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ABSTRACT

Differential privacy is increasingly formalized through the lens of hypothesis test-
ing via the robust and interpretable f-DP framework, where privacy guarantees are
encoded by a baseline Blackwell trade-off function fo, = T'(Ps, Qo) involving
a pair of distributions (P, Q) [Dong et al.|(2022). The problem of ‘choosing
the right privacy metric in practice’ \(Cummings & collaborators| (2024) gives rise
to a central question in this framework: what is a statistically appropriate base-
line fo given some prior modeling assumptions? The special case of Gaussian
differential privacy (GDP) Dong et al.|(2022) showed that, under compositions of
nearly perfect DP mechanisms, these baseline trade-off functions exhibit a central
limit behavior: f,, = T(P2",Q%") = foo = T(Px,Qx), where the limiting
baseline trade-off function f, involves two shifted Gaussians P, (). Inspired
by Le Cam’s theory of limits of statistical experiments|Le Cam|(1986), we answer
this question in full generality in its natural infinitely divisible setting.

We show that the sequence of composition experiments (P2™, Q™) ‘converge’
in general to a binary limit experiment (P.,,Q~ ) whose log-likelihood ratio
log % is an infinitely divisible distribution under the limiting null P,,. So, any
such limiting trade-off function f., involves an infinitely divisible law P, charac-
terized by its Lévy—Khintchine triplet, and its Esscher tilt dQ (z) = e*dPa ().
As a consequence, we determine all the limiting baseline trade-off functions f.,
under the composition of nearly perfect differentially private procedures. Our
framework recovers GDP as the purely Gaussian case, yields explicit many non-
Gaussian limits including Poisson, and many others. Consequently, we positively
resolve the s> = 2k conjecture proposed in the GDP paper Dong et al.| (2022),
which curiously observed that in the Gaussian examples P, < —k + |s|Z with
Z ~ N(0,1), we always have s> = 2k. Then, we describe situations where
one can goes beyond the infinite divisibility framework, such as log ‘ﬁ% being a
Gaussian mixture under P, . Finally, we describe a mechanism for count statistics
that optimally achieves (asymmetric) Poisson differentially privacy, going beyond
the natural noise-adding mechanisms used in practice.

1 INTRODUCTION, PREVIOUS WORK, AND OUR CONTRIBUTIONS

Modern data analysis routinely draws on information about people: their location traces, search
histories, media consumption, social graphs, alongside long-standing, highly sensitive records from
hospitals, schools, and national censuses. This necessarily demands a framework of data analysis
that preserves the privacy of individuals. Early privacy practices leaned on ad-hoc anonymization,
but a series of high-profile re-identifications made it clear that simple de-identification is brittle at
scale Narayanan & Shmatikov|(2008)). This motivated a rigorous foundation for privacy in statistical
analysis. Differential privacy (DP) provides exactly that: a principled, mathematically verifiable
guarantee against disclosure risks that persists under arbitrary post-processing and composition.
Since its introduction, differential privacy has grown into a practical standard, with widespread
industrial adoption|Apple Inc.|(2017) and deployment in official statistics Abowd|(2018)).
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1.1 FROM (g,d) AND DIVERGENCE BASED DP TO HYPOTHESIS TESTING BASED DP

In its classical form, differential privacy formalizes protection via two real-valued parameters € > 0,
0 < ¢ < 1, which jointly bound the advantage of any adversary attempting to distinguish between
neighboring datasets from a mechanism’s output|Dwork et al.|(2006a:b). The (e, §) formulation of
differential privacy became the standard due to its robustness to post-processing, group privacy, and
composability, but sharp accounting under composition proved to be technically delicate Dwork &
Roth|(2014). A line of divergence-based relaxations was subsequently developed to tighten com-
position analyses and enable modular accounting: concentrated DP (CDP and zCDP) Dwork &
Rothblum/ (2016)) Bun & Steinke|(2016), and Rényi DP (RDP) Mironov| (2017)), with follow-ups on
amplification by subsampling and analytic accountants Wang et al.|(2019); Abadi et al.| (2016).

In parallel, a practical, robust, and interpretable hypothesis-testing viewpoint of differential privacy
was formalized, starting with [Wasserman & Zhou| (2010) and Kairouz et al.| (2015). It describes
privacy as the hypothesis testing problem of distinguishing between two neighboring datasets S, S’
via the output distributions M (S), M (S”) of a private mechanism M. This was formalized in the
framework of f-differential privacy (f-DP) |Dong et al.| (2022), which describes privacy of M by
requiring that the optimal type I vs type II error curve for the distinguishing test for M (.S), M (S"),
for any two neighboring datasets, S and S’, stays above a baseline trade-off function (TOF) f .

Immediately, the f-DP framework is statistically interpretable via hypothesis testing. It recovers the
classical (e,0)-DP formulation for a certain choice of baseline trade-off function f. s Wasserman
& Zhou (2010ﬂ and it is a robust framework because it uniformly preserves privacy at all scales
of type I error 0 < o < 1. Moreover, it is achievable by appropriate noise injection mechanisms
Awan & Vadhan (2023ﬂ and it is closed and tight under composition, thereby allowing for lossless
reasoning about composition |Dong et al.| (2022)). Finally, |Dong et al.| (2022)) introduced Gaussian

differential privacy (GDP) as a one-parameter family of baseline trade-off curves G, that require
distinguishing between a pair of shifted normal distributions N (—%2, ,u2) and N (“72, ,u2) with

the same variance 2 for a real-valued parameter y € RE] and showed that it optimally captures the
widely used Gaussian mechanism. |Dong et al.| (2022) further showed that under compositions of
nearly perfect DP mechanisms M, ® --- ® M, these baseline trade-off functions f, ® --- ® f1
converge to a limiting baseline trade-oft function G, involving two shifted Gaussians as above.

1.2 OUR CONTRIBUTION: IN SEARCH OF A BASELINE TRADE-OFF FUNCTION

Dong et al.| (2022)) established a central limit behavior within differential privacy, indicating that the
baseline trade off function f should be chosen as a trade off function T'( Py, Q) (see definition

for a shifted Gaussian pair Py, = N (—“—;, /ﬂ) and Qo = N (";, /ﬂ), for some 1 € R under a

larger number of (nearly perfect) differentially private outputs based on queries on the same dataset.

* An infinitely divisible framework of privacy. In this paper, we generalize this result in
its natural infinitely divisible setting (see Theorem [6]) and establish that under a large num-
ber of (nearly perfect) differentially private operations, if the deteriorated trade-off curves
converge to a limiting trade-off curve, then the limiting trade-off curve has an infinitely di-
visible form (see Equation (I8)), encompassing both Gaussian and Poisson components{ﬂ

* Resolution of the s> = 2k conjecture. As an application of Theorem @ we resolve the
52 = 2k conjecture (see Theorem [3) proposed in [Dong et al|(2022), which observed that

in the Gaussian case P, < —k + |s|Z with Z ~ N(0,1), we always have s = 2k.

'The expression of f- 5 is given by f- s(c) = max (0,1 — 6 — e, e °(1 — 6§ — a)) for a € [0, 1].

2 Although very general, the noise adding mechanisms described here are not quite naturally implementable.

*From the basic symmetries of Gaussian trade-off functions G, [Pandey et al.|(2025), our description of G,
is equivalent to the usual description of itself involving the pair of distributions N (0, 1) and N (u, 1). However,
our formulation will make the resolution of the s> = 2k conjecture of|Dong et al.|(2022) appear naturally.

“Inspired by |[Le Cam & Yang (2000) ‘The gaussian ones are used everywhere because of mathematical
tractability. Poisson experiments are less tractable and less studied, but they are probably more important.
They will loom large in the new century.’, and given that we are in the next century, we show how the Poisson
baselines are extremely relevant for differentially private analysis on graph based relational datasets.



* Random number of operations and beyond infinite divisibility. In practice, we do not
know the number of differentially private operations one is going the implement on the
same dataset. In section [3.1] (see Equation (64)) we derive that under a large but random
number of (nearly perfect) differentially private operations, the limiting trade-off functions
can go beyond the class of infinitely divisible trade-off functions. Inspired by [Le Cam
(1986), we demonstrate this with a locally asymptotically mixed normal example [66]

* Achieving Poisson differential privacy in practice. In Theorem[I3], we describe a mech-
anism that optimally achieves (asymmetric) Poisson differential privacy real-valued statis-
tics, including count statistics with baseline privacy f = T(P (A1), P(A\2)) going beyond
the popular noise -adding mechanisms.

» Applications to graph-based relational datasets. We demonstrate how Poisson differ-
ential privacy becomes extremely relevant in tightly capturing privacy on datasets that are
relational or graph-based and only allow released statistics to be inherently discretized 4]

* A coarsened Neyman-Pearson lemma. Inspired by a Bayesian perspective of differen-
tial privacy [Strack & Yang| (2024), we prove (see Theorem 22)) exactly how the trade-off
functions T'(P, Q) on (2, F) degrade when we shrink the underlying the o-algebra of in-
formation from F to G, and demonstrate with a Gaussian exampl@’|(see Proposition .

2 HYPOTHESIS TESTING-BASED PRIVACY: DEFINITIONS AND MOTIVATIONS
We describe objects of the hypothesis-testing-based privacy framework and motivate our problem.

2.1 BASICS OF TRADE-OFF FUNCTIONS AND BLACKWELL ORDERING

Definition 1 (Trade-off function Dong et al.|(2022)). Given two probability distributions P, Q) on a
measurable space (W, Fyy), we define the trade-off function as the map = T'(P, Q) : [0,1] — [0, 1]

T(P,Q)(a) = igf{ﬂw =Eg[l—¢] | ap, =Eplp] <, ¢: (W, Fw)—[0,1] measurable}.
(1)

Intuition, the Neyman-Pearson optimizer. For any type I error a € [0,1], the trade-off function
(TOF) returns the smallest value of type Il error 3, over all possible Borel measurable test functions
©: W — [0,1]. As a consequence of Neyman-Pearson lemma|Polyanskiy & Wu|(2025)[Thm 14.11]
T(P,Q)(«) is achieved by the following likelihood ratio test for every o € [0, 1]

d dP d dP d dQ@ ,dP

" (w) =1 —Q>T*— +A"1 —Q:T*— ) —Q::—Q —

dp du du dp dpP dp’ dup

for 2 = P+ Q, are the ratio of Radon—Nikodym derivatives, and 7%, \* are determined as follows.
Choose T* € [0, 00| as the unique numberﬂ such that P (Z—% > 7'*) >a>P (%QD > 7'*), and

2 (Q,F) = [0,00] (2)
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Characterization of TOFS and their inverse. \Dong et al.|(2022)[ Prop 1] proved that the collection
of all trade-off functions T := {T'(P, Q) : (P, Q) on some measurable (W, F)} is the same asﬂ

T ={f:10,1] = [0,1] convex, continuous, decreasing and f(a) <1 — a forall a € [0,1]} (3)

Moreover, any such f € T can be realized as T(P, Q) on W = [0, 1], Fyy = Bjg 1) by taking P to be
the standard uniform probability measure U on ([0, 1], By 1]) and Q = Q to be a Borel probability

5The results extend with appropriate modifications for any symmetric log concave shift family on R.

SSuch a 7* uniquely exists as the CDF F : R — [0,1], defined as F(t) := P (92 < t) is monotone
increasing as a function of ¢ satisfying (t1 < t2 — F(t1) < F(t2)), right continuous (limq+, F'(t) = F(to))
with F(07) = Py (22 < 0) = 0 (lower limit of a) and lim¢—,  F/(t) = 1 (upper limit of ).

7As argued in [Torgersen| (1991) and is also immediate that the set 7 says the same, if we keep all the
conditions intact, except one, where we replace the condition f(z) < 1—z forall z € [0, 1] by just f(1) = 0.



measure on [0, 1] with cumulative distribution function Q([0,z]) = f(1 — z) for x € [0,1) and
having an atom at x = 1 of mass Q({1}) = 1 — f(0) whenever f(0) < 1. Finally, if f = T(P,Q)
then its generalized inverse is a trade off function and f~1 = T(Q, P) Dong et al.|(2022)[Lem A.2]

where =1 :[0,1] — [0, 1] defined as f~*(a) = inf{t € [0,1] : f(t) < a}forac[0,1]. (@)

Functional ordering and indistinguishability (privacy). One can define a functional ordering
Blackwell ordering: T(P',Q")(a) > T(P,Q)(«) forall o« € [0,1] (5)

capturing the intuition that the pair of distributions (P’, Q") defined on some space (W', Fyy) is
more difficult to distinguish from a sample than the pair (P, Q) defined on another space (W, Fy),
uniformly across every scale 0 < o < 1. We refer to[lorgersen|(1991)) for a comprehensive treatment
of equivalent conditions for this ordering also known as Blackwell-Le-Cam equivalence.

Blackwell ordering. Further, the functional ordering f > g for f,g € T (a partial ordering on T
since not all pairs are comparable) described above is equivalent to the Blackwell ordering |Dong
et al.|(2022)[Thm 2]. More precisely, T(P',Q")(a) > T(P, Q)(«) for all o € [0, 1] if and only if
there exists a Markov kernel R : W — W' |[Kallenberg|(2021)) such that (P’,Q") = (R(P), R(Q)).

2.2 BASICS OF f—DIFFERENTIAL PRIVACY, MOTIVATION OF OUR WORK

In this subsection, we introduce the f-differential privacy framework of |Dong et al.|(2022) based on
Blackwell ordering and specialize to Gaussian differential privacy to motivate our generalization.
Along the way, inspired by [Torgersen| (1991), we also state an equivalent way of describing the
f-differential privacy of |Dong et al.[(2022) through their minimum Bayes risks.

Definition 2 (f-differential privacy Dong et al[(2022)). For k € Z>1, given an input space (X, Fx)
and an output space (Y, Fy), a Markov kernel (randomized mechanism) M : X kY is said to

satisfy f-DP for some trade off function f € T if minimizing over neighboring datasets S, S’ € X

dH(é'l,lg’)ng<M(S)7M(S/))) > f pointwise on [0,1]. (6)

k dependence, intuition, post processing. For different values of k, one has different Markov
kernels M (k) and can allow different baseline trade off functions fx, € T. Let f = T(P, Q) for
probability measures P, () on a space (W, Fyy). Then the above definition captures the intuition that
distinguishing the outputs of M for any neighboring S, S’ € X'* is at least as hard as distinguishing
between a sample of P or (). Moreover, if M : X E 5 yis f-DPand R : ) — Z is a Markov
kernel independent of the data given M, then Ro M : X k _y Zisalso f-DPDong et al.| (2022).

