(D). By adding Gaussian noise, these
mechanisms satisfy per-record zero-concentrated DP (PRzCDP), which is a weaker privacy guarantee
than PRDP. PRzCDP relates to zero-concentrated DP [5] in the same way that PRDP relates to
ϵ-DP. The use of Gaussian noise also allowed [8] to draw on existing unbiased estimators from [25]
to make their mechanism unbiased for a variety of transformation functions f .

Using the unbiased estimators from Theorem 10, we strengthen the transformation mechanisms
to provide PRDP guarantees by adding Laplace, rather than Gaussian, noise, and we do so without
losing the mechanism’s unbiasedness. Algorithm 3 lays out our transformation mechanism.

Algorithm 3 PRDP Transformation Mechanism

1: procedure TransformationPrivatizeLap(Private query answer q(D), offset parameter a,
scale parameter b, transformation function f : [a,∞)→ F ⊆ R, estimator g : F → G ⊆ R)

2: v ← f(q(D) + a)
3: ṽ ← Lap(v, b)
4: S̃ ← g(ṽ)
5: output S̃
6: end procedure

To obtain the PRDP guarantee of Algorithm 3, we first need to define the per-record sensitivity
[8], a record-specific analog of the global sensitivity.
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Definition 18 (Per-Record Sensitivity [8]). The per-record sensitivity of the univariate, real-valued
query q for record r is

∆(r) ≡ sup
D,D′ such that D⊖D′={r}

|q(D)− q(D′)|.

Theorem 19 gives our most generic result on the PRDP guarantees of Algorithm 3. Theorems 19
and 20, their proofs, as well as Algorithm 3 are minimally modified from their analogs in [8], which
use Gaussian, rather than Laplace noise. This is to facilitate the interested reader’s comparison of
our results with theirs.

Theorem 19 (PRDP Guarantee for Transformation Mechanisms). Assume the query value q(D) ∈
[0,∞); the offset parameter a ∈ R; the noise scale parameter b ∈ (0,∞); the transformation function
f : [a,∞)→ F ⊆ R is concave and strictly increasing; and the estimator g : F → G ⊆ R. Denote by
∆f (r) the per-record sensitivity of the query f(q(D) + a), as defined in Definition 18. Algorithm 3

(q(D), a, b, f, g) satisfies P -PRDP for P (r) =
∆f (r)

b .

See Appendix D for the proof.

Probably the most common query encountered in applications of formal privacy, even as a
component of other, larger queries, is the sum query. We now use the above result to derive the
policy function for the transformation mechanism applied to a sum query.

Theorem 20 (Privacy of Transformation Mechanisms for Sum Query). Let the assumptions of
Theorem 19 hold, and further assume a ≥ 0 and r.c ≥ 0 for all records r. For the sum query
q(D) =

∑
r∈D r.c, the per-record sensitivity of f(q(D) + a) is ∆f (r) = f(r.c + a) − f(a) and

Algorithm 3(q(D), a, b, f, g) satisfies PRDP with the policy function P (r) = [f(r.c+ a)− f(a)]/b.

See Appendix D for the proof.

Critically, the policy function from Theorem 20 grows in r.c more slowly when the transformation
function f grows more slowly. In the case where a = 0 and f(x) = k

√
x for some k ≥ 1, the policy

function is simply k
√
r.c. Choosing larger values of k, then, forces the privacy loss to grow more

slowly in r.c, reducing the gap in privacy losses between records with large and small values of c.

Applying our main results, we can obtain estimators such that the transformation mechanism
gives us an unbiased estimate of q(D). In particular, polynomials are twice differentiable functions
which are tempered distributions, so the following holds for f(x) = k

√
x:

Corollary 21. Given any function f such that f−1 satisfies the conditions in Theorem 10, a ∈ R,
b ∈ (0,∞), estimator g : F → G ⊆ R, and r.c ≥ 0 for all records r, there exists an unbiased
estimator for q(D) satisfying P -PRDP for P (r) = [f(r.c+ a)− f(a)] /b.

Proof. The conditions for Theorem 20 hold, and Theorem 10 gives us a function g such that
E[g(ṽ)] = q(D) + a as an unbiased estimator for f−1. Therefore, g(ṽ)− a is an unbiased estimator
for q(D).

7 Polynomial Functions under General Noise Distributions

Additive mechanisms other than the Laplace mechanism, such as the Gaussian or the staircase
mechanisms, may be preferable in practice due to achieving higher accuracy while having similar
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privacy loss [6, 11]. In contrast to the Laplace case, these mechanisms do not admit explicit Fourier
transforms, and hence unbiased estimators are generally not available in closed form. One exception
is when the query of interest is a polynomial in one or many queries.

Using the following results to obtain an unbiased estimator of a polynomial that approximates a
non-polynomial estimand may also allow users to obtain approximately unbiased estimators with
great generality.

Theorem 22. Suppose a mechanism takes as input q ∈ R and outputs q̃ = q + Z for a random
variable Z with at least p finite, publicly known moments. If f(q) is a polynomial in q of degree at
most p, there exists an unbiased estimator g(q̃) of f(q), which is itself a polynomial of degree at
most p and is available in closed form.

Proof. Suppose f(q) =
∑p

n=0 bnq
n. Let us find an unbiased estimator of the form g(q̃) =

∑p
n=0 anq̃

p.
We have

g(q + z) =

p∑
n=0

an

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
qkzn−k. (18)

Denote µr = E[zr] and take expectations to obtain

E[g(q + z)] =

p∑
n=0

an

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
qkµn−k (19)

=

p∑
n=0

(
n

0

)
anµn +

(
p∑

n=1

(
n

1

)
anµn−1

)
q +

(
p∑

n=2

(
n

2

)
anµn−2

)
q2 + · · · (20)

For this polynomial to be equal to f , we need a = (a0, . . . , ap)
′ to solveMa = b, where b = (b0, . . . , bp)

′

and

M =



µ0 µ1 µ2 µ3 · · · µp

0
(
1
1

)
µ0

(
2
1

)
µ1

(
3
1

)
µ2 · · ·

(
p
1

)
µp−1

0 0
(
2
2

)
µ0

(
3
2

)
µ1 · · ·

(
p
2

)
µp−2

0 0 0
(
3
3

)
µ0 · · ·

(
p
3

)
µp−3

...
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 0 0 · · ·

(
p
p

)
µ0


. (21)

Clearly, M is nondegenerate, and so the desired coefficients a exist and are unique.