Convex duality and connections to (¢,d)-DP and others. It follows from definition that if a
Markov kernel M satisfy f; DP for all ¢ € I, then it satisfy sup;.; f; DP. Moreover, Wasserman
& Zhou|(2010) established that satisfying (e, §)-DP in the classical sense is equivalent to satisfying
fe,s -DP in the sense above, with f. s(e) = max(0,1— ¢ —efa,e (1 - —a)) for € [0, 1]. As
a consequence of the two above and convex dualityﬂ for a symmetric trade off function f = f~1 we
have a Markov kernel M satisfy f-DP if and only if it satisfy (&, J(¢))-DP in the classical sense, for
alle > 0 with 6(¢) = 1+ f*(—e°), where f*(y) = sup,¢[o,1j(@y — f(«)) is the convex conjugate
of f. We refer to |Dong et al.| (2022)[ Appendix B] for the conversion of f-DP to divergence-based
DP. Inspired by [Torgersen| (1991), one can derive a duality relation between the trade-off curve

fla)=T(P,Q)(a) = igf{]EQ[l —¢] ’ Eplp] < a, ¢: (W, Fw)—[0,1] measurable},

and the minimum Bayes risk for the testing problem (P, Q) with prior (1 — A, \) for A € [0, 1]
b(\) = B(P,Q)(a) = mm{(1 — NEplg] + AEo[1 — ] | ¢: (W, Fy)— [0,1] measurable}.
©
(N

$Instead of the product metric space (X*, dgr) with the Hamming metric dp (z, y) = Zle 1(zi # ¥i),
one can consider any metric space (X, d) with the appropriate change in definitions. See|12|for more.
°A convex, continuous f : [0,1] — [0, 1] is the pointwise supremum of all affine functions lying below it.




The precise duality relation for the pair of functions f, b : [0, 1] — [0, 1] is given bym

fla) = sup lW] b(\) = inf [(1—)\)a+>\f(a)1. (8)

0<A<1 0<a<l1

The equivalence between f <> b gives rise to the an enumeration of all such functions {B(P, Q) :
[0,1] = [0,1] : (P, Q) probability measures on some (2, F)} as the following class.

B:={b:[0,1] = [0,1] | bconcaveand b(A) < min(A,1— A)forall A € [0,1]}  (9)

Moreover, Blackwell ordering f; > fs for f1, fo € T can be equivalently stated in terms of their
corresponding minimum Bayes risks b; > bs, pointwise on [0, 1]. So, the entire framework of f-
differential privacy proposed in|Dong et al.| (2022) can also be written equivalently in terms of the
minimum Bayes risk function b. However, working with b has the advantage that b is affine under
mixtures of experiments. More precisely, given pairs of binary (Blackwell-Le-Cam) experiments
E1= (1, F1, P1,Q1) and & = (Qa, Fa, Pa, (Q2), consider the mixture experimend

06 + (1= 0)E = (| |Q2,0(FLUF,), 0P + (1= 6) P2, 6Q1 + (1 — 6)Q2). (10)

Then B(5P1 + (1 — (5)P2,(5P1 + (1 — 5)P2) = (SB(Pl,Ql) + (1 — 5)B(P2’Q2) (11)
This affineness of the functional B is of importance in the sense that one can restrict the analysis of

experiments that are only supported on (€, F) = ({0, 1},2{%!}). It would be interesting to see the
consequences of this in the practice of formalizing differential privacy through the b function.

G,-DP and motivation of our work. A central question in this hypothesis testing-based f-DP
framework is to choose a statistically appropriate baseline trade-off function f depending on the
situation at hand. As a consequence of a central limit behavior, the focus of the paper |Dong et al.
(2022) was on the special case of a mechanism M satisfying G,,-DP by letting the baseline trade off

2

function f = G, = T(P,Q) where P = N (—“;, ,u2) andQ = N (%,/ﬁ) for some 1 € R. Our

motivation is to search for a universal list of baseline TOFs f = T'(P, ) beyond the Gaussian one.

2.3 COMPOSITION AND BEYOND THE UNIVERSAL CENTRAL LIMIT BEHAVIOUR

Now, our interests are in quantifying how privacy degrades when we compose a sequence of mecha-
nisms My, - - - , M,, on a (fixed) private data set S € X'* in which each analysis is informed by prior
analyses on the same data set, and more and more analysis is publicly released with increasing n.
For simplicity, we keep the o-algebras and the measurability conditions implicit in definitions.

Definition 3 (Composition of private mechanisms |Dong et al.| (2022), Kallenberg| (2021))). Con-
sider a Markov kernel M, : X* — Y\, and conditional on the following pair (data, first output) =
(S, M1(S)), let My : X* x Y1 — Vs be another Markov kernel. The joint Markov kernel (random-
ized mechanism) M = (My, My) : X* — Y1 x Vs is defined is M (S) = (M1(S), M2(S, M1(S))).

Intuition and n step generalization. Given the dataset .S, the distribution of output of the joint
mechanism M (S) is constructed from the marginal distribution of M; (S) on Y; and the conditional
distribution of M (.S, y1) on Y given M7 (S) = y;. More generally, given a sequence of Markov
kernels M; : XF x Yy x -+ x V;_1 — Y;, we can recursively define the joint mechanism as
their composition M = (My,---,M,) : X*¥ — Y} x --- x )),. Now, with increasing n, we
publicly release more and more analysis of the dataset .S, first M;(S) then My (S, M1(S)), then
M;5(S, M1 (S), M2(S, M1(S))), and continue. The key question of how the privacy degrades as the
number of analyses increases, namely under composition leads us to the following definition.

Definition 4 (Tensor product Dong et al|(2022)). Consider trade off functions f = T(P,Q) for
probability measures (P, Q) on some space (W, Fy) and g = T(P’, Q') for probability measures
(P, Q") on some space (W', Fy). We define the tensor product trade off function as [ ® g =
T(PRP,Q®Q"), where (P P',Q ® Q') are the product measures on W x W', Fyy & Fir).

19This representation writes out f as a suprema over linear functions f(a) = SUPp<a<1 [L(A) - L;A) al,

X

""The intuition is that in practice the mixture experiment is performed by deciding with probabilities (5, 1 —

0) whether to perform a sample from &; or £ and then a sample is drawn. The output of the experiment has
the form (I, Xr), where [ is the index {1, 2} of which experiment is performed and X7 is the sample itself.



Well-definedness and basic properties. By definition f ® g is a trade-off function. Dong et al.
(2022)[Lem C.2] showed that f ® g is well defined in the sense that if f = T'(P,Q) = T(P,Q),
then T(P® P,Q® Q') = T(P ® P',Q ® Q). Moreover, we have Dong et al.| (2022)[Prop D.1,
D.2] monotonicity: g1 > g implies f ® g1 > f ® go, commutativity: f ® g = g ® f, associativity:
(fRg)@h=f®(g®h),identity: fRI =1 f = fwithI(a)=1-afora € [0,1],
inverse: (f®g)~' = f~®g~!, with a trivial limit: for any trade off function 7 > f # I, we have
lim,, o f€"(a) = 0 for all @ € (0,1] as a consequence of Polyanskiy & Wu| (2025)[Rem 7.6].
Now, we state the celebrated composition theorem that tightly quantifies the privacy degradation of
sequential mechanisms with the tensor product construction of trade off functions.

Theorem 1 (Tightest composition theorem). |Dong et al.|(2022)[Thm 4] For 1 < i < n consider
Markov kernels M; as above so that M; (-, y1,- -+ ,yi—1) : XF — Y satisfy f;-DP for all y, €
Vi, ,yi—1 € Vi—1. Then the joint mechanism M = (M, --- , M,,) satisfy f ® - -+ & f,-DP.

Before stating a central limit behavior of nearly perfect private mechanisms as the number of com-
positions n 1T oo, we need to define a few moment functionals of the log likelihood ratio (LLR)

of P and () such that f T(P,Q). The functionals kI(f) := — fo log |f(z |dx ko(f) =

fol log? | f'(z)|dz, k3(f) = fo |log | f"(x | dr,R3(f) = fo | log | f/(x)| + KI(f ‘ dx (this one
requires kI(f) < o0) take values in [0, +-00]. Now, consider a triangular array of Markov kernels
(randomized mechanisms) { M1, ..., M, 152 where M,,; satisfy f,,;-DP for 1 < i < nl

Theorem 2. \Dong et al.| (2022)[Thm 6] Let {fn; : 1 < i < n}S2, be a triangular array of
symmetric (f = f~') trade-off functions and assume for constants k > 0 and s > 0 as n — oo we
have Y7 kI(frni) = k,maxi<ij<n kKI(fni) = 0,51 Ko(fni) = 8%, > i) £3(fni) — 0. Then,

li_rn Jn1 @+ @ fan(a) = Gapys(a) uniformly for all o € [0, 1]. (12)

Limitation of G ,,-DP and a non-Gaussian (Poisson) limit illustration. The above theorem shows
(under its assumptions) that the composition of nearly perfect DP mechanisms M,,; ® - -- ® M,

asymptotically satisfy Gy /s-DP, where G, = T' (N (—;, 7 ) N (“;,;ﬁ)). But, consider the

baseline TOFs f,,; =T (Ber ()‘—nl) , Ber (7)) for i € [n], then it follows from the Neyman-Pearson
lemma @) and law of small numbers that uniformly for all « € [0, 1] (see Corollary@])

®n ®n
fr1® @ fon(a) =T <Ber (2) ,Ber <);f) ) (@) (13)

=T (Bin (n Anl) ,Bin (n f)) (@) = T(P(\1), P(\2)) (@), (14)

where P(A1), P()\2) denotes Poisson distributions with mean A; and As for some Ay, A2 > 0. This
example is clearly beyond the reach of the framework of Gaussian differential privacy, and depicts
that based on the situation at hand, the baseline trade-off functions could be non-Gaussian. We unify
Gaussian and Poisson limits under the framework of infinite divisibility Janssen et al.[(1985).

On the s = 2k conjecture of Dong et al. (2022). It was remarked in|Dong et al.|(2022) that ‘in all
examples of the application of Theorem it is observed that s> = 2k. We resolve this conjecture
positively in our infinitely divisible setting as a consequence of a contiguity requirement.

2.4 INFINITELY DIVISIBLE DISTRIBUTIONS AND LEVY-KHINTCHINE FORMULA

Now, we define infinitely divisible distributions, give some examples, state basic properties includ-
ing closure under scaling and convolution, and weak limits, describe their appearances as distribu-
tional limits of sums of triangular arrays of (row-wise) IID random variables [Kallenberg| (2021).

Definition S (Infinitely divisible distribution (IDD)). A random variable X on R is called infinitely
divisible if V' n € Z>, there exists IID random variables X1, - -+ , Xy, such that X 4 2?21 X

Equivalent definitions. A probability measure 1 € P(R, Bg) or its (equivalent) Fourier transform
a(t) = p(e™™) for t € Ris called infinitely divisible if for every n € Z>, there exists a probability



measure (which is also umque) un € P(R, BR) such that y = ™ or equivalently fi(t) = [, (t)"™
fort € R, where [, f(x)dp*v(z fR? x+y)du(z)dv(y) defines the convolution of measures
u * v by varying f. We denote W1th T the collection of all infinitely divisible distributions on R.

Intuition, Gaussian and Compound Poisson examples in Z. The notion of infinitely divisible dis-
tribution captures the intuition that the random variable X can be broken into smaller IID pieces of
,te
R for some m,o € R, Compound Poisson distribution po 4 Zi:l X;, with IID X; ~ ﬁ for

i € Z>1 and independent N ~ P(|lv]]) L {X;};>1, where v is a (uniquely determined from 12)
positive finite Borel measure on R\ {0} of total mass [|v|| = v(R) «» log fio(t) = [5 (™" —1)dv(z).

. 2,2
arbitrary order. Elements of Z include Normal distribution p1; = L mtoZ < fir (t) = eitm="3

*k
One can also represent the measure fi2(v) = > _jc7. e V(R VT' asa P01sson mixture of measures.

Basic closure properties of Z. 7 is closed under some algebraic properties including affine change:
T > X implies ¢y X +co € Zforcy,ce € R, convolution: X7 1L Xy € Zimplies X = X7+ X5 € 7.
As a consequence we have an independent sum of Gaussian and Compound Poisson X = m+ocZ+

Zi]\il X as described above, is also infinitely divisible. Z is also closed under analytic properties
including weak convergence: T > p, 4 w implies 1 € Z. Consequently, Poisson, Geometric,

Negative Binomial, as well as Chi-square, Exponential, Gamma, and Cauchy are all elements of Z.
Moreover, a probability measure £ on (R, Bg) is infinitely divisible if and only if there is a sequence

of positive finite Borel measures {v, }nez., on R\ {0} so that yi2(vy,) 4 (¢ Kallenberg| (2021).
Generalization of CLT and parametrizing limits as elements of IDD. A remarkable generaliza-
tion of the central limit theorem says if © € P(RR, Bgr) is such that there exists a triangular array of

(row-wise) IID random variables {X,,; : 1 < ¢ < n},>; such that Y ;| X,; 4 i, then p € T
Durrett| (2019), Bose et al.[(2002)). In fact, something more general holds, where one can drop the
identically distributed conditionon the triangular array, and replace it with a weaker condition on
the triangular array also known as the uniformly asymptotically negligible condition given by

lim max P[|X,;| >¢]=0foralle >0 (15)

n—oo 1<i<n
Even under such weaker row-wise independent triangular array, {X,,; : 1 < i < nlpez.,, if

Z?Zl Xni 4 1, then p € 7 [Klenke| (2008). This enumeration of all possible limit distributions
as elements of Z is also the key technical ingredient of our enumeration of all possible baseline
trade-off functions. We will establish our results again in two such stages like the above.