We now extend this result to polynomials in multiple (univariate) queries, assuming that the
noise variables added to each query are independent. The latter assumption, while seemingly
restrictive, is typical for additive noise mechanisms in differential privacy.

Theorem 23. Suppose a mechanism takes as input (q1, . . . , qm) and outputs (q̃1, . . . , q̃m) = (q1 +
Z1, q2 + Z2, . . . , qm + Zm) for independent random variables Z1, . . . , Zm with finite, publicly known
moments. If f(q1, . . . , qm) is a polynomial in (q1, . . . , qm), there exists an unbiased estimator
g(q̃1, . . . , q̃m) of f(q), which is itself a polynomial available in closed form.
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Proof. Clearly, it suffices to derive unbiased estimators for f(q1, . . . , qm) =
∏m

i=1 q
pi
i . Let gi(q̃i)

be the unbiased estimator of qpii as in Theorem 22 and set g(q̃1, . . . , q̃m) =
∏m

i=1 gi(q̃i). Since
g1(q̃1), . . . , gm(q̃m) are independent random variables, we have

E[g(q̃1, . . . q̃m)] = E

[
m∏
i=1

gi(q̃i)

]
=

m∏
i=1

E [gi(q̃i)] =
m∏
i=1

qpii = f(q1, . . . , qm). (22)

8 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work, we have shown how to compute unbiased estimators of twice-differentiable tempered
distributions evaluated on privatized statistics with added Laplace noise. In addition, we have
proposed a method to extend this result to twice-differentiable functions which are not tempered
distributions in a way that achieves approximately optimal expected squared error.

As the Laplace distribution is a commonly used and simple DP mechanism, these results are
widely applicable to obtain unbiased statistics for free in postprocessing, which is particularly
valuable due to the fact that aggregating unbiased statistics accumulates error more slowly than
aggregating biased statistics. We have applied our results to derive a competitive unbiased algorithm
for means and to derive unbiased transformation mechanisms for per-record DP mechanisms that
enjoy stronger privacy protection than do analogs in previous work. Finally, we have derived an
unbiased estimator for polynomials under arbitrary noise distributions with known moments, such
as the Gaussian mechanism or the staircase mechanism [6, 11].

We believe this paper opens several avenues for future research. These include the use of the
deconvolution method to obtain unbiased estimators for other estimands and noise distributions.
We believe a deconvolution method using multivariate Fourier transforms could also be used to
obtain unbiased estimators of functions of multivariate queries. Although we did not attempt to
optimize the numerical implementation in Section 5 of the integration in Section 4, we believe that
an improved implementation could enable the practical use of higher-order polynomial extensions
and further reduce error. In Section 7, we developed estimators that are exactly unbiased for
polynomials that could approximate other functions of interest. Further work could elaborate on
this process, developing concrete procedures for picking the approximating polynomial and deriving
bounds on the resulting bias. Finally, future work could attempt to derive noise distributions that
are optimal in the sense of minimizing the variances (or other utility metrics) of their unbiased
estimators.

A Distribution Theory Background and Proofs of Previously Known
Results

A.1 Proof of the Convolution Theorem

Recall the convolution theorem:
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Theorem 24. ([23] section 7.1 property c)

(̂f ∗ g)(y) = f̂(y) · ĝ(y)

Proof. We start by writing out the definition of the LHS:

(̂f ∗ g)(y) =
∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πixy

∫ ∞

−∞
f(z)g(x− z)dzdx (23)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
dz

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πixyf(z)g(x− z)dx. (Fubini’s theorem) (24)

Here, Fubini’s theorem [10] allows us to flip the order of integration if the integral is finite, the
measures are σ-finite, and the integrand is measurable.

And then for the RHS:

f̂(y) · ĝ(y) =
∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πixyf(x)dx ·

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πizyg(z)dz (25)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πixyf(x)e−2πizyg(z)dxdz (26)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πi(x+z)yf(x)g(z)dxdz (27)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πiuyf(x)g(u− x)dxdz. (28)

We get the iterated integral in the 2nd line by noting that the two integrals are constant with
respect to each other. Then, note that if we simply change the variables x→ z and u→ x, we get
back exactly the same expression as the LHS. Thus,

(̂f ∗ g)(y) = f̂(y) · ĝ(y). (29)

A.2 Proof of the Derivative Property

Recall the Derivative Property:

Theorem 25. ([23] Theorem 7.6) For absolutely integrable functions f that are k times continuously

differentiable and whose derivatives of order 1, ..., k are absolutely integrable, F
[

dk

dxk f(x)
]
(y) =

(2πiy)kf̂(x).

Proof. We simply use integration by parts:

F [f ′(x)](y) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πixyf ′(x)dx

= e−2πixyf(x)|∞−∞ +

∫ ∞

−∞
2πiye−2πixyf(x)dx

= 0 + 2πiy

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πixyf(x)dx

= 2πiyf̂(y).
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Repeating this procedure k times gives the theorem.

A.3 Distribution Theory

In order to generalize the Fourier transform to functions that are not absolutely integrable, we
must introduce some concepts from distribution theory [23]:

Definition 26.

A test function is a function φ : R→ C which is in C∞ (that is, it is infinitely differentiable) with
bounded support.

Example 27. One example of a test function is f(x) = 1 if x ∈ [0, 1] and 0 elsewhere.

Now, we can define distributions, which are a generalization of functions in the sense that we
can construct a distribution corresponding to any function that acts like a function, as described
below. There are also distributions that are not functions, an example of which will be described
after we provide the definition:

Definition 28.