Lévy-Khintchine representation of IDD. Every IDD p on R has a unique Lévy-Khintchine
parametrization (m, o, v) of their Fourier transform with Gaussian and Compound Poisson parts,
with v a positive Borel measure on R \ {0} satisfying [, (2* A 1)dv(z) < oo Kallenberg| (2021)

log fi(t) = itm — %t202 + /(em: —1—itzl(|z] < 1))dv(x). (16)
R

Kolmogorov series representation of IDD. Consider m € R, o € R>(. Then one can define

X=m+oZ+Xo+ Y (Xp—E[Xy]) (17)
k6221

a random series with independent random variables Z 4N (0,1), X 4 p2(vy) on a com-
mon probability space (Q F) where the positive finite Borel measures vy is supported on [}, :=
1 1 1

(_Ev —m} U [1@ 1 k I As a consequence of Kolmogorov three series theorem, it is neces-
sary and sufficient that keZos E[ (X —E[X k]) ] < oo, for the infinite series representation to
converge almost surely. Moreover, E[Xy] = [zvg(de), E[ (X, — E[X}]) ] [ 2?vg(dz), and
Shezo, B[ (X —E[Xi])?] <00 ¢ [22d Y0y vi(z) < 00 <> [(2? A1)dv(z) < 0o where
v=> 7., Vk 18 the canonical measure of the infinitely divisible distribution 1 Klenke| (2008).

2We still keep the independence of elements of the row {X,; : 1 < i < n} for every row.
3We follow the convention that % = 00 here to also include the case k£ = 0 for vg.



2.5 RESOLUTION OF THE s = 2k CONJECTURE

One of the major conclusions of the[Dong et al.|(2022)) paper was that under the limit of large number
of compositions of private mechanisms, a natural baseline trade-off function is the Gaussian trade-

off function f =T (N (—%, ;ﬁ) , N (%, ,u2)) for some 1 € R. But, as we saw earlier inthat

this framework does not capture the Poisson example f = T'(P(A1), P(\2)). We show that under
the limit of large number of compositions of private mechanisms, an enumeration of all the baseline
trade-off functions (encompassing both Gaussian and Poisson case) is given by the following.

Ir ={f=T(P,Q): P €ZanddQ(z) = e"dP(z)} (18)
Theorem 3. Consider the infinitely divisible distribution P 4k + |s|Z with only Gaussian com-

ponent Z ~ N(0,1),k,s € R. If dQ(z) = edP(z) is a probability measure, then s> = 2k. More
precisely, for a Gaussian P € T so that its Esscher tilt dQ(x) = e*dP(x) is a probability measure

and T(P,Q) € Iy ifand only if P = N (—%Q,MQ).

Proof. The proof follows immediately from a computation of the moment-generating function of a
Gaussian distribution, saying that 1 = Q(R) = Eplexp(z)] = exp (—k + %2) — 52 = 2k. O

Now, in the following lemma, we describe the basic properties of trade-off functions in general and
show that the class of infinitely divisible trade-off functions Z; that captures both the Gaussian
T (N(0,1), N(p,1)) and the Poisson T'(P(A1), P()A2)) trade-off functions.

Lemma 4. Closure of trade-off functions under bijections and likelihood-ratios.

1. For two random variables defined X, Y on some probability space (2, F,P) and constants
0 # c1,¢0 € Rwe have T(X,Y) = T(c1X + co, 1Y + ¢2), where we denote for any

random elements (2, F,P) 4P (X, Fx) trade-off function T(A, B) := T(Pa, Pg) with
Py =Po A™!, Pg = P o B! are the corresponding distributions. More generally, for

any bijective measurable map (X, Fx) Lt (Y, Fy) we have T(A, B) = T(h(A), h(B)).

2. For any two probability distributions P,Q on some measurable space (X, Fx) we have
—1 -1
T(P,Q) =T(Lp,Lg), where Lp :== P o (log Z—%) ,Lo:=Qo (10g Z—g) are the

distributions of the likelihood ratio log % under their respective probability measures.

3. Gaussian We observe that if P % N (—";,;ﬂ), then dQ(z) = e®dP(z) N (%2, uz).
So, the Gaussian trade-off curve as observed in|Dong et al.|(2022) belongs to L.

4. Poisson. The Poisson curve T(P(A1), P(\2)) € Ip, since T(P,Q) = T(P(A1), P(\2),
where P2\ — Ao + Nlog (i—f) with N ~ P(\1) and dQ(x) = e*dP(x).

Proof. 1. Observe that from Blackwell’s theorem |Dong et al.| (2022)) post-processing always
increases the trade-off function. Therefore, for any measurable functions (X, Fy) LN
(Y, Fy), we have T'(h(A),h(B)) > T(A, B). Moreover, if h is bijective, reversing the
process above yields T'(h(A), h(B)) > T(h=t(h(A)),h~1(h(B))) = T(A, B). Now, for
scalar (or even vector) valued random variables, scaling (z — ¢12, ¢; # 0) and translations
(x — x + ¢o) are measurable bijections, and hence the equality.

2. Let X ~ P,Y ~ @ for random variables X,Y on some probability space (2, 7, P). Let
L =log % the likelihood ratio, considered as a random variable (X', Fy) — R. Again, by
post-processing, T (L(X), L(Y)) > T(X,Y) = T(P, Q). Now, for the reverse inequality,
we apply the Neyman-Pearson likelihood ratio test (2) for the pair (P, Q) of size «.

st () ) () ) -3



with §2 := 42 /98 (X, Fx) — [0, o0], where the thresholds 7 € [0, o0, A* € [0, 1] are

chosen as in (2)) so that Ep[¢*] = . Type I and type II errors are given by (t* = log 7*)
a=Eple*] =Ep[I1{L > t*} + X*I{L =t"}] = P[L > t*] + N*P[L =t*], (19)
T(X,Y)(a) =T(P,Q)() =1 -Eqlp"] =1 - QL > t"] — X" Q[L =t"}]. (20)

Now, consider the trade-off function between Py L(X) and Py 4 L(Y") with the test
*(xz) = {z > t*} + A* 1{z = t*} to have the type I error Ep, [¢*] = « and type II
error T(L(X),L(Y))(a) <1 —Ep, [¢*] = T(X,Y)(a). Since « € [0, 1] was arbitrary,
we have T(X,Y) = T(L(X), L(Y)). Combining both inequalities proves the claim.

3. Observe that a shifted and scaled Gaussian P = N (—7, 1 ) “72 + |u|Z is indeed
infinitely divisible and its Esscher tilt Q[R] = Eplexp(z)] = exp (—% + %) ~1,and

therefore () is a probability measure. Moreover, the moment generating function (MGF)

Eqlexp(tz)] = Eplexp((t + 1)z)] = exp ((t +1) (—“22 + %(t + 1)u2))
= exp (tl; + t2:2> =E[exp (t (,u; + ,u|Z>) | fort € R.

. . . . d
Since the moment generating function of () matches that of a Gaussian, we have QQ =

& 1 |u|Z. Now the equality T'(P,Q) = T(Z, Z + 1) = T(N(0,1), N(, 1)) for z > 0
follows from the first part of the lemma about the invariance of trade-off curves under
(common) translations and scaling, and additional translation symmetries of the Gaussian
tradeoff functions T(Z + ¢1, Z + ¢2) = T(Z,Z + co — ¢1) for ¢, c2 € R.

I 0 [ [
T(P,Q) =T (—2 + iz, 5+ |MZ> T (—5 +2.5+ Z) —T(Z,Z + p).
21

4. Consider a shifted and scaled Poisson P = A1 — A2+ Ny log ( ) with Ny ~ P(\1), and

therefore infinitely divisible and Q[R] = Ep[exp(z)] = exp ()\1 — A+ XN (AT — )) =
1, therefore () is a probability measure. Moreover, the moment generating function (MGF)

/\2 t+1
Eqlexp(ta)] = Ep[exp((t + 1)2))] = exp ((t 10— A2+ Ay ((A) - 1))

= exp (t()\l —A2) + Ay ((;i)t - 1)) = E[exp (t ()‘1 A2 + Nz log (il»)]

where No ~ P()2). Since the moment generating function of ) matches that of a
scaled and shifted Poisson, we have @ 4 A1 — A2 + Nalog (%) Now the equality

T(P,Q) =T(P(A1), P(A2)) for A1, Az > 0 follows from the first part of the lemma about
the invariance of trade-off curves under (common) translations and scaling |

Ao A
T(P,Q)ZT( )\2+N110g(/\1> A1 — >\2+N210g(/\i>)=T(N17N2)

O

Now, in the following lemma, we describe the basic properties of infinitely divisible trade-off func-
tions, from which a closure of Z7 under pointwise limits Zy O f,, — f € Zr can also be inferred.

4Observe that equality holds if \; = X2 > 0, and we do not need to apply any invariance properties.



Lemma 5. Basic properties of the infinitely divisible trade-off functions.

1. Tensor product. Consider Py, P, € T with their corresponding Esscher tilts QQ1, Q2. Then
the tensor product f = T(Py ® P2,Q1 ® Q2) = T(P,Q) € Zr with P = Py x P> and
dQ = e*dP. This immediately extends to (P;, Q;)?_, for P; € I for any n € Z>1 as well.

2. Infinite divisibility. For any trade off function f = T(P,Q) € Iy and any n € Z> there
exists a trade off function f, = T(P,, Q) € Iy such that f = f&™.

Proof. 1. Observe that the likelihood ratio of the tensor product pairs of distributions satisfies
dQ1 ® @2\
Lp,gp, = (PL® P)o <10g ib o D =P x P, =: P, and (22)
dQ1 ® Q2

-1
dLg,eq, = d(Q1 ® Q2) o log (dP1 = dpz) = e"dP; « Py = ¢"dP =: dQ. (23)

Now, using the lemma above, we have T'(P; ® P>, Q1 ® Q2) = T(Lp,op,, Lg,20,) =
T(P,Q). Finally, observe that P, * P is infinitely divisible if P; and P, are [Kallen-
berg| (2021) since the addition of two independent infinitely divisible random vari-
ables is also an infinitely divisible random variable. Moreover, Ep, .p,[exp(z)] =
Ep, [exp(z)]|Ep, [exp(z)] = 1 satisfies the normalization requirement.

2. Observe that by the definition of infinite divisibility of P 4 x satisfying Ep[exp(z)] =
Elexp(X)] = 1, for every n € Z>; we have P = P for some probability measure
P, on (R, Bg) such that 1 = Eplexp(z)] = (Ep, [exp(x)])". Then, from the positivity
of the quantity Ep_[exp(z)] > 0, we have Ep_[exp(z)] = 1, and so dQ,, = e¢®dP, is a
probability measure. Moreover, from the Levy-Khintchine characterization (m, o, v) of the
characteristic function P(t) of an infinitely divisible distribution P, it follows that P, itself

is an infinitely divisible distribution with its Levy-Khintchine triplet (%, %, %) Now,
fon =T (P Q%) = T(P,Q), where P = P, and dQ = e®dP.

O

3 TECHNICAL RESULTS

In this section, we prove the main technical result of the paper, establishing why is the collection of
infinitely divisible trade-off functions Zr appears under the limit of a large number of compo-
sitions of (nearly perfect) differentially private mechanisms, as a converse of the result[3]

Theorem 6. Consider a sequence of trade off functions { fu}nez., such that f,(0) = 1 for all
n € Z>1 and f@"(a) = foo(v) pointwise on [0,1] for some trade-off function fo (1), then foo is
an infinitely divisible trade off function. More precisely fo, € Trp.

Proof. We prove it in a few steps. First, recall that any trade-off function f € 7 can be realized as
f = T(P,Q) on the measurable space (W, Fyy) = ([0, 1], Bjg,1)) by taking P to be the standard
uniform probability measure U on ([0, 1], Bjo,1)) and @ = Q; to be a Borel probability measure
on [0, 1] with a cumulative distribution function Q([0, z]) = f(1 —x) for z € [0, 1) and having an
atom at = 1 of mass Q({1}) = 1 — f(0) whenever f(0) < 1@ So, for tradeoff functions f,
with f,,(0) = 1 we have f,, = T(P,Q,,), where P = U as above and Q,, := Q;, < Iﬂsince

SThis choice is called the canonical pairs of probability measures (U, Q ) for f|Torgersen| (1991).
'®For two probability measures Q < P on (X, Fx) means that forall A € Fx if P(A) =0 — Q(A) =0
or equivalently for all measurable functions (X, Fx) — [0,1] we have Ep(p) = 0 — Eqg(p) = 0.
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fn(0) = More precisely, f,,(0) = 1 is equivalent to the fact Q,, < P@ Therefore, f,(0) =1
implies @,, has no atom or, more precisely, no singular component with respect to P = U.

Second, f&" =T (U®", Q%™) converges t0 foo = T'(Pso, Qoo) pointwise (hence uniformly [Dong
et al. (2022),Lehmann et al. (1986)1?] for some pairs of probability measures (Pno, Qo) ON a mea-
surable space (Q,]—" Now, f,(0) = 1foralln € Z>1 — fo(0) = 1 which is equivalent to
Qoo < Px. This is an equivalent reformulation of contiguity for (U®", Q%™)|Le Cam| (1986).

Third, the pointwise convergence of trade-off functions for the sequence (U®™, Q™) to the trade-
off function for the pair (Ps,, Q) is equivalent to weak convergence of the sequence on R

dQenr 1y dQo g
[7®n n =
° <log dU®”> Foo 0 (log dP4 = L(Pe) @4)

Now, we observe that on the canonical probability space ( [0,1]™, By, U ®”) the random vari-

able log (332: (21, x) ) = o0, log (%22 (2;)) is a sum of independent and identically dis-

au

tributed random variables. Moreover, by assumption of the theorem, this IID sum converges in dis-
tribution to a probability distribution L(P.,). Now, by the fundamental theorem of infinitely divisi-
ble distributions™]| L(P.,) is infinitely divisible, and moreover T'(Pao, Qoo) = T(L(Ps), L(Qwo))
where dL(Qo)(z) = e*dL(Px)(x). Hence, foo = T(Pso, Qo) € Zr is infinitely divisible. [

A Gaussian example. Consider the case f,,(-) = T(N(0,1), N (in,1))(-) = ®(®" (1 — ) — pp,
for p, > 0. Then f,(0) = 1, and by the dimension-freeness of Gaussian trade-off function
we have f&"(-) = T(N(0,1), N(pnv/n,1)) = ®(®~1(1 — ) — pn+/n). Therefore, the pointwise
convergence of f&" to a limiting trade-off function f € 7 immediately implies that the sequence
{ttnv/n : n € Z>1} has to converge, and moreover, the lim,, o tin/7 = fioo has to be finite,
because the trade-off function f., has to have the form fo(-) = ®(®~1(1 — ) — poo), and if
loo = 00, then foo = a contradiction. We compute non-Gaussian examples in section

The Contiguity assumption in Theorem @ The assumption of f,(0) = 1 foralln € Z>; in
Theorem [6 is maintained so that the canonical pair of probability measures P = U and Q,, :=
Qy, satisfy absolute continuity ), < U for all n € Zx;. Consequently, our results are not
directly applicable to the convergence of trade-off functions involving f. s with d, > 0 for all
n € Z>1. However, the tensor product decomposition f. s = f. 0 ® fos as observed in [Dong
et al.|(2022)) immediately allows us to apply our results directly to the f,, = f. o part and treat the

"This follows from the fact that by definition of f, € 7 () we have Q,, is absolutely continuous with
respect to U on [0, 1) with Radon-Nikodym density dd%," (z) = —f7(1 — ), P almost everywhere on [0, 1),
(fn is convex and therefore Lebesgue almost differentiable [Rockafellar| (1970)). Now f,,(0) = 1 implies that

this absolute continuity @, < U extends to the entire closed interval [0, 1].

8Q, < P — “for measurable (X, Fx) % [0,1] we have Ep(p) = 0 — Eq, () =0 — f,(0) = 1.

The intuition is that if a collection of monotone functions f,, : [0,1] — [0, 1] converges pointwise to a
continuous monotone function f : [0,1] — [0, 1], then the convergence is uniform. Moreover, the domain
(in this case [0, 1]) need not be compact, only the range (in this case [0, 1]) needs to be. The version, where
trade-off functions {(fn)nez-,, f} are replaced by cumulative distributive function {(F)nez-,, F'} with F'
continuous, this is known as the Glivenko-Cantelli lemma or the fundamental theorem of statistics, whose finite
sample concentration is known as the Dvoretzky—Kiefer—Wolfowitz inequality [Kallenberg| (2021).

2QObserve that we are not taking the canonical choice for f, because we believe the infinite divisible
parametrization Z7 is more useful for expressing limiting trade-off functions and practically more informa-
tive in the sense that will be once we demonstrate the procedures on how to achieve such privacy requirements.

2IThis equivalence of weak convergence of ‘Blackwell experiments’ for the two point set @ = {0, 1} and
different equivalences has been established in detail in|Le Caml (1986), Torgersen| (1991). The version with
weak convergence of the likelihood ratio (under the null) to the likelihood ratio under the limiting null is
ubiquitous in statistics, and the pointwise convergence of the trade-off functions to a limiting trade-off function
can be exactly written as ‘Le Cam distance’ between (U®", Q®™) and (P, Q) going to zero.

2The fundamental theorem of infinitely divisible distributions Durrett| (2019) says that if a probability mea-
sure p on (IR, Br) is such that there exists a sequence of probability measures {/tn tnez-., on (R, Br) satisfying

weak convergence under convolutions ;" 4 1, then 4 is infinitely divisible.
3 Observe that for any o > 0 we have foo(a) = ®(®7 (1 — @) — peo) = 0 whenever oo = 00, and
therefore the continuity requirement on f throughout the closed interval on [0, 1] implies that fo (0) = 0.
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fn = fo,s, part separately, as has been done in|Dong et al.|(2022) using the identity fy 5, ® fo,5, =
Jo,1—(1-6,)(1—6,)- Moreover, as Dong et al.| (2022) established the limits of such tensor products

f(?g — foo = fo1—c—5 Where fo1_.—s(0) =1 —0 # 1 whenever § > 0. (25)

So foo = fo,1—¢-s is not infinitely divisible according to our definition of Z7. On a different note,
we believe that our conclusions of Theorem [6] will continue to hold under the weaker assumption
that f,,(0) need not to be equal to 1, but we require f&™(0) — 1 as n — oo.

The Convergence assumption in Theorem [6|. The assumption g,, (@) := f&"(a) — foo(a) was
made pointwise on [0, 1] for some trade-off function f (I in the statement of Theorem@ This is
natural since our primary goal was to enlarge the class of Gaussian trade-off functions obtained in
Dong et al.[(2022) and to see what class of trade-off functions can be obtained in general under the
composition of a large number of nearly perfect differentially private operations, under the assump-
tion that these degradation curves g,, :== f©™ do converge to a limiting trade-off curve. However, in
practice of differential privacy through the f-differential privacy framework, one has to equivalently
show (under the assumptions of our Theorem [6) that if f,, = T'(P,,Q,) with f,(0) = 1, then
f&m — f.. for some limiting trade-off function, fo, = T(Ps, Qo) is the same as the following
(possibly more tractable) distributional convergence of the likelihood ratio under the null

dQe™ dQwe
under P, log g%;n 4 x Liog d%w under P (26)

dQ%?L
dpP3™
models, including the locally asymptotically normal, Poisson and Compound Poisson families.

In section we show the distributional convergence of log under P, for various statistical

Blackwell-Le-Cam equivalence. Observe that our conditions of Theorem [6| only involve trade-off
functions {f,, : n € Z>1}, f, and it is deliberate since the definition of f-differential privacy of
a mechanism [2| does not involve any details of the binary experiment & = (92, F, P, @), except
that it works for any such equivalent representation of the baseline trade-off function f through
f = T(P,Q). This relates to the Blackwell-Le Cam equivalence of experiments, which we will
briefly describe for binary experiments with a parameter set © = {0, 1} consisting of two elements.

Given two binary experiments & = (1, Fi1, P1,Q1), &2 = (Qa, Fa, P2, Q2), a notion of distance
between &1, & (better known as Le-Cam deficiency) was defined in Le Cam|(1986) that is given as

Le-Cam distance: A(&;, &) = max(6(€1,E2), (&, 1)), where 27)

Le-Cam deficiency: 6(&1,&3) = . fi?i(ﬂ - )max(||RP1 — P|1, |IRQ1 — Q2]l1), (28)
: 1,771 2,772

where the infimum is taken over all (appropriate) Markov kernels R and for a pair of probability
measures fi1, (o on (L, Fa), |11 — pol|1 := supge 7, |11 (A) — p2(A)| is the total variation distance.

One of the key results of [Le Cam| (1986)), Torgersen| (1991) is that A(&;,&2) = 0 if and only if
fi:=T(P1,Q1) = T(P2,Q2) =: fa. Moreover, fo > f; if and only if §(&1, E2) = 0 if and only
if there exists a Markov kernel R : (Q1,F1) — (92, F2) such that RP; = P and RQ; = Q-.
Furthermore, the correspondence £ = (2, F, P, Q) + f = T'(P, Q) preserves the Le-Cam distance
in the following sense and therefore is quantitative, since [Torgersen| (1991)[Corollary 9.3.27] states

V2A(E1, &) = AQW,QP), where the (29)
cumulative distribution functions F'(")| F(2) of probability measures Q"), Q) on [0, 1] are given
by QV[0,a] =1 — f;(a) for a € (0,1] and QW [{0}] = (1 — f;(0)), fori € {1,2}  (30)

and A(Q™), Q®) denotes the Levy distance between the probability measures Q"), Q(®) through
their cumulative distribution functions F(1), F(2) on [0, 1] as |Kallenberg| (2021)

AFD FOYy=inf{e >0: FP(x—e) —e < FW(2) < F@ (x4 &)+ eforall z € [e,1 —¢]}.

(€29)
The key observations about the Levy-distance A(-, -) (hence A for binary ©) is that it precisely cap-
tures convergence in distribution. More precisely, our assumption in Theorem [6]about the pointwise
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convergence of £ — f., on [0,1] @is the equivalent to the condition that A(1— f&™,1— f) —
0, and therefore captures the meaning of convergence of experiments A(EZ™, £,,) — 0 where the
correspondence &, = (P, Qn) = fr = T(Py, Q) and Ex = (P, Qn) = foo = T(Pxo, Qoo)-

From the definition of A(&, &), given a fixed parameter set © = {0,1} (in our case) one can
(consistently) define a equivalence class of experiments [£] := {&; : A(E, &) = 0} with the same
trade-off curve f < [£]. Now, in the f-differential privacy framework of Dong et al.| (2022), it
only depends on the equivalence classes of experiments and not the exact representation, such as
f =T(P,Q). However, this explicit representation f = T'(P, Q) is important in practice since, one
has to implement a Markov kernel (a generalized noise-adding mechanism) such as adding Gaussian
noise to achieve Gaussian differential privacy f = T(N(0,1)N(u, 1)).

This is the reason our explicit parametrization of infinitely divisible trade-off functions f,, =
T(Px, Q) of Zy is important, and we will demonstrate in section 4| how to achieve infinitely
divisible privacy for a large class of infinitely divisible trade-off functions foo = T(Ppso, @0 ), in-
cluding the practically relevant Poisson case foo = T(P(\1), P(A2)).

Large deviation regime versus infinitely divisible regime. Instead of a sequence {f, : n €
Z>1} of trade-off functions and considering their tensor product f2", if one takes a single trade-off
function f (independent of ) and considers f®", one has a large deviation principle

2
lim 1 log %" (a) = / log | f'(x)|dz, forall « € (0,1) (32)
0

n—o00 N

where zy = f~1(0) is the first zero of f, where f~! is the generalized inverse of f (@) (seeDong
et al.| (2022)[Prop B.4], [Polyanskiy & Wu! (2025), [Torgersen| (1991)). Although our focus is on the
infinitely divisible (central limit) regime, where there is some non-trivial privacy left even after a
large number of nearly perfect private operations. The large deviation regime is also of interest and
has been used in the theoretical development of watermark detection for LLMs |Li et al.| (2025).

Some consequences in practice. One can observe that, as a consequence of the continuous mapping
theorerrFE] the mean of the distribution L(P) can be expressed in terms of the sequence { f, }nez., -

Euirmle] = Br[log (§2)) = Jin, iEU[Iog (%o )1 =t n [ (log (41— 2))) da.

n—oo
(33)
Moreover, the cumulant generating function (CGF) of the distribution L(P) for ¢ € [0, 1]@ can be
expressed through the trade-off function sequence as well { fn}nezzl .

log Er,(p)lexp(tz)] = logEp| (Eﬁg)t] = lim nlog (/01 (—f(1—a)) dm) ] (34)

n—00

As a consequence, one can differentiate both sides with respect to ¢ and derive an expression for
moments of L(P) in terms of the sequence of { f,, }nez., Nica & Speicher|(2006).

Triangular systems of differentially private procedures. Now, we rephrase the implications of
the above statement in the f-differential privacy framework, where we consider triangular arrays of
trade-off functions { f,,; : 1 < i < n}yez., with f,,;(0) = 1foralll < i <n € Z>;. We consider
the tensor product f,,1 @+ ® frn = T(U®", Q1 ® -+ - @ Qny), where U is the uniform probability
measure on ([0, 1], Bjg 1)) and Q,;[0, 2] = fpn:(1 — ) satisfying Q,; < U. Now, if we assume that

*The assumption f,,(0) = 1 (hence fuoo (0) = 1) is there to ensure that Qoo <& Pro for foo = T(Poo, Qoo).

»To be mathematically precise, we need the uniform integrability condition on the sequence of random
variables { (%22)},,cz_ , under U®™ Kallenberg|(2021) so that we can use X, 4 X = E[X.] > E[X].

26 As pointed out in Torgersen|(1991) the CGF might not be well defined outside ¢ € [0,1].

(P,Q) — Ep [ (%)t ] is also known as the Renyi-divergence or Hellinger transform of order ¢ |Polyan-
skiy & Wu|(2025). In Le-cam’s theory of weak convergence of experiments for the two-point set © = {0, 1},
convergence of the Hellinger transforms of all orders ¢ € [0, 1] for the pair (U®™, Q%™) to that of the limiting

pair (P, Q) is another equivalent conditions along with the weak convergence of the likelihood ratios under the
null, and the Le-cam deficiency metric A(&,,, ) between £, = (U®™, Q%™) and £ = (P, Q) going to zero.
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fn1 ® -+ ® fnn converges pointwise to f = T'(P, Q) for some trade-off function f@ by Le Cam
(1986); [Torgersen| (1991) , it becomes equivalent to the weak convergence of the likelihood ratio

-1 —1
Ut o <1og m @;&g? dQ"”) 4 po <1og jg)

1EN

L(P). (35)

Now, the likelihood ratio log (%(mh - 7xn)) =>" log (dU (:cz)) on the proba-

bility space ([0 1", Bjo,q», U ®") is a random variable that is a sum of independent random vari-

ables {log (dQ”’) _, under U®". This holds true for every n € Z>1. Now, under the technical

assumption of a uniformly asymptotically negligible condition,

lim max U (a: €[0,1] : |log (dggi

n—oo 1<i<n

(x)) | > 8) =(0foralle > 0, (36)
the limiting distribution L(P) is still an IDD with its Esscher tilt distribution dL(Q) = e*dL(P)(x).

One can observe that, as a consequence of the continuous mapping theore the mean E,(p)[z]
of the distribution L(P) can be expressed in terms of the sequence {fn; : 1 < i < n}npez.,.

Ep [m(ii) _nlgr;OZEU log (dc%,”) _nh_{gloZ/ (log (—f,(1 — x))) dz. (37)

Moreover, the cumulant generating function (CGF) of the distribution L(P) for ¢ € [0,1] can be
expressed through the trade-off function sequence as well {f,,; : 1 <14 < n}nez21

log Ep,(p)exp(tz)] = long[(Zg) = lim Zlog</ - (lx))td:c)] (38)

n—oo

As a consequence, one can differentiate both sides with respect to ¢ and derive an expression for mo-
ments (cumulants) of L(P) in terms of the sequence of { fn}nez~, Nica & Speicher| (2006). More-
over, in the above condition (36) if one inserts the maximum inside the probability, and demands

lim, 0o U (m € [0, 1]| maxi<i<n | log (dQ”’ (x )) | > 6) = O forall ¢ > 0, then this condition is

known as a version of the Lindeberg-type condition and causes the limit distribution L(P) to be
d

Gaussian, in our case, of the form L(P) = —% + |s|Z for Z ~ N(0,1)|Le Cam & Yang| (2000).
Connections to high dimensional hypothesis testing. Observe that in the f-differential privacy
framework of Dong et al.|(2022)), while sequentially applying more than one differentially private op-
eration: first M (satisfying f; DP), then M5 (satisfying fs DPﬂit has been captured through tensor
products of experiments & = (4, F1, P1, Q1) with f1 = T(P;,Q1) and & = (Qa, Fa, P2, Q2)
with fo = T'(Py, Q2) so that M = (My, My) satisfy f = f1 @ fo = T(P1 ® P2,Q2 ® Q2) DP.