A distribution is a linear functional (that is, a linear mapping from functions to R) that acts on test
functions as follows.

For a distribution T , we have:

1. T (φ1) + T (φ2) = T (φ1 + φ2) for all test functions φ1, φ2.

2. λT (φ) = T (λφ) for all test functions φ and scalars λ.

3. If a sequence limn→∞ φn = φ, then

lim
n→∞

T (φi) = T (φ).

In distribution theory, we typically represent T (φ) as ⟨T, φ⟩, and for any locally integrable
function f (that is, its integral converges on any bounded domain), there exists a distribution Tf

where

⟨Tf , φ⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
f(x)φ(x)dx.

Distributions generalize functions in the sense that they capture the behavior of functions in the
above integral but include other linear functionals that cannot be expressed via such an integral.

Example 29. The Dirac delta distribution δ is a distribution where ⟨δ, f⟩ = f(0) for all functions
f , but there is no function that satisfies this property.

Recall that we required to define the Schwartz space and tempered distributions in order to
extend Fourier transforms to functions that are not absolutely integrable. Tempered distributions
are a special case of distributions that have to act on all Schwartz functions, which are a superset of
test functions.

To see this, recall the definition of the Schwartz Space:
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Definition 30.

The Schwartz space S(R) is defined as follows:

S(R) = {s : R→ C | s ∈ C∞, sup
x∈R
|xms(n)(x)| <∞ ∀m,n ≥ 0}.

That is, functions in S(R) are infinitely differentiable everywhere and all of their derivatives go to 0
at a super-polynomial rate.

A function with tails that are equal to 0 satisfies this property as, if s(n)(x) = 0 for x < L or
x > U for some lower bound L and upper bound U , and s is well-defined, then both s(n)(x) and xm

must be finite for any x such that xms(n)(x) ̸= 0. Thus, we have |xms(n)(x)| <∞∀m,n ≥ 0.

Then, we have the following definition of tempered distributions:

Definition 31. The space of tempered distributions S′(R) is the set of distributions T such that
⟨T, s⟩ ∈ C for all s ∈ S(R). Additionally, for any function f we define

⟨Tf , s⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
f(x)s(x)dx.

Note that Tf is a distribution corresponding to the function f , but is itself not a function. This
means it acts on functions but not numbers. However, we need to be able to use it as a function
when we return it as our unbiased estimator so we simply define Tf (q) = f(q) ∀q ∈ R. It is similar
in this sense that we say a function f is a tempered distribution if Tf ∈ S′(R), even though f is
technically not a distribution as it acts on the wrong objects.

Like before, we can define the Fourier transform of tempered distributions as follows:

Definition 32. T̂ is the distribution such that for all Schwartz functions φ,

⟨T̂ , φ⟩ = ⟨T, φ̂⟩.

Note that, since distributions are not necessarily functions, their derivatives cannot be defined in
the traditional sense. Instead, we consider the distributional derivative T ′, defined as the distribution
such that ⟨T ′, φ⟩ = −⟨T, φ′⟩. This is similar to the usual notion of a function’s derivative in that it
preserves integration by parts:

⟨T ′, φ⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
T ′(x)φ(x)dx = T (x)φ(x)|∞−∞ −

∫ ∞

−∞
T (x)φ′(x) = −⟨T, φ′⟩, (30)

where T (x)φ(x)|∞−∞ = 0 because φ(x) = 0 at ±∞.

The following analogue of Theorem 25 extends that derivative property of the Fourier transform
to tempered distributions.

Corollary 33. ([23] section 7.8 Example 5) For all T ∈ S′(R),

T̂ (n) = (2πiy)nT̂ .
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Proof. Note that for f ∈ S′(R) and φ ∈ S(R), we have

⟨f̂ ′, φ⟩ = ⟨f ′, φ̂⟩ = −⟨f, (φ̂)′⟩. (31)

By the dual of the derivative property on Schwartz functions, we have x̂φ(x) = i
2π (φ̂)′, or

̂−2πixφ(x) = (φ̂)′ . (32)

By linearity of the inner product and definition of the Fourier transform on tempered distributions,
we thus have

−⟨f, (φ̂)′⟩ = ⟨f, ̂2πixφ(x)⟩ = ⟨f̂ , 2πixφ(x)⟩ = ⟨2πixf̂(x), φ⟩. (33)

With these, we can generalize Theorem 10 to all tempered distributions instead of just the
functions that correspond to them.

B Proof for Section 3

Theorem 34. (Restatement of Theorem 10)

Let q̃ ∼ q + Lap(0, b).

• For any twice-differentiable function f : R→ R that is a tempered distribution, f(q̃)− b2f ′′(q̃)
is an unbiased estimator for f(q).

• For any function f : R→ R, if two estimators g1(q̃) and g2(q̃) are unbiased for f(q), then g1
and g2 are equal almost everywhere.

Proof. We start by proving the first item in Theorem 10. From the table of Fourier transforms in
[13], we know that

F
[
e−a|x|

]
(y) =

2a

4π2y2 + a2
(34)

and the PDF of Lap(0, b) is 1
2be

−|x|/b, so

F

[
1

2b
e−|x|/b

]
(y) =

1

2b
· 2b

4π2y2b2 + 1
=

1

1 + 4π2y2b2
. (35)

Recall that the unbiased estimator for a function f would then be the function that satisfies

f(q) = E[g(q̃)] =
∫ ∞

−∞
g(q̃)P (q̃ − q)dq̃ = (f ∗ P )(q), (36)

where P is the PDF of Lap(0, b).
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Thus, by Theorem 8, we can take the Fourier transform of both sides and get

f̂(y) = ĝ(y) · P̂ (y) (37)

ĝ(y) =
f̂(y)

P̂ (y)
(38)

g(q̃) = F−1

[
f̂(y)

P̂ (y)

]
(q̃) (39)

= F−1
[
f̂(y)(1 + 4π2y2b2)

]
(q̃). (40)

Now, note that applying Theorem 9 gives us 4π2y2b2f̂ = −b2f̂ ′′. Combining this with the linearity
of the Fourier transform, the inverse Fourier transform gives us:

g(q̃) = f(q̃)− b2f ′′(q̃). (41)

We now prove the second item in Theorem 10. Here, “distribution” will refer to probability
distributions, rather than generalized functions. Page 188 of [20] shows that the location family of
Laplace distributions is complete, meaning that a function h must be equal to 0 almost everywhere
in order to satisfy

E[h(q̃)|q] =
∫ ∞

−∞
h(x)

1

2b
e−

|x−q|
b dx = 0 (42)

for all q ∈ R. Intuitively, this means that the only function unbiased for the zero function is the
zero function.