However, an inspection of the proof of the composition theorem Dong et al.[ (2022)[Lemma C.3]

reveals that the condition on M satisfying fo DP independent of the exact outcome of M; on the
dataset S gives rise to the tensor product structureF_Zl In principle, it is not unreasonable to consider a

2 Pointwise convergence of the sequence of trade-off functions {f,,} with f,,(0) = 1 requires f(0) = 1
and therefore ) < P, a contiguity statement in disguise for the sequence (U O Qi ® - ® Qm). In our
case, fn = fr1 @ -+ fan = T(U®",Qn1 ® -+ ® Qnn), and because fi(0) =1 <> Qni K U — Qu1 ®

- ® Qun <€ U®™ (absolute continuity is preserved under tensor products [Folland|(1999)) <+ fn(0) =1.
®To be mathematically precise we need the uniform integrability conditions analogous to the IID case.

*(P,Q) = Ep| (%)t ] is also known as the Renyi-divergence or Hellinger transform of order ¢ Polyan-
skiy & Wu|(2025). In Le-cam’s theory of weak convergence of experiments for the two-point set © = {0, 1},
convergence of the Hellinger transforms of all orders ¢ € [0, 1] for the pair (U®™, Q%™) to that of the limiting
pair (P, Q) is another equivalent conditions along with the weak convergence of the likelihood ratios under the
null, and the Le-cam deficiency metric A(E,,, ) between £, = (U®™, Q%™) and £ = (P, Q) going to zero.

3! This includes adaptive operations, meaning the action of M> not only depends on the original dataset S,
but also on the output of M;(.S). So, the joint output is M (S) = (M1 (S), M2(S, M1(S))) on a dataset S.

32Since this essentially assumes the worst case privacy loss for the second mechanism Mo as fo uniformly
over all outputs of the first mechanism M, it does not allow f> to depend on the exact output M1 (S).
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more flexible situation so that the degradation of privacy upon applying multiple procedures M (") =
(My, My, -+, M,) (on the same dataset S) might occur in the more general form where each M (n)
satisfy g(")-DP where ¢(™ = T (P, Q(™) with the experiment £ = (Q), F() p) Q).
Observe that, in the previous worst-case analysis, these experiments had the product structure

5(")251X"'Xgn:(Ql><"'><mel®"'®]:naP1®"'®Pn7Q1®"'®Qn)~ (39)

This product structure is precisely what led us to the infinitely divisible structure of our limiting
trade-off functions Z7. However, for a general such experiment £(™) = (Q("), F) p) Q("))
capturing privacy degradation for M (™) = (Mj,--- , M, ) more adaptively than the tensor product
framework of Dong et al.| (2022), it is difficult in practice to establish the pointwise convergence
of the sequence of trade-off functions g™ = T(P™ Q™) — go. = T(Ps, Qo) and to be
able to guess the structure of the class of such limiting trade-off functions g, = T(Ppso, Qo) One
might expect in these more general situations. Equivalently, it is indeed more difficult to prove
distributional convergence for the likelihood ratio under the null hypothesis.

dQ(n) d d ono
og P — X =log iP

Proving the above distributional convergence as n — oo is a central task in the problem of high
dimensional hypothesis testing, which has turned out to be of increasing interest in recent times|Han
et al.| (2023)), Johnstone & Onatski| (2020), Onatski et al.| (2013). Among other results, distributional
convergence of likelihood ratio under the null to a contiguous pair of Gaussians has been shown
in some restricted cases, such as below the celebrated BBP threshold Baik et al.[ (2005) for spiked
covariance models. However, it will be extremely interesting to analyze what kind of limiting binary
experiments or trade-off curves one obtains, as we believe the limiting trade-off functions might
belong to a different universality class beyond the infinitely divisible class of trade-off function,
with the arise of new universality classes such as the Tracy-Widom distributions |[Karoui (2007El

under P 1 under P . (40)

3.1 SOME CONSEQUENCES WITHIN AND BEYOND INFINITE DIVISIBILITY

In our Theorem@ we used the results of Le Cami (1986), Torgersen| (1991) to show if for a sequence
of functions f,, € T, f,,(0) = 1, we have f©™ — fo converge pointwise on [0, 1] for some function
foo € T, then the corresponding canonical likelihood ratio log Zgg: under U®™ converges in

distribution to a limiting ratio log C{ZQ.% under Py, for some (), < P s0 that foo = T'(Ps, Qoo)-

By the fundamental theorem of infinite divisibility, the ratio under P, is infinitely divisible.

Application for statistical models. Consider a statistical model {Py : § € O}, a collection of
probability measures { Py : § € ©} on some measurable space (Q, F) with f, = T'(Ps,, Py 5 P
with f,,(0) =1 <> Py s, < Py, , and consider f&™ = T(Pgi"7 Pﬁian). Now, again, by Le Cam
(1986), Torgersen| (1991) to establish the pointwise convergence of f&" — f., € T itis enough to
establish that a distributional limit of the likelihood ratio under the null ;' (on Qxn Fen)

log %(wl Ce Wy = zn:log m(wi) 4 x satisfying E[exp(X)] = 1 41)
dP T 28 7ap,,

for some random variable X : (€2, F,[P) — R. Then one defines on (R, Bg) the distributions P, <
X[Pand Qoo (h) = E[hexp(X)] for bounded measurable h : (R, Br) — (R, Bg) or equivalently
dQ oo (x) = €®dPx (). Observe that the distributional limit assumption along with its normalization
is precisely Le-Cam’s first contiguity lemma for ngfjr 5, < Pgi” van der Vaart (1998)[Lemma 6.4].

The fact that fo, = T(Pso, Qo) follows from the following version of Le-Cam’s result, combined
with the fact that for binary experiments, the convergence of Le-Cam distance for binary experiments
is the same as the pointwise convergence of their corresponding trade-off functions [29).

3More precisely, Tracy-Widom distributions appear as distributional limits of the largest eigenvalues (after
appropriate translation and scaling) of a spiked covariance model. as a test statistic, but not as the limit of the
likelihood ratio, so it still does not rule out an infinitely divisible limit for the likelihood ratio under the null.

34 Assume the base points 6, € © is such that the local perturbation ,, + §,, € © foralln € Z>;.

»Since X is a distributional limit of IID sums of random variables {log Poy +on }, it is infinitely divisible.

dP,

n
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Lemma 7 (Pollard (2011)[Lemma 1). Consider binary experiments £, = (Q™), F) p() Q™)
with Q) < P and likelihood ratio X,, = dQ™ /dP™, and let £ = (Qoo, Foor Pros Qoo)
with Qo < Py, and likelihood ratio X o, = dQ~/dPx be another. Suppose the random variable
(under P(")) X, = dQ(”)/dP(”) Ay — dQ oo/ dPso( under Ps,). Then (42)
lim,, o0 A(E(”), Ex) = 0 or equivalently f, := T(P("), Q(")) = foo = T(Pno, Qo) pointwise.

A dominating extension. The conclusion f,, = T(P"™), Q")) — T(Ps, Qo) in the lemma above
continues to hold when we keep the assumption Q™ < P(™) and there exists a a-ﬁnit measure
p(™ on (QM, F(™)) dominating both P(™) Q™ < u(™ with densities p(™, ¢(™ respectively,
and a o-finite measure fio 0N (oo, Foo) dominating Peo, Qoo K fioo With density poo, goo With
Qoo < Py, but instead of {@2)) we suppose the following distributional convergence of the densities

(under 1) (p™,¢™) % (pooy goo)  (under ise). 43)

As a consequence of the above result, we immediately obtain results for the celebrated Locally
Asymptotically Normal family, the proofs of which can be found in|van der Vaart (1998).

Definition 6 (van der Vaart| (1998)). A statistical model (P : 0 € © C R¥) is called differentiable
in quadratic mean at 0y if there exists a measurable vector-valued function o, such that, as 0 — 0,

. 2
[ (VB3 = v = 36— 00 g m)dis = o(10 - 01?) (44
where we assume pg = % are the densities with-respect to a dominating measure i on the (0, F).

Theorem 8. (van der Vaart| (1998)[Theorem 7.2] Suppose that © C R¥ open and the model (P :
0 € O) is differentiable in quadratic mean at 0. Then Pyly = 0 and the Fisher information matrix
Iy = nggfg exists. Furthermore, for every converging sequence h,, — asn — oo,

under PP log [| Poshn/valXi) a4 oa (—;hTLgh, hTIgh> - P, (45)

S pe(X)
Consequently, f&" = T(Py", Pﬁ"h /f) = foo = T(Pso, Qoo), where dQo (z) = €*dPpo ().

A large class of statistical models [van der Vaart (1998), including most exponential families with
density pg(z) = d(0)h(x) exp (Q()” t(x)) for appropriate choices of d(-), h(-), Q(:), t(-), location
models with density pg(x) = f(x — 0) for appropriate f(-) satisfies the conclusion of the theorem.
Now, we describe the Poisson case, which is beyond Gaussian, but still belongs to the infinitely
divisible class Z7. It is one of the key motivating examples for unifying with the Gaussian theory.
Corollary 9 (Poisson limits). Consider a Bernoulli model (Py = Ber(0) : 0 <0 <1)on (2, F) =
({0,1}, 2101} 50 that Py(1) = 6 and Py(0) = 1 — 6. Now, consider P, = PM and Q, = PAQ
for some Ay, Ay > @and denote f, = T(P,,Qy). Then f&™ — fo = T(P()\l) P(X2)), where
P(X) denotes the Poisson distribution on (Z>q,2%20), P(\)(n) := efA?—:for alln € Z>y.

Proof. The proof follows from a sufficiency argument. First, observe from the likelihood ratio test

fon = T(PE™,Q%™) = T(B(n, A1 /n), B(n, A\2/n)), where B(n, ) for § € [0,1] (46)
is the binomial distribution on ({0,---,n},2{% "), B(n,0)(k) = (})6*(1 — 0)* for k €
{0,-- -, n}. This equality follows from lemmal|T'(c1 X + c2,c1Y + ¢2) = T(X,Y) and

-1
dQ) . @

-1
T(P,Q)=T(Lp,Lg) where Lp = P o (log Zg) and Lo = Qo <1og 1P

%A positive measure 4 on (2, F) is called o-finite if there is a sequence {Si, : k € Z>1} of increasing
Sk C Sk+1 measurable sets S, € F of finite measure p(S;) < oo forall k € Z>1 so that Ukezs, =0 Our
examples of p will be counting measures on at most countable set/Kallenberg|(2021)

3TWe are specializing to the case of our more general model @]) with 0, = 6 and 0, = h,/ \/ﬁ

3We are specializing to the case of our more general model @) with 8,, = A1 /n and 6, = (A2 — A1) /n.
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n dQ%m 71_ ].—)\2/71 )\2(1—>\1/n)
P2 o (log(dPﬁ@”) =nlog (1 — )\1/71) + B(n, A\ /n)log ((1_)\2/7])/\1) (48)

" dQE"\ " _ 1-Xo/n Ao(1 = A1 /n)
Q%" o <log(deP”> =nlog (1_)\1/71) + B(n, A2/n)log ((1—/\2/11))\1> (49)

From B(n, A/n) 4 P(X)[Kallenberg|(2021) and lemmawe have for N; < P(A1), Ny 4 P(X2)

A A
T(PE",Q2") =T ()\1 — A2+ Nilog (/\j) , A1 — A2 + Ny log (ﬁ)) =T(Ny,Nz) (50)

O

The triangular case. Consider the inhomogeneous products of Bernoulli model P™) = @51 Pris
with P, ; = Ber(py, ;) and QM = R Qn,i with Qi = Ber(gy,;) where
0<pnisqni <1, max (pn;Vgn:)— 0, and an,i — A1, qui — A2. Then (51)

1<i<n
== i=1 i=1

a similar computation yields T(P™, Q) — T(P(\1), P()\2)) Durrett|(2019)[ Theorem 3.6.1].
Proposition 1 (More infinitely divisible limits). Given trade-off functions { f () g :ne Z>1}

IFf™ = foo € Tand g™ — goo € T poinwise then f™ @ g™ — foo @ goo € T (52)
One can specialize to the product case f™ = fen g = g&n for some fr, gn € T.
Proof. First, recall that the pointwise convergence of monotone functions { f(™},,({g™},,) map-
ping [0, 1] — [0, 1] to a limiting monotone continuous function f (g~ ) mapping [0, 1] — [0, 1] im-

plies uniform convergence on [0, 1], and so we analyze under ||h; —ha || - sup{hi(x)—ha(x) :
x € [0,1]}. Now, the proof follows from a simple Lipschitz argument, where we observe that

17 @ g™~ foo ® gao | < ™ = S &Y + 9™ — g lIGT =0 (53)
This follows from the ‘trick’ |G (ayn, by) — G(a,b)| = |G(an, by) — G(an, b) + G(an, b) — G(a,b)|
o (54)

appliedto |91 @ fi — 2@ 2| SV = g1 @ /L — 91 @ fo + 91 @ fo — g2 @ fo

(a)
<g1® fi — g1 @ ol S + g1 @ fo — g2 ® Ll SV < 1A = LIS + g1 — /12T (55)

where the inequality (a) || ® f1 — g ® f2||<[2;1] <|fi— f2||LOO’1] is proven below. O

Lemma 10 (Le-Cam distance under product). Consider trade off functions g, f1, fo € T. Then,

lg® f1—g @ fl O < || f1 — 101 (56)

Proof. We need to show that for any given & > 0 if for all z € [0, 1], | f1(z) — fa(z)| < &, then
—£<g® fila) —g® fa(a) <eforall o € [0, 1] (57

Now, denote g = T'(P,Q), f1 = T(P1,Q1), fo = T(P2,Q2), corresponding to binary Blackwell-
Le-Cam experiments (Qafa P7 Q) < g (Qlw/—:lvpla Ql) A f17 (QQa]:Qa P27 Q?) < fﬂ

So, we need to show [T(P ® P1,Q ® Q1) = T(P ® P, Q ® Q2)|| < || T(P1, Q1) — T(P2, Q2

Now, consider ¢] :  x ©; — [0, 1] as the (Borel measurable) Neyman-Pearson optimizer at level
a = P ® Pi(¢}), with the value of the minimum type II error ¢ ® f1(a) = 1 — Q ® Q1(¢)).