By a variation on the Lehmann-Scheffé theorem [14], this implies our uniqueness result. The proof,
based on [16], is straightforward: Suppose that the two estimators g1 and g2 satisfy E[g1(q̃)|q] =
E[g2(q̃)|q] = f(q) for all q ∈ R. It follows that E[g1(q̃) − g2(q̃)|q] = 0. Completeness then implies
that g1(x)− g2(x) = 0 for x almost everywhere, giving us the result.

For the reader trying to prove similar uniqueness results when other noise distributions are
used, we note that [17] provides sufficient conditions for completeness of location families of other
distributions. Completeness is not a given, though; [18] shows that, except for the Gaussian
distribution, distributions with tails thinner than a Laplace distribution typically have incomplete
location families.

C Proofs for Section 4

The following lemma is required for the proof of Theorem 14.

Lemma 35 (Constrained Polynomial Approximation). Let L ∈ R and c > 0. Let f : [L,∞)→ R
be twice differentiable and denote the weight function WL,c(x) ≡ e−c|x−L|. Let h : (−∞, L] → R
be a twice continuously differentiable tempered distribution satisfying h(L) = f(L), h′(L) = f ′(L)
and h′′(L) = f ′′(L). There exists a sequence of polynomials (pK)∞K=1 that satisfy pK(L) = f(L),
p′K(L) = f ′(L) and p′′K(L) = f ′′(L) such that the following limits hold for p ∈ [1,∞) ∪ {∞}:

lim
K→∞

||(pK − h)WL,c||Lp((−∞,L)) = lim
K→∞

||(p′′K(x)− h′′)WL,c||Lp((−∞,L)) = 0 (43)
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Proof. Our proof relies critically on results on weighted approximation by polynomials over the real
line. In particular, we use the following result (see, for example, Corollary 1.5 and Theorem 1.6 of
[15]):

Theorem 36 (Weighted polynomial approximation). Let p ∈ [1,∞)∪{∞} and let the weight function
W (x) = e−|x|. For any continuous, measurable function h : R → R satisfying ||hW ||Lp(R) < ∞,
there exists a sequence of polynomials (pK)∞K=1 such that

lim
K→∞

||(h− pK)W ||Lp(R) = 0. (44)

We first note that Theorem 36 can be immediately generalized to use the weight functions
WL,c ≡ e−c|x−L| and the || · ||Lp((−∞,L]) norm. The weight function can be changed by simply
using Theorem 36 to obtain a polynomial sequence (p̂K)∞K=1 that approximates the translated

and rescaled function ĥ(x) ≡ h(c−1x + L). The polynomial sequence (pK)∞K=1 defined such that
pK(x) = p̂K(c−1x+ L) then approximates h. More formally, for p ∈ [1,∞), we have the following:

||(h− pK)WL,c||Lp((−∞,L]) =

(∫ L

−∞
|(h(x)− pK(x))e−c|x−L||pdx

)1/p

(45)

=
1

c

(∫ 0

−∞
|(h(u

c
+ L)− pK(

u

c
+ L))e−|u||pdu

)1/p

(46)

≤ 1

c

(∫ ∞

−∞
|(h(u

c
+ L)− pK(

u

c
+ L))e−|u||pdu

)1/p

(47)

=
1

c
||(ĥ− p̂K)W ||Lp(R). (48)

Similar reasoning establishes this inequality for p = ∞, as well. Since (p̂K)∞K=1 is chosen to

satisfy Theorem 36 for ĥ, we have limK→∞
1
c ||(ĥ − p̂K)W ||Lp(R) = 0. This gives us the following

approximation result:

lim
K→∞

||(h− pK)WL,c||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0. (49)

Let (p̃′′K)∞K=1 be a sequence of polynomials that approximate h′′ in the sense of Equation 49,
with the weight function WL,4c. Because (h′′ − p̃′′K)WL,4c is a continuous function, Equation 49 with
p =∞ implies the following pointwise limit for all x ∈ (−∞, L].

lim
K→∞

(h′′(x)− p̃′′K(x))WL,4c(x) = 0 (50)

We define the polynomial sequence (p′′K)∞K=1 by p′′K ≡ p̃′′K − p̃′′K(L) + h′′(L). Note that p′′K(L) =
h′′(L) and p′′K still approximates h′′ in the sense of Equation 49 because

||(h′′ − p′′K)WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) = ||(h′′ − p′′K)WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) (51)

= ||(h′′ − p̃′′K + p̃′′K(L)− h′′(L))WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) (52)

≤ ||(h′′ − p̃′′K)WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) + (p̃′′K(L)− h′′(L))||WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]).

(53)
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Clearly,

lim
K→∞

||(h′′ − p̃′′K)WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) + (p̃′′K(L)− h′′(L))||WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0, (54)

implying, in turn, our approximation result:

lim
K→∞

||(h′′ − p′′K)WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0. (55)

We now integrate p′′K twice to obtain a polynomial sequence (pK)∞K=1 with the properties stated
in Lemma 35. To do this, we first define p′K(x) ≡

∫ x
L p′′K(u)du+ h′(L). Note that this satisfies the

constraint p′K(L) = h′(L) and has p′′K as its derivative.