% First, the exact representation of the probability measures such as (P, Q) and the associated sample spaces
(€2, F) on which they are defined do not appear in the conclusion of the result. Second, this proof relies on
the fact that one can construct a jointly measurable map f(w,wsz) : 2 x Q2 — [0,1] from a collection
{f*(") : w € Q} of marginally measurable maps f* (w2) : Q2 — [0, 1], we restrict ourselves to the canonical
choice of the standard Borel space 2 = 1 = Q2 = [0, 1] with F = Fy = F2 = Bjgy)
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It suffices to construct a Borel measurable ¢ : Q x Qs — [0, 1] such that « = P ® P»(¢)) and
9@ f2(a) < 1—Q®Qa(dh) < g f1(a)+e. Forafixed w € Q define ¢, : Q1 — [0, 1] be the slice
of ¢ atw € Qas ¢;* (wy) = ¢ (w,w; ), and therefore Borel measurable. Then ¢ is a suboptimal
test between Py and Q; with type I error o = Py (¢}*) and type Il error Q1 (1 — ¢1*) > f1(a®).

Now, consider the optimal (Borel measurable) Neyman-Pearson test (;5/2“’ : Oy — [0, 1] between
P, and Q; at level @ = Py(¢5*) so that fo(a®) = Qo(1 — ¢5). Moreover, by patching these
marginally measurable mapsé‘(f) we obtain a jointly measurable mapping ¢5 : Q x Qo — [0, 1]
defined as ¢ (w, wa) = ¢ (ws). Observe that the type I error of the map ¢ is given by

P ® Py(¢y) = P(a®) = P® P1(¢}) = a. (58)

Now, consider the type Il error g @ fa(a) < Q ® Q2(1 — ¢5) = Q(f2(a™)) < Q(fi(a™)) +¢) <
QRQ:1(1—¢)) +e=9g® fi(a) + . As aconsequence we have g ® fa(a) < g ® fi(a) + ¢,
and since « € [0, 1] was arbitrary, and moreover one can switch f; and f5 in the conclusion above,
since the assumption || f1 — f2||oo < € is symmetric, and therefore the result holds immediately. ]

Blackwell Le-Cam perspective. The proof of Lemma[I0]is inspired from the proof of Dong et al.
(2022)[Lemma C.1] which proves the comparison version: for trade-off functions g, f1, fo € T
if fi < fotheng® f1 < g ® fo. However, we comment that this quantitative £ generalization
If1— fQHLOO’l] < ¢ implies ||g ® f1 — g ® fa LU < closely matches with the generalization
of Le-Cam |Le Cam|(1986) going from Blackwell-comparison (0-deficiency) to e-deficiency. More
precisely, a similar result holds for the Le-Cam distance as well A(E® &1, E ® &) < A(&y, &) for
binary experiments &, £, &5 [Torgersen| (1991)), |Le Cam)| (1986).

A different proof of Lemma |28| Observe that the proof of Lemma [28| was conducted by examin-
ing various Neyman-Pearson optimizers. This is because no explicit description of g ® f was given
purely in terms of trade off functions g and f. Now, by a reformulation of [Torgersen|(1991)[Comple-
ment 2, Chapter 10] we observe that with @ [0, o] = 1—g(a) for o € (0, 1] and Q[{0}] = 1—-g(0)

9® fla) =@y (f(e(-)) : (10,1], Bio,1)) % ([0,1], Byo,1)) decreasing /0 p(x) = a} (59)

Now, using the variational representation above, the proof of the Lemma 28] is immediate, since
[f1 = fallo < & implies Q(f2((+))) < Qg(f1(())) + ¢ for any given (appropriate) ¢, and
therefore g ® f1(a) < g ® fa(a) + e. Now, « € [0, 1] is arbitrary, and one can switch f; and f5 as
the assumption || f1 — f2||co < € is symmetric. Hence, the result of the lemmaholds.

More infinitely divisible limits. A consequence of Proposition|[I] the closure of the infinitely divis-
ible trade-off functions Z7 under tensor products [5|and weak convergence{ﬂ and given that one can

-1
explicitly derive Gaussian E and Poisson limits|9} one can allow P, olog (Cﬁ%) = G+ Ptohave
a Gaussian GG and a Poisson P component. Theoretically, given any infinitely divisible random vari-

able X on R with E[exp(X)] = 1, one can construct P, 2 X and define dQoo(x) = e*dPy ().
Then, since X is infinitely divisible, by lemmathere exists f, = T(Py,Qn) € Zy with dQ,, =
e” P, such that T(P2", Q®") = T'(Ps, Qo). Now, as n — 00, f&" — foo = T(Pro, Qo )-

Beyond infinite divisibility (mixtures) Here, we demonstrate how to go beyond the infinitely di-
visible privacy framework Z7. We achieve this by working under a random (but growing) number
of differentially private operation@ Consider the canonical probability space ([0, 1]°°, Boo, U)
as the countable product of the standard uniform distribution U on [0, 1]. Now consider a sequence

0 Although this is outside the scope of this paper, we believe some abstract results of the kind required to
define joint Radon-Nikodym derivatives out of marginal ones Polyanskiy & Wu| (2025)[Theorem 2.12], |Doob!
(1953), |Cinlar| (2011) would be helpful to conclude, in our context, that indeed such a jointly measurable map
¢4 can be constructed. given that all the intermediate choices we made in the proof are well behaved.

#'Weak limits of infinitely divisible distributions are infinitely divisible Kallenberg|(2021)[Theorem 7.7].

“The intuition behind this is that in practice, often one does not know based on the same dataset S, how
many differentially private statistics (M1(S), M2(S, M1(S)), - - - ) one has to release over time. So, we capture
it as a time change sequence of integer-valued random variables {N,, : n € Z}.
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of trade-off functions {f,, : n € Z>1} C T with f,(0) = 1 so that f,, = T(U,Qy,) with
Qn = Qy, < U. Define the likelihood ratio process {g,,(t) := L, (|tn]) : t > 0} under U

L, (k)(z) :=log (3&2:)

k
(z) = > log|f},(1 — ;)| for z € [0,1]. (60)

i=1
Assume that there exists a Lévy process {L(t) : ¢ > 0} so that the entire likelihood ratio process
{gn(t) :== L,(|tn]) : t > 0}, under U converges in distribution to the process {L(t) : ¢ > 0}
under U {g,(t) : t > 0} 4 {L(t) : t > 0}, and E[exp(L(t))] = 1 forall t > 0. (61)
Consider a sequence {N,, : n € Z>1 } be integer-valued random variables on some probability space
(', F',P'), and consider the joint product space (2’ x [0,1]*°, F ® By, P’ ® U*), so tha
for all n € Z>, we have independence N,, L g,,. (62)

We assume P’ we have N,,/n < 7 for some probability measure 7 on ([0, c0), B[o,oOo) Then

N,
under P’ @ U g, <n") = L, (N,) 4 L(7), and E[exp L(7)] = 1 (63)

Moreover, by [7] we have pointwise convergence of f&N» = T(U®N» QNn) — f.. on [0, 1] where
foo = T(Po, Qu), with P 2 Law(L(7)) and dQu (z) = ¢*dPoc (). (64)

Basics of Levy processes. A Levy process L with L(0) = 0 is a stochastic process {L(t) : t > 0}, a
collection of random variables on some probability space (assumed to be right-continuous function
with left limits almost surely) with independenlﬁ_g] and stationaryﬁ] increments.

Since we are interested only in weak convergenc we recall that marginal distributions of a Levy
process { s : t > 0} are all infinitely divisible satisfying ps4s = pe#pus forall s,t > 0 with 19 = dg.

Moreover, the joint distribution of the process {L(¢) : t > 0} is determined by the 4 < L(1)
Kallenberg| (202 1)[Lemma 16.1] and can be written explicitly as a sum of drifted Brownian motion

{mt + oBy : t > 0} for a standard Brownian motion {B; : ¢ > 0}, and (65)
a Poisson process (see [Kallenberg| (2021)[Theorem 16.2] for details on the Poisson process part).

Gaussian mixtures example. For demonstrations of our results of (64)) going beyond the infinitely
divisible privacy framework of Z7, we restrict ourselves to limiting Levy processes {L(t) : t >

0} with almost surely continuous paths, and hence reduce to the case of drifted Brownian motion
2

Kallenberg| (202 1)[Proposition 16.9] {L(t) = mt+oB; : t > 0} for some real number m = —%

For simplicity, consider the case where 7 = A1y, + -+ - A\gdy, forsome 0 < ¢ < -+ <t < 00
with A\; > 0and ), ;. A; = 1. Then with the notation j; = N(—";t7 o?t) fort > 0 we have

Py = )‘1/“1 +- '+)\k/’[’tk’ and dQoo = Alezdutl +-- 'J'_/\kezd:utka SO foo = T(Pooa Qoo) (66)

It is known that nontrivial mixtures of Gaussians are not infinitely divisible Bose et al.| (2002). So,
such a trade-off function fo, = T(Px, Qo) is not just a departure from the asymptotic Gaussian
differential privacy Dong et al.| (2022), but also from our enlarged infinitely divisible privacy Zr,
which we established under a large (but deterministic) number of differentially private operations.

*3This independence assumption precisely captures the intuition that we do not know in practice (and hence
model it as random) how many rounds of differentially private operations one has to run on a given dataset S.

#“Under independence assumption { X}, L {Y,}, marginal convergence X,, 4 x , Y, 4y implies
joint convergence (X, Y,) — (X,Y)|van der Vaart|(1998). We apply this to (g, N, /n) % (g, T)

STt means (L(t1), L(t2) — L(t1),- -+, L(tx) — L(tx—1)) are jointly independent forall 0 < t; < --- < .

*Stationarity L(t) — L(s) < L(t — s) is dropped, when one analyses triangular systems frn1 ® - - - ® fon,, -

“TWe mean weak convergence of the entire process, which implies convergence of finite dimensional distri-
butions and much more. We refer to Johnstone & Onatski| (2020)[Conclusions] for more details on this.

*This constraint comes from the restriction E[exp L(t)] = E[exp(mt 4+ o B;)] = 1 forall t > 0.
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Trade-off Curves for T(P, Q) and T(Py, Q)

1.0r T(Ps, Qu)
! T(Pt,, Qr,)
‘I === T(P, Q)
| T(Pe,, Q)
0.8F |
\
\
\
‘\
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— \
] \
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Figure 1: Trade-off curves for the Gaussian mixture experiment 7'(Ps,, Q) and for the compo-
nent Gaussian experiments 7'(P;,, @Qy,), ¢ = 1,2,3. Here Py, = Zle Aipe; and dQoo(x) =

Zle Xi€® duy, (x), with py, = N(—";ti,oQti). The solid curve shows T'(Px, Qoo ), While the
dashed curves show the individual components T'( Py, , Q+, ), T'(P:,, Qt,), and T'( Py, Q+,)-

Blackwell-Le-Cam perspective. The Gaussian mixture example (Pao, Qo) With the mixing distri-
bution 7 = A1d¢, + - - - Agdy, can be seen as a mixture of binary experiments &; = (P;,, Q+,) where
Py, =, = N(=%t;, S t;) and dQy, (z) = " dP;, (), all of which are on Q; = R, F; = Bg. Px,
can also be seen to fit within the framework of locally asymptotic mixed normality (‘Normal’ distri-
butions with random variances), as introduced in Jeganathan| (1982), and has recently also appeared
in the asymptotics of (local) differentially private statistical analysis [Steinberger] (2024).

Moreover, a reformulation of [Torgersen| (1991)[Complement 2, Chapter 10] is that for a binary
mixture experiment (Ps, Qo) by mixing experiments {(P;,Q;) : 1 < i < k} so that Py, =
Zle AiP;, and Qo = Zle AiQ;. Then we have for fo, = T(Poo, Qo) and f; = T'(P;, Q;)

k k
foo(a) = Ogigifgl{; Aifi(ew) s Y ai=a}foralla € [0,1] (67)

i=1

Wald-Wolfowitz extension. In this ‘mixture’ framework above, we assumed that the random (but
growing) number {N,, },,>1 of differentially private operations are independent of the ‘outcomes’ of
the differentially private operations M (") (.) = (M,,1(-),--- , Myx(-)) on a given dataset S.

Under the sequential analysis, one might consider stopping at time N,, based on the release of the
previous outputs M™N»—1(S), if enough information about the data has already been released by
that time. Although this is beyond the scope of this paper, we think that, from a practical point of
view, it is an extremely interesting direction to pursue, where we believe a different analysis, more
in line with Wald-Wolfowitz’s framework of the sequential probability ratio test|Siegmund, (1985)),
along with the techniques of|de la Pefia & Gin¢|(1999), |de la Pena et al.| (2009), Silvestrov| (2004]).

We believe that the result[64] would still hold, where 7 would be a stopping time with respect to the
Filtration {F; = o(L(s) : 0 < s <t):t > 0} generated by the Levy process {L(t) : ¢t > O}m

*“To be mathematically precise, in concluding, E[exp(L(7))] = 1 we need some uniform integrability
conditions on the sequence {exp(L,(Ny)) : n € Z>1} to apply Martingale optional stopping theorems.
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Binomial vs Poisson Trade-off Curves

1.0} Bin(200,0.5/n) vs Bin(200,1.0/n)
: Pois(0.5) vs Pois(1.0)
—— Bin(200,1.0/n) vs Bin(200,2.0/n)
Pois(1.0) vs Pois(2.0)
\ —— Bin(200,2.0/n) vs Bin(200,4.0/n)
0.8f \ —— Pois(2.0) vs Pois(4.0)
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Figure 2: Trade-off curves for testing between Bin(n, A;/n) and Bin(n, A2/n) (solid lines, with
n = 200) compared to the Poisson limits T'(Pois(\1), Pois(A2)) (dashed lines), for several pairs
(A1, A2). The curves are nearly indistinguishable, illustrating the Poisson approximation at the level.