We can show that p′K approximates h′ as follows:

||(h′ − p′K)WL,4c||Lp((−∞,L]) =

(∫ L

−∞
|(h′(x)− p′K(x))e−4c|x−L||pdx

)1/p

(56)

=

(∫ L

−∞
|(h′(x)− p′K(x))|pe−p4c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(57)

=

(∫ L

−∞
|
[∫ x

L
h′′(v)dv + h′(L)

]
−
[∫ x

L
p′′K(u)du+ h′(L)

]
|pe−p4c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(58)

=

(∫ L

−∞
|
∫ x

L
h′′(u)− p′′K(u)du|pe−p4c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(59)

=

(∫ L

−∞
|
∫ L

x
h′′(u)− p′′K(u)du|pe−p4c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(60)

≤

(∫ L

−∞

[∫ L

x
|h′′(u)− p′′K(u)|du

]p
e−p4c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(61)

≤
(∫ L

−∞

∫ L

x
|h′′(u)− p′′K(u)|pdu e−p4c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(Jensen’s inequality)

(62)

=

(∫ L

−∞

∫ L

x
|h′′(u)− p′′K(u)|pe−p2c|x−L|du e−p2c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(63)

≤
(∫ L

−∞

∫ L

x
|h′′(u)− p′′K(u)|pe−p2c|u−L|du e−p2c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(64)

≤
(∫ L

−∞

∫ L

−∞
|h′′(u)− p′′K(u)|pe−p2c|u−L|du e−p2c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(65)

= ||(h′′ − p′′K)WL,2c||Lp((−∞,L])

(∫ L

−∞
e−p2c|x−L|dx

)1/p

(66)

The above uses p ∈ [1,∞), but similar reasoning applies to the case of p =∞. This, along with

Equation 55 and the finiteness of
∫ L
−∞ e−p2c|x−L|dx gives us our approximation result for h′:
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lim
K→∞

||(h′ − p′K)WL,2c||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0. (67)

Just as we obtained p′K from p′′K we integrate p′K to obtain pK ≡
∫ x
L p′K(u)du+ h(L). Again,

note that pK(L) = h(L) and the derivative of pK is p′K . An argument like that above provides the
following approximation result

lim
K→∞

||(h− pK)WL,c||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0. (68)

Finally, note that approximation with a smaller value of c also implies approximation with a
larger value of c. Formally, if c′ > c, then WL,c′(x) ≤WL,c(x), so, for an arbitrary function g,

lim
K→∞

||gWL,c||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0 =⇒ lim
K→∞

||gWL,c′ ||Lp((−∞,L]) = 0. (69)

Equations 55 and 68, then, prove Lemma 35.

We can now prove our result on the approximation properties of polynomial extensions.

Theorem 37 (Restatement of Theorem 14). Let L ∈ R and let f : [L,∞) → R be twice dif-
ferentiable and a tempered distribution. Let µ be a probability measure such that the integrals∫∞
L f(q)e(L−q)/bdµ(q) ≤ ∞ and

∫∞
L e(L−q)/bdµ(q) exist and are finite. With w : (−∞, L] → R, let

f̃ [w] denote the function

f̃ [w](q) =

{
f(q) q ≥ L
w(q) q < L

(70)

Let h : (−∞, L]→ R be an arbitrary twice continuously differentiable tempered distribution that
satisfies h(L) = f(L), h′(L) = f ′(L) and h′′(L) = f ′′(L). Denote the estimator g ≡ f̃ [h]− b2f̃ [h]′′

and denote its expected squared error by

α ≡
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx. (71)

There exists a sequence of polynomials (pK)∞K=1 over (∞, L] that satisfy pK(L) = f(L), p′K(L) =
f ′(L) and p′′K(L) = f ′′(L) such that the sequence of associated estimators gK ≡ f̃ [pK ]− b2f̃ [pK ]′′

satisfies

lim
K→∞

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(gK(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx = α. (72)
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Proof. Let h, f , f̃ , gK , and α be as defined in Theorem 14 and let (pK)∞K=1 be a sequence of
polynomials satisfying the conditions of Lemma 35 for the weight function WL,1/2b.

Lemma 35 implies that (pK)∞K=1 retains its approximation properties for weight functions with
thinner tails. To see this, first note that

WL,1/b(x) = e−|x−L|/b = e−|x−L|/2be−|x−L|/2b = WL,1/2b(x)WL,1/2b(x).

In turn, we have

||(pK − h)WL,1/b||Lp((−∞,L)) ≤ ||(pK − h)WL,1/2bWL,1/2b||Lp((−∞,L)) (73)

≤ ||(pK − h)WL,1/2b||Lp((−∞,L))||WL,1/2b||Lp((−∞,L)). (74)

By Lemma 35, the final expression limits to 0. From this and the same line of reasoning applied
to the approximation error of p′′K for h′′, we have, for p ∈ [1,∞),

lim
K→∞

||(pK − h)WL,1/2b||Lp((−∞,L)) = lim
K→∞

||(p′′K(x)− h′′)WL,1/2b||Lp((−∞,L)) = 0. (75)

We now use Lemma 35 to bound the approximation error of the unbiased estimator based
on the polynomial extension. Using the Minkowski inequality and Lemma 35, we can bound
the approximation error of the polynomial-based estimator over the range where the polynomial
extension is used, (−∞, L]. Recall that, for x ∈ (−∞, L], we have g(x) = h(x) − b2h′′(x) and
gK(x) = pK(x)− b2pK(x)′′. We obtain

||(gK − g)WL,1/b||Lp((−∞,L)) = ||[(pK − h)− b2(p′′K − b2h′′)]WL,1/b||Lp((−∞,L)) (76)

≤ ||(pK − h)WL,1/b||Lp((−∞,L)) + ||b2(p′′K − b2h′′)WL,1/b||Lp((−∞,L))

(77)

Applying Lemma 35 and using a similar line of reasoning as used above to derive Equation 75,
the following holds for p ∈ [1,∞).

lim
K→∞

||(gK − g)WL,1/b||Lp((−∞,L)) = lim
K→∞

||(gK − g)WL,1/2b||Lp((−∞,L)) = 0. (78)

Recall that, for x ≥ L, gK(x) = g(x). The expected squared error of the estimator gK can be
decomposed as follows:
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∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(gK(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (79)

=

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(gK(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx+

∫ ∞

L

∫ ∞

L
(gK(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx

(80)

=

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x) + [gK(x)− g(x)]− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx

+

∫ ∞

L

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (81)

=

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

[
(g(x)− f(q))2 + 2(g(x)− f(q))(gK(x)− g(x)) + (gK(x)− g(x))2

] 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx

+

∫ ∞

L

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (82)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx

+

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

[
2(g(x)− f(q))(gK(x)− g(x)) + (gK(x)− g(x))2

] 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (83)

= α+

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

[
2(g(x)− f(q))(gK(x)− g(x)) + (gK(x)− g(x))2

] 1

2b
e−|x−q|/bdµ(q)dx (84)

= α+

∫ ∞

L

∫ L

−∞

[
2(g(x)− f(q))(gK(x)− g(x)) + (gK(x)− g(x))2

] 1

2b
e(x−q)/bdxdµ(q) (85)

= α+

∫ ∞

L

∫ L

−∞

[
2(g(x)− f(q))(gK(x)− g(x)) + (gK(x)− g(x))2

] 1

2b
e(x−L)/bdx e(L−q)/bdµ(q)

(86)

= α− 1

b

∫ L

−∞
[gK(x)− g(x)] e(x−L)/bdx

∫ ∞

L
f(q)e(L−q)/bdµ(q)

+
1

b

∫ L

−∞
[g(x)(gK(x)− g(x))] e(x−L)/bdx

∫ ∞

L
e(L−q)/bdµ(q)

+
1

2b

∫ L

−∞
[gK(x)− g(x)]2 e(x−L)/bdx

∫ ∞

L
e(L−q)/bdµ(q). (87)

Recall that, by assumption, the integrals
∫∞
L e(L−q)/bdµ(q) and

∫∞
L f(q)e(L−q)/bdµ(q) are finite.

We now need only to show that the three integrals over x that are multiplied by these finite terms
tend towards zero as K →∞.

For the first one,

|
∫ L

−∞
[gK(x)− g(x)] e(x−L)/bdx| ≤

∫ L

−∞
| [gK(x)− g(x)] e(x−L)/b|dx (88)

= ||(gK − g)WL,b||L1((−∞,L)). (89)

By Equation 78 we have limK→∞ ||(gK − g)WL,b||L1((−∞,L)) = 0, which, together with the above,
implies
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lim
K→∞

∫ L

−∞
[gK(x)− g(x)] e(x−L)/bdx = 0. (90)

For the second integral, we apply Hölder’s inequality:

|
∫ L

−∞
[g(x)(gK(x)− g(x))] e(x−L)/bdx| ≤

∫ L

−∞
| [g(x)(gK(x)− g(x))] e(x−L)/2be(x−L)/2b|dx (91)

= || [g(x)(gK(x)− g(x))]WL,1/2bWL,1/2b||L1((−∞,L)) (92)

≤ ||g(x)WL,1/2b||L∞((−∞,L)) (93)

· || [gK(x)− g(x)]WL,1/2b||L1((−∞,L)) (94)

||g(x)WL,1/2b||L∞((−∞,L)) is finite because g is a tempered distribution. This, combined with
Equation 78 and the above implies that

lim
K→∞

∫ L

−∞
[g(x)(gK(x)− g(x))] e(x−L)/bdx = 0. (95)

Finally, for the third integral, we have

|
∫ L

−∞
[gK(x)− g(x)]2 e(x−L)/bdx| =

∫ L

−∞

[
(gK(x)− g(x))

1

2b
e(x−L)/2b

]2
dx (96)

= ||(gK − g)WL,1/2b||2L2((−∞,L)). (97)

Again, Equation 78 states that the final term limits to zero, and so

lim
K→∞

∫ L

−∞
[gK(x)− g(x)]2 e(x−L)/bdx = 0. (98)

Together, Equations 90, 95, 98, and 87 imply that the expected squared error of gK limits to α,
proving Theorem 14.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 15

Theorem 38. (Restatement of Theorem 15) For any positive integer n, any real number L ∈ R,
and any function f which is twice differentiable on [L,∞), there is an algorithm that runs in time
poly(n) which computes the polynomial g that minimizes∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

over polynomials of degree n, satisfying the constraints g(x) = h(x)− b2h′′(x), h(L) = f(L), h′(L) =
f ′(L), and h′′(L) = f ′′(L).
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Proof. To construct this algorithm, we first show that our objective function is convex for any finite
or bounded measure µ:

The value of our objective function, in terms of the coefficient of the polynomial ai, is∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
(g(x)− f(q))2

1

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

=

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

 n∑
i=0

a2ix
2i +

n−1∑
i=0

n∑
j=i+1

2aiajx
i+j −

n∑
i=0

2f(q)aix
i + f(q)2

 1

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx (99)

=
n∑

i=0

a2i

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bµ(q)dqdx+

n−1∑
i=0

n∑
j=i+1

2aiaj

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+j

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx (100)

−
n∑

i=0

2ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xif(q)

2b
e(x−q)/bµ(q)dqdx+

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

f(q)2

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx.

So the second derivative with respect to ai is constant with respect to the values of ai:

2

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

and the other terms in the Hessian not on the diagonal are also constant with respect to ai:

2

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+j

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx.

Now, to show that the function is convex, we must show that the Hessian matrix is positive
semi-definite and give conditions for the convergence of the integral. Denote the Hessian matrix by
H and consider some x = (x0, x1, x2, . . . , xn):

xTHx =
n∑

i=0

n∑
j=0

xixjHij . (101)

Now, note that xi, xj are constants and can be brought into the integral in the expression for
Hij . Thus, if we can show that

xixj
xi+j

b
e(x−q)/bµ(q) ≥ 0 (102)

for all xi, xj , the sum of nonnegative numbers is nonnegative, so we would have xTHx ≥ 0 for all x.