4 HOW TO BE POISSON DIFFERENTIALLY PRIVATE IN PRACTICE

Now, we describe a mechanism for achieving a baseline notion of Poisson differential privacy f,, =
T(P(1), P(u)) for Poissons P(-) with mean p > 12| The purpose is similar to the noise-adding
mechanism results for achieving Gaussian differential privacy f, = T(Z, Z+p) for Z ~ N(0, 1) or,
more generally, f, = T(X, X + p) for a symmetric log-concave random variable X However,
as we will demonstrate, for baseline privacy families such as { P(\) : A > 1} with respect to P(1),
that are not inherently a shift family including { X + i : 11 > 0} with respect to X (distribution of X
is symmetric and log-concave), noise adding mechanisms is not the natural way to achieve privacy.

Consider a metric space (X, d)lﬂ It consists of the allowable datasets S and a real-valued statistic
g : (X,d) = R. Denote the sensitivity or the modulus of continuity at 1 asﬂ

wy(1l) := sup |g(x)—g(y)| satisfying wey(1) = cwy(1) for any ¢ > 0. (68)
d(z,y)<1

Lemma 11 (Modulus of continuity). For a map (X,dx) N (Y, dy) between metric spaces, define
wg : [0,00] = [0,00] wy(§) = sup  dy(g(a1), g(x2))- (69)

dx (z1,22)<

Consider the composition (X, dx) 2 (Y, dy) EN (Z,dz) then wyog(6) < wy(wgy(0)) forall § > 0.

Proof. Define L = wfoq(0) = SUPy (4, 2,)<s 4z(f(9(x1)), f(g(22))). Now for all x1, 75 € X

dx(z1,22) <6 = dy(g(z1), 9(z2)) < wy(6). (70)
Consequently, {(g(z1),g(z2)) : dx(z1,22) <6} C {(y1,y2) : dy (y1,y2) < wy(d)}. Therefore
L< sup dz(f(y1), f(y2)) < wy(wy(9)) (1)
dy (y1,y2)Swg(9)
O
The definition of a metric space includes the product space example X = X; X --- X X, under the

n

Hamming metric dg (z,y) = >, 1(xs # y:), capturing how many coordinates x and y differ.

>IThe modulus of continuity wg (8) is an important measure of continuity of g. In the literature on statistical
estimation |Donoho & Liul (1991)) under differential privacy constraints |Rohde & Steinberger] (2020), Duchi &
Ruan| (2024)), one usually considers the metric space X’ as an appropriate subset of Borel probability measures
P(Rd, Bga) with an appropriate choice of the metric d, including total variation and Hellinger distance.
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Theorem 12. |Dong et al.| (2022)[Theorem 1, Proposition A.3] Given a metric space (X,d) of
datasets and a real-valued statistic g : (X,d) — R, consider the noise-adding mechanism (Markov
Kernel) M : (R, Br) — (R, Br) as M (g(z)) = g(x) + X for a symmetric-log-concave X [*| Then

inf_ T(M(g(@). M(g(u)) = T(X, X + (1) 72)

Consequently, the mechanism M satisfies ffg(l)—DP with fj( =T(X,X + p) forany u > 0.

d(

Noise level. Observe that having fixed the noise distribution X, the noise level x > 0 and the statistic
g before implementing the mechanism A, one can scale g — cg so that weg(1) = cwy(1) = p (if
the mechanism designer is allowed to scale the original statistic g) or equivalently scale the noise
X — ¢X with e¢so that T(cX, cX + wy(1)) = T(X, X + ¢ 1wy (1)) with ¢ 1wy (1) = p.

Now, we describe a mechanism that achieves an asymmetric version of Poisson differential privacy.
Theorem 13 (Poisson differential privacy). Given a metric space (X,d) of datasets and a count

statistic g : (X,d) — Zzolﬂ with the baseline Poisson trade-off function fo = T(P(u1), P(u2))
for some pgy > py > 0. Consider the mechanism M : (Z>q,2220) — (Z>q,2%20) defined as

Nig(z) . log (/%) lp2 — |
M(g(z)) ~ P(Nae™ 9N with Ny = (1) and Ny = Wnog(1)’ where (73)
bR R A =N = (22) 7 74
Then M satisfies the following (asymmetric) version of Poisson differential privacﬂ
T(M(g(x1)), M(g(x2))) = T(P(p1), P(p2)) = foo (75)

inf
dx(z1,72)<1:g(w2)>g(x1)

inf T(M(g(z1)), M(g(z2))) > T(P(us), P = f! 76
U T (), M) 2 T(P(ia), PGua)) = £ 06

Consequently, M satisfy (symmetric) f,, ., -DPEwhere Jur e = min(foo, f}). More precisely,

dx(zilr}£2)§1 T(M(g(z1)), M(g(22))) Z fur o 77)

Proof. For parameters \j, X, iy, pbh > 0,1f (A}, A5) and (pf, ) are similarly ordered (this means
either \] < A} and p) < pf, simultaneously or A, < A] and pfy < g simultaneously) and satisfy

max(X.Xg) _ max(us. 1)

; 20 < — 78
min(\, ) © mnG, g

sufficient conditions: |\, — \}| < |ub — p}| and

Then by taking 0 < ¢ := !2;:2;; < 1anda A > 0 defined in the following wa
2 1

VA
M when A\, > | and pfy, >y} satisfying (78),
Py ;o Ho —
=AM T = Nopty — N
W when A} > X} and pf > pf satisfying (78).
17 M2

>2With an abuse of notation, we denote the mechanism M and the corresponding Markov kernel M (z, A) =
P(z+ X € A) = Px(A —z) for A C Br and z € R, where A — z is the Minkowski translate {A — z} :=
{a — z:a € A}, and Px is a symmetric (Px(A) = Px(—A), with — A := {—a : a € A}), log-concave
(x — log %(m) is a concave function on the convex support (Range(X))) measure, the distribution of X.

53We are trying to achieve Poisson differential privacy, which is suitable when we expect the released outputs
to be count statistics (elements of Z>(). So, its natural to consider the original statistic g to also take values in
Z>o. However, a quick inspection of the proof reveals that our results hold for any real valued statistic g, since
nowhere in the proof do we use the fact that g takes only integer values or non-negative values.

*For f = T(P, Q) implies the generalized inverse f ' = T(Q, P) Dong et al{(2022)[Lemma A.2].

(¢, d) captures the (slope, intercept) pair of the line y = cx + d joining the points (z7, X;) and (uh, \5).
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we have \] = cu) + A (by definition of A), and A, = cub + A holds because of the following.

Mol — Moy
Ak2 T Ay hen Ny > A| and ph > p satisfying (78),

o — f]
Xy — cpp = C
oy — N .
ﬁ =\ when )] > )\, and pf > i} satisfying (78).

Then applying (97) (Thinning) and (98) (Superposition) of Lemma 2] we have the following chain
of inequalities for any similarly ordered (all of them > 0) (X}, A\5) and (), p5) satisfying (78))

TP}, P(u)) 2 T(Plewt), Pleny)) B T(Plesty + V), Plerty + X)) = T(PON,), POV)).

(79)
Now, it remains to show with the choice of N1, Ny as mentioned in the statement of Theorem |E|
log (ﬂ) — Ty D
Ny = P/ and Ny = iz = ] with h(y) = ™Y = <M2> " fora given statistic (80)

wy(1) Whog(1)) 1

g : (X,d) = Z>( and a baseline trade-off function fo, = T (P(1), P(u2)) for some po > g >0
that (78) holds for any (\;, \) = (NaeN19(@1) | NpeN19(22)) against (), ph) = (1, p12) as

N
sup exp(Nig(x2)) < H2 méx(ulam) & Nyw,(1) < log (M) and
di (21,m2)<1:g(w2)>g(e1) EXP(N1g(71)) ~ p1 min(ps, p2) H1
(81)
sup | NpeM1 o) — NpeN19(e2)| < iy — jiy| 45 Nownog(1)) < |p2 — pua| (82)

dx(z1,22)<1l:g(z2)>g(x1)

Now, having verified the sufficient conditions for every pair (1, z2) such that dy(z1,22) < 1 and
g(x2) > g(x1), we have the following by applying the conclusion of

T (P(Ngeng(xl)),P(Ngeng(”))) > T(P(1), P(p2)) = foo.  (83)

inf
dx(z1,22)<1:g(z2)>g(z1)

This concludes the proof of (73)), and by symmetry|we have (76) (same choice of N, N as above)

inf T (P(Nzewm),P(NQeNWz))) > T(P(p2), P(1)) = fo' (84)

dae (1,22) <1:g(w2) <g (1) >

Now, combining the two above (83)), (84) we have the following (77).
inf _ T(M(g(@1)), M(g(w2))) = min(foo, fo') = fur gz (85)

dx(z1,22)<1

Now, we remark one several aspects of this mechanism A/ along with extensions of the result.

Remark 14 (Double conjugate). f,, u, = min(7'(P(u1), P(p2)), T(P(u2), P(u1))) for pa, pa >
0 is not a trade-off function, since the minimum of two convex functions is not a convex function in
general, and it does not hold in the Poisson trade-off functions (see figured|for a counterexample).

Therefore, to fit with the f-DP framework of Dong et al.|(2022) for a trade-off function f € T 2} we
replace f, ., with its double conjugate g = f* . :10,1] — [0, 1], which is the (convex envelope
from below) largest lower-semi-continuous convex function g lying below f,,, ,, = min(fx, f=hH

Rockafellar| (1970). However, for a trade-off function f € T we have an explicit expression for the
double conjugate g = min(f, f~1)** € T, following|Dong et al.|(2022)[Prop E.1].

38The required sufficient conditions (78} to establish for the choice of N1, Na as well as its conclusions [79)
are symmetric with respect to order reversing map (A7, \5), (u1, 15) — (A5, A1), (1, ph)
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For f € T, define the first time the slope (derivative) of | matches that of the function y(z) =1 —x
(ideal privacy curve) as & := Ty = inf{x € [0,1]| — 1 € Of (x)}, where Of (x) is the sub-gradient
of the trade-off function f at x|Rockafellar (1970). Then in the case T < f(Z) we have

f(@), z € [0, 7],
g=min{f, [~} (x) = q 7+ f(z) — 2, @€z, [(T)], (86)
@), z € [f(2),1].
When T > f(Z) below, see figure[3|(see|Dong et al.|(2022)[Figure 6, Appendix] for T < f(Z) case)
=), z € [0, ()],
g=min{f,f '} (2) = (T + f(@) — =, x€[f(2),7], (87)
fa), x € [z, 1].

1.0

e f
1

— g = (min{f, f1})""

0.8

0.6
«Q
(f(x), %)
0.4

0.2r

0'%.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 3: Double convex conjugate. Here, the base trade-off function is f : [0, 1] — [0, 1] given by
f(z) =1—2x+ 22, for z € [0,1] and and its functional inverse on [0,1] is f~!(y) = 1 — /7,
for y € [0,1]. The black curve shows g = (min{ i f *1})**, the double convex conjugate of
min{ f, f~1}. The two marked points are (f(Z),Z) and (7, f(Z)), with Z = 1/2 and f(Z) = 1/4.

(see also Theorem , that for a Gaussian baseline trade-off function f,, = T(N(0,1), N(p, 1)

Remark 15 (Tightness of our mechanism). It has been proved in \Dong et al.| (2022)[ Theorem )éf
Gaussian noise mechanism M (g(x)) = g(z) + c¢Z with ¢~ wy(1) = p tightly captures f,,-DP.

This means that the inequality in Equation is an equality and it happens as soon as there exist
two datapoints x1, o with dx (21, x2) < 1 achieve the supremum wg(1) = |g(x2) — g(z1)].

Similarly, if there exist two data points 1, xo with dx (21, x2) < 1 achieve the supremum jointly,

wy(1) = [g(x2) — g(a1)] and wioy(1) = [h(g(x2)) — h(g(21))]- (88)

Then we have simultaneous equality in Equations and (]Eﬂﬁ since the pair of constants (c, \)
used in the proof becomes (0, 0) causing equality of trade-off functions in Equations (73)) and (76).

Therefore, the mechanism M (g(z)) ~ P(NoeN19()) achieves tightness and together
(or individually based on what we require on Equation (88)). However, because of the inherent

>"This holds more generally for a shift family f,, = T'(X, X 4 ) with symmetric log concave X.
¥We will have individual equality in Equations (73] and (76) according to which equality we require among
the supremas wy (1) = |g(z2) — g(z1)| and whog(1) = |h(g(z2)) — h(g(z1))]| for some dx (z1,z2) < 1.
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Poisson Trade-off: g, g7 %, f, f** with A; =1.0, A, =3.0

1.0f 9(@) =T(Py,, Pa,)
g7Y(a) =T(Ps, Pr,)
— fia)=min{g(a), g~X(a)}
£+ ()

0.8}

0.6

T(a)

0.4}

0.2} \

0.0f

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
a

Figure 4: Trade-off functions for a Poisson experiment. Let Py, = Pois(A1) and Py, = Pois(\2)
with A; = 1 and Ay = 3. The blue curve shows g(«) = T(Py,, Px,)(«), and the orange curve
shows g~ (a) = T(P»,, Py,)(«). The green curve corresponds to f(a) = min{g(a),g ()},
and the black curve shows the double convex conjugate f** () = (min{g, g~'}) a).

asymmetry of the Poisson trade-off curves T (P (A1), P(A2)) # T(P(X2), P(\1)), and the fact that
Blackwell ordering ) is a partial order (see figure[3|for a proof of this incomparability)

T(P(M\), P(X2)) £ T(P(X2), P(A1)) and T(P(X2), P(A1)) 2 T(P(M1), P(X2)).  (89)

We have that the mechanism M (g(x)) = P(Noe™19®)) proposed in Theoremovemll achieves a
min(foo, f1)**- diﬁ‘erentialprivacy, where foo = T(P(A1), P(A\2)).