Now, note that if µ is a nonnegative measure, for fixed x, q, we have 1
be

(x−q)/bµ(q) ≥ 0, so it
suffices to show that xixjx

i+j ≥ 0. Equivalently, we just need to show that the matrix H ′ where
H ′

ij = xi+j is positive semidefinite.

To see this, note that H ′
i = xi

[
x x2 . . . xn

]
. Thus, H ′ is a rank 1 matrix with eigenvector[

x x2 . . . xn
]
and eigenvalue x2 + x4 + · · ·+ x2n ≥ 0. Thus, H ′ is PSD, so H is PSD as well.
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Furthermore, we claim that this integral converges for all probability measures µ. To see this,
note that

2

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bµ(q)dqdx ≤ max

q∈[L,∞)
2

∫ L

−∞

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bdx = e−L · 2

∫ L

−∞

x2i

2b
ex/bdx, (103)

and this converges, since the integrand goes to 0 at a superpolynomial rate. Alternatively, if µ is a
bounded metric, we can similarly show convergence. That is, suppose µ(q) ≤ α,

2

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bµ(q)dqdx ≤ α · max

q∈[L,∞)
2

∫ L

−∞

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bdx = αe−L2

∫ L

−∞

x2i

2b
ex/bdx, (104)

and this also converges, since it only differs by a constant factor from the above. The other integrals
can similarly be shown to converge for any tempered distribution f as it grows at most polynomially
in the tails. Thus, the objective function is convex as long as our measure is finite or bounded.

Then, the constraints are:

h(L) = f(L), h′(L) = f ′(L), h′′(L) = f ′′(L). (105)

f(L), f ′(L), and f ′′(L) are all constants with respect to ai, and each of h(L), h′(L), and h′′(L)
are linear in ai. Thus, these are linear equality constraints.

Thus, we have a convex objective function and linear equality constraints. Standard methods of
optimization only require oracle access to the objective function, its gradient, and sometimes its
Hessian, e.g. using one of the algorithms in chapter 10 of [4]. Thus, this is sufficient to perform
optimization. This also doesn’t depend at all on how we’re integrating with respect to q other than
requiring convergence.

C.2 Optimization Details

While we showed in the main body of the paper that the optimization is possible, integrals
can be slow to compute numerically. Thus, we give a more efficient method to implement the
optimization. To do this, note that the objective function,

n∑
i=0

a2i

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx+

n−1∑
i=0

n∑
j=i+1

2aiaj

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+j

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

−
n∑

i=0

2ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xif(q)

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx+

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

f(q)2

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

is a quadratic in the coefficients of the polynomial ai. Furthermore, since our only constraints are
linear equalities, we can convert this into an unconstrained optimization problem in n− 2 variables
by isolating a0, a1, and a2 in the constraints and substituting. That is, the constraint h(L) = f(L)
corresponds to

n∑
i=0

biL
i = f(L) (106)
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and since h(L)− b2h′′(L) = g(L), we have

ai = bi − b2i(i− 1)bi+2 (107)

and an = bn, an−1 = bn−1.

We can rewrite the above as

bi = ai + b2i(i− 1)bi+2 (108)

and applying this recursively upwards on bi+2, we get

bi = ai +

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2k. (109)

We can now plug this into the equality constraints to solve for a0, a1, and a2 in terms of the other
coefficients. When doing so, we will get a0 in terms of a1, a2, . . . , an and a1 in terms of a2, a3, . . . , an,
but these can be converted to be purely in terms of a3, . . . , an by plugging in the expression for a2
to get a1 in terms of a3, . . . , an, and then doing this again with both a1 and a2 to get a0 in terms of
a3, . . . , an.

By doing this, we get the following equations:

f ′′(L) =

n∑
i=2

biL
i−2i(i− 1) =

n∑
i=2

ai +

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2k

Li−2i(i− 1) (110)

a2 =
1

2

f ′′(L)−
n∑

i=3

aiL
i−2i(i− 1)−

n∑
i=2

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2kL

i−2i(i− 1)

 (111)

f ′(L) =
n∑

i=1

biL
i−1i =

n∑
i=1

ai +

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2k

Li−1i (112)

a1 = f ′(L)−
n∑

i=2

aiL
i−1i−

n∑
i=1

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2kL

i−1i (113)

f(L) =

n∑
i=0

biL
i =

n∑
i=0

Li

ai +

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2k

 (114)

a0 = f(L)−
n∑

i=1

aiL
i −

n∑
i=0

⌊(n−i)/2⌋∑
k=1

(i+ 2k)!

i!
ai+2kL

i. (115)

Now, to perform our optimization, we do the following:
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1. Our variables are a3, . . . , an.

2. We initialize the state as 0n−2, corresponding to the 2nd degree taylor expansion of f at L.

3. We compute the Hessian and Gradient of our objective function after plugging in the above
values for a0, a1, and a2.

4. We perform 1 Newton step to compute the optimal values of a3, . . . , an.

5. We plug those values into the above formulas to compute the values of a0, a1, a2.

To compute the gradient and hessian, we can consider each additive term in the objective
function individually. Everything in the objective function is constant with respect to ai except for
terms with a0, a1, a2, and ai in them. Thus, to compute the gradient, we compute:

∂a2
∂ai

= −Li−2i(i− 1)−
⌊i/2⌋−1∑
j=1

i!

(i− 2j)!
Li−2j−2(i− 2j)(i− 2j − 1) (116)

∂a1
∂ai

= −2L∂a2
∂ai
− Li−1i−

⌊i/2−1⌋∑
j=1

i!

(i− 2j)!
Li−2j−1(i− 2j) (117)

∂a0
∂ai

= −(2 + L2)
∂a2
∂ai
− L

∂a1
∂ai
− Li −

⌊i/2⌋∑
j=1

i!