Poisson Trade-off Curves

1.0 T(P(1),P(2))
T(P(4),P(2))
— T(P(2),P(4))

0.8f

0.6

T(a)

0.4

0.2

0.0

0:0 0:2 Oi4 016 0t8 1t0
a

Figure 5: Trade-off curves for Poissons: T(P(1), P(2)), T(P(4), P(2)), and T(P(2), P(4)).

Remark 16 (Asymmetry in Poisson). Observe that T(P(\1), P(\2)) # T(P(A2), P(\1)) (see fig-
ure ), as opposed to the symmetry of trade-off curves corresponding to the shift (location) family
T(X, X 4+ u) =T(X + p, X) for symmetric-log concave X and p > 0. This asymmetry also hap-
pens because of the one-sided nature of the support of P(X) being Z>. Therefore, we believe it is
not natural to consider a symmetric (around zero) noise-adding mechanism (discrete or continuous)
for privacy concerning count statistics g that are inherently non-negative integer valued.

Remark 17 (Utility of the framework). The utility of the f-differential privacy framework of\Dong
et al.|(2022) lies in the ability to choose the baseline f based on the class of problems at hand. For
count statistics, it is natural to have a comparable Poisson trade-off function as the baseline rather
than two Gaussians, which are inherently continuous. In the Poisson case (see Theorem[I3), instead
of adding Poisson noise, having received the value of the statistic g(x), the mechanism M outputs a
sample from the Poisson distribution with parameter Noe™N19(),
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Remark 18 (Almosus sure Implementation in practice). First, given the privacy level pio > 11 > 0,
and the statistic g the computation of the constants N1, No (see Equation ) is immediate, once
the modulus of continuity values wq(1), Whog(1) have been computeﬂ (see Equation ([T3) for the
definition of h). In Theorem[I3] we have given only the distributional information that for all x € X
we have M (g(x)) ~ P(A(g(x))), where A\(n) = N2e™", but one can prescribe a sample by sample
(almost sure) implementation using the standard conversion between the cumulative distribution
function F and the quantile function F~1. In the Poisson case, more precisely, let

n k
M(n) ~ P(\(n)), and p,(k) := P(A\(n))({k}) = e*”m%, for k € Z, (90)

Denote the Cumulative distribution function F,, : R — [0,1] for P(\(n)), for k € Z>¢ aﬂ

k
Fo(k) := POA())({0,-++ ,k}) = > _p;(n), with F,,(—1) := 0, and (91)
j=0
0=Fy(-1) < Fu(0) < Fo(1) <+~ <1 and  lim F,(k) =1. (92)

Now, almost surely set M (g(x)) = k if and only if F,,(k — 1) < U < F, (k). forn = g(x), and U
is a uniformly random sample from [0, 1] (independent of g(x) ﬂ Moreover, for each x € X

P(M(g(z)) =k) = U({u € [0,1] : Fo(k — 1) < u < Fy(k)}) = P(A\(n))({k}) & € Zxo.
93)
So M (g(x)) ~ P(A(g(x))) satisfies the distributional requiremenﬁ As is immediate, any Markov
kernel M with one-dimensional output M (g(x)) and a different sampling distribution Fy . from
P(X(g(x))) can also be implemented for a released statistic g(x) in a similar way, almost surely as
Fg_(glc) (U)°|where Fg_(;) :[0,1] — R is the quantile function defined as
Fg_(i,)(u) =inf{t € R: Fy)(t) > u} (94)

Remark 19 (Infinitely divisible extension). It is an interesting future direction to generalize the re-
sult of Theorem[I3|to describe differentially private mechanisms covering the cases of other baseline
trade-off functions [ = T(P, Q) with infinitely divisible distributions, such as Geometric, discrete
Laplace, and Negative-binomial, more generally for a exponential family of the following form

P dP(x)

f01a02 = T(P917P()2) where {Pg : dP()(fL') = W

}96[—1,1] with T(Po, Pl) € IT. 95)

It would also be interesting to analyse how distribution-specific (T (P, Q)) mechanisms ﬂ would
compare with noise addition mechanisms such as Skellam|Agarwal et al.|(2021)), discrete Gaussian
Canonne et al.|( ZOZOE and canonical noise-distribution framework|/Awan & Vadhan|(2023)) .

Remark 20 (Natural apperance of Poisson trade-off functions). We demonstrate how the Poisson
differentially private framework with a baseline trade-off function fo = T(P(\1), P(A2)) would
be an appropriate benchmark for privacy on a graph-based relational private dataset.

More precisely, consider a graph-based private dataset G,, = (|n], E,), where we would like
to protect the community label vector § € {0,1}" of the vertices {1,--- ,n} upon sequen-
tial queries on the labels of the vertices. Since a single coordinate of the entire mechanism

3 The values wq (1), Whog (1) can be unbounded, unless the range of g is bounded, which it will be in many
use case scenarios of count statistics, such as degree of a vertex in a sparse network Karwa & Slavkovic (2016).
% F,, remains constant between points of jump F, (x) = Fy, (k) forallk < x <k + L forallk € Z>_;.

S'This is the step where we are using external randomness. This is very similar to how one injects inde-
pendent centered Gaussian noise G (of appropriate variance) into a released statistic g() to generate a sample
from a Gaussian with mean g(z) to achieve Gaussian differential privacy

82Observe that, since in practice, one only outputs one noisy output M (g(z)) given a query request g(z),
and hence there is no requirement on the joint distributions of the output { M (g(x)) : x € X'}.

63 Assume for simplicity, Fg(,) has continuous distribution, otherwise, one has to randomize .

%4We believe that except for shift baseline trade-off functions f = T(X, X +p) for some p > 0 mechanisms
of the noise adding kind would not be tight in general such as in the Poisson case

63 Although the Gaussian distribution is infinitely divisible, but discrete Gaussian is not/Bose et al.| (2002).
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M = (M1, , Mpy), where M,,; releases a noisy label for vertex i, is binary, it is natural to
consider that for each M,,; (for each 1 < i < n) satisfies f,-DP2|for a baseline trade-off function
fn = T(Ber(A1/n),Ber(A2/n)). Then, as n — oo or, equivalently, as the number of vertices within
the network grows, upon releasing the (noisy) labels of the vertices, the joint privacy level is given
by f" and converges to a Poisson trade-off curve fo = T(P(\1), P(X2))[9]

Now, observe that the natural limits obtained here deviate from Gaussian trade-off curves\Dong et al.
(2022)) (see figure[2), and the sequential queries for coordinates of a high-dimensional vector 3 €
{0,1}™ can be asked without its connection to a graph-based dataset. For example, the coordinates
of B might correspond to the characteristics of a single person on different topics.

We end by referring to Karwa & Slavkovid| (2016)), which discusses the (¢,06 = 0) differentially
private framework on an exponential random graph model G and achieves this by adding discrete
Laplace noise on the degree sequence d = (dy,-- - ,d,,) of the graph G. We believe that it would be
interesting to work under the Poisson differential privacy framework[I3|and analyze how the results
vary when we apply our Poisson optimal mechanism M instead.

Now, we prove a Poisson Thinning and superposition result required in the proof of Theorem [I3]

Lemma 21 (Montonicity properties of Poisson trade-off functions under translation and scaling).

T(P(M), P(X2)) > T(P(cA1), P(chs)) if 1 < ¢ < 00,1, A2 >0, (96)
T(P(\), P(A2)) < T(P(cA), P(cA2)) if 0 < ¢ < 1, A1, Ao > 0, ©7)
T(P(A1),P(X2)) ST(P(A1+A), P(A1 4+ X)) if A\, A1, A2 > 0, (98)
T(P(M),P(X2)) > T(P(A —A),P(A1 = X)) if A, A1 — A, A2 — A > 0. 99)

Proof. From Blackwell’s theorem |Dong et al.[(2022)[Theorem 2] T'(P, Q) < T(K P, KQ) for any
pairs of probability measures P, () and Markov kernel K. So, its enough to establish that there
exists Markov kernels K., K defined from (Q, F) = (Z>0, 2220) to itself so that for 0 < ¢ < 1
and \, A1, Ao > 0 we have (by symmetry (¢ — ¢!, A\ — —)\), its enough to establish and (98))

KCP(Al) = P(C)\l) and KCP()\Q) = P(C)\Q) (100)
K,\P()q) = P()\l + )\) andK,\P()\g) = P()\2 + )\) (101)

The construction of K captures the intuition that we are adding the same independent Poisson noise
of mean X to both sides. More precisely, define K, : Zx>q x 2220 — [0, 1] as{%]

Kx(n,A) :=P(n+ P € A), forn € Zsg, AC Zsq, P ~ P(\). (102)
Then by the definition of Markov kernel K : (2, F) — (£, ') we have from Kallenberg| (2021)

(KP)(A) = / K(x,A)dP(dz), for A € F and a probability measure P on (€2, F).  (103)
Q

So, forall k € Z>q with P(A\)({k}) = e_)‘),‘c—]; supported on Z>( we have the following

(KPR = D e (1?—>'A' = 0 QAT b (k) 0w
0<i<k

Therefore, K, P(A1) = P(A+ A1), and by a similar computation, we have K P(A2) = P(A+ \2).

The construction of K is based on Poisson thinning. For ¢ € (0, 1], define K, : Z>qx2%20 — [0, 1]

n

K.(n,{k}) =P(Bin(n,c) :==k) = (k) (1 —¢)"*1(0 <k < n)forn € Z>.

5By definition of Ky (n, A), we have A — K (n, A) is a probability measure on (Zxq, 2%2°) for every
n € Zx>o, and for every A C Z>o, the map Z>g > n — Kx(n, A) € [0,1] is 2720 to Bio,1) measurable .
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Then K. is a Markov kernel on (Zx0,272°), since Y, ., Kc(n, {k}) = 1 forall n € Z>, and
for every A C Zxo, the map Z>o 3 n — Kc(n, A) € [0,1] is 2220 to B|,1) measurable. Now,

L= (KiP(\)({k}) = i (Z)c’“(l ke (105)

nl’
n=~k

Now, applying the change of variable n — k + n to the sum above, we have that

(n +k)! o noa AR ) K (M= on)”
b= Z e ¢ (L-9e n+k)! € k! z_% nl (106)

which equals e~ (C),;il,)k = P(cA)({k}). Since this is true for any k € Z>(, we have K. P(\;) =
P(cA1). A similar computation shows K. P(\2) = P(c)2), thereby establishing (T00). O

5 NEYMAN-PEARSON LEMMA UNDER A COARSER 0-ALGEBRA

The Neyman-Pearson optimizer ¢* of the trade-off function T'(P, Q) for probability measures
(P, Q) on a measurable space (2, F) involves the likelihood ratio (Radon-Nikodym derivative)

random variable F' = dQ : (Q,F) — [0,00] @), but we pose a natural question: what happens
when we shrlnk the orlglnal o-algebra F to a smaller one ﬂ so that the Radon-Nikodym deriva-

tive H = d P is not a G measurable random variable; therefore, * cannot be the Neyman-Pearson
optimizer for (P, Q) on (2,G). In this section, we answer this question in full generality. Our
motivation comes from a Bayesian perspective of differential privacy as proposed in Strack & Yang
(2024)), whose connections with the f-DP framework will also be an interesting future direction.

Theorem 22. Consider a measurable space (0, F), and let P,Q be probability measures on
(Q,]—" Denote the likelihood ratio F := % 1 (Q, F) — [0, o<] (defined only P-almost surely).

Let G C F be a sub-o-algebra (a coarsening), and P9 and QY are the restrictions of P,Q to G.
Define the conditional likelihood ratio G := Ep[F'|G] : (,G) — [0, 00]. Then,

* G is (a PY-almost sure version of) the Radon—Nikodym derivative ‘;UQT? on (2,G).

Now, consider the coarsened trade-off function Tg(P, Q) = T(P9,Q9) : [0,1] — [0, 1] defined as

T(P9,Q%(a) :igf{EQu _ | Eplg] < a, ¢: (Q,6)— [0,1] measurable}. (107)

* The Neyman-Pearson optimizer pg achieving Tg(P, Q) at level o € [0,1] is given by (2))

. Q9 N\, yeq (499 _ L\ dQ° _dQ® apd
(108)

for 2u8 = PY + QY, the ratios of Radon—Nikodym derivatives, and 7, \* are determined by
choosing T € [0, 00| as the unique number

such that P9 (dQ > r* ) >a > PY (dQ > 5 )

dPe dps
Ozfpg(gg >T> d
A= a9 09 1 (ong <dgﬂ > T > >0) soEplpg] = a.
pY (dpg >T)—P9(dpg >7')

87Shrinking the o-algebra to a smaller o algebra captures the intuition of blurring the information in subsets
of the sample space 2 by reducing the number of allowed subsets from F to G. A complementary way would be
to say that coarsening information is the same as testing with fewer allowed observables ¢, which are available
at our disposal. See Revuz & Yor| (1999) for more details on the intuition behind filtration of o-algebras.

%8We do not need this assumption of absolute continuity of QQ < P, and the result holds more generally

when we extend our definition of the Radon-Nikodym derivative szD = ‘clm =
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* Moreover, the trade-off function satisfies data-processing inequality (Blackwell ordering)
T(PY,Q%(a) > T(P,Q)(c) forall o € [0,1], with equality for all o if and only if ~ (109)

F itself is G-measurable P almost surely or equivalently, Ep[F|G| = F, P almost surely[?’-_gl

Proof. First, we show that G is the Radon-Nikodym derivative g%. Now, observe that for any mea-
surable function (2, G) 5 [0,1], we have Eglp] = Ep[F ¢] = Ep[Ep(F | G) ¢ | = Ep[G ¢].
Second, the constrained minimization of Eq[1 —¢] over G-measurable ¢ with Ep[p] < « reduces to
the standard Neyman-Pearson problem for the reduced experiment (2, G, P9, Q9) with likelihood
ratio 4 d Pg The Neyman-Pearson lemma (T08) gives the threshold form of .

Finally, the inequality (P9, QY9) > T(P, Q) follows immediately because ¢ : (Q2,G) — [0, 1] is

measurable implies ¢