(i− 2j)!
Li−2j . (118)

Now, when computing the gradient, we simply compute it termwise. A term will appear in the
Gi iff it contains ai, a2, a1, or a0. Furthermore, since we initialize at a3 = a4 = · · · = an = 0, we can
safely ignore any term whose derivative contains aj for j ≥ 3. If we let the objective function be φ
and G be the gradient, we end up getting

Gi =
1

2b

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
e
(x−q)/b

2f(q)x
i
+

2∑
α=0

2aαx
i+α

+ 2f(q)x
α ∂aα

∂ai

+
2∑

β=α

(
2
∂aα

∂ai

aβx
α+β

+ 2
∂aβ

∂ai

aαx
α+β

) dµ(q)dx. (119)

To compute the Hessian, we can similarly compute it termwise, where a term will appear in Hij

iff it contains any ai′aj′ for i
′ ∈ {i, 2, 1, 0} and j′ ∈ {j, 2, 1, 0}. This gets us:

Hij =
1

2b

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L
e
(x−q)/b

2x
i+j

+

2∑
α=0

2 ∂aα

∂ai

x
α+j

+ 2
∂aα

∂aj

x
α+i

+

2∑
β=α

(
2
∂aα

∂ai

∂aβ

∂aj

x
α+β

+ 2
∂aα

∂aj

∂aβ

∂ai

x
α+β

) dµ(q)dx. (120)

These expressions were derived as follows:

For the gradient, the nonzero terms in Gi are the partial derivatives of terms with ai, aαai, aα,
and aαaβ for 0 ≤ α, β ≤ 2.

Furthermore, since the gradient is linear, we can simply take all of these partial derivatives
separately and add them together.
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Now, recall the value of the objective function:

n∑
i=0

a2i

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

x2i

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx+

n−1∑
i=0

n∑
j=i+1

2aiaj

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+j

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

−
n∑

i=0

2ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xif(q)

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx+

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

f(q)2

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

The term with ai adds

2

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xif(q)

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

The terms with aiaα for 0 ≤ α ≤ 2 add

2aα

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

The term with aα for 0 ≤ α ≤ 2 adds

2
∂aα
∂ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xαf(q)

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

and finally, the terms with aαaβ for 0 ≤ β ≤ α ≤ 2 add

2aα
∂aβ
ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xβ+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx+ 2aβ

∂aα
ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xβ+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

Adding all these together gets us the expression for Gi.

We can do the same thing for the Hessian. This time, the only terms that can contribute are
the ones with aiaj , aiaα, ajaα, and aαaβ.

The terms with aiaj add

2

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+j

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

The terms with aiaα add

2
∂aα
aj

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

The terms with ajaα add

2
∂aα
ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xi+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

and finally, the terms with aαaβ add

2
∂aα
aj

∂aβ
ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xβ+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx+ 2

∂aβ
aj

∂aα
ai

∫ L

−∞

∫ ∞

L

xβ+α

2b
e(x−q)/bdµ(q)dx

Again, adding all of these up gets us the expression for Hi.
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D Proofs for Section 6

Theorem 39. (Restatement of Theorem 19) Assume the query value q(D) ∈ [0,∞); the offset
parameter a ∈ R; the noise scale parameter b ∈ (0,∞); the transformation function f : [a,∞) →
F ⊆ R is concave and strictly increasing; and the estimator g : F → G ⊆ R. Denote by ∆f (r)
the per-record sensitivity of the query f(q(D) + a), as defined in Definition 18. The output of

Algorithm 3(q(D), a, b, f, g) satisfies P -PRDP for P (r) =
∆f (r)

b .

Proof of Theorem 19 Let dα(X∥Y ) denote the Rényi divergence of order α between the
distributions of the random variables X and Y . An equivalent formulation of Definition 17
(Definition 5.1 in [8]) states that a mechanism M satisfies PRDP for any policy function P that, for
all r, satisfies

sup
D,D′ such that D⊖D′={r}

d∞
(
M(D)∥M(D′)

)
≤ P (r).

Let M(D) denote Algorithm 3(q(D), a, b, f, g). Note that M(D) = g(Lap(f(q(D) + a), b)). We
obtain P (r), by using the data processing inequality [21], the Rényi divergence between two Laplace
distributions (see, for example, page 8 of [19]), and Definition 18 as follows:

sup
D,D′ such that D⊖D′={r}

d∞
(
M(D)∥M(D′)

)
(121)

≤ sup
D,D′ such that D⊖D′={r}

d∞
(
Lap(f(q(D) + a), b)∥Lap(f(q(D′) + a), b)

)
(122)

= sup
D,D′ such that D⊖D′={r}

|f(q(D) + a)− f(q(D′) + a)|
b

(123)

=
∆f (r)

b
(124)

= P (r). (125)

Theorem 40. (Restatement of Theorem 20) Let the assumptions of Theorem 19 hold, and further
assume a ≥ 0 and r.c ≥ 0 for all records r. For the sum query q(D) =

∑
r∈D r.c, the per-record

sensitivity of f(q(D) + a) is ∆f (r) = f(r.c + a) − f(a) and Algorithm 3(q(D), a, b, f, g) satisfies
PRDP with the policy function P (r) = [f(r.c+ a)− f(a)]/b.

Proof of Theorem 20 By the symmetry of the neighbor relationship, we assume WLOG that
D′ = D ∪ {r}.

∆f (r) ≡ sup
D,D′ such that D⊖D′={r}

|f(a+
∑
s∈D

s.c)− f(a+
∑
s∈D′

s.c)| (126)

= sup
D;r
|f(a+

∑
s∈D

s.c)− f(a+ r.c+
∑
s∈D

s.c)|. (127)

f is concave and increasing, so the final supremand is decreasing in
∑

s∈D s.c, which is bounded
below by 0. Therefore,

∆f (r) = f(r.c+ a)− f(a).
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It follows from Theorem 20, then, that this mechanism has a policy function of P (r) =
[f(r.c+ a)− f(a)]/b.
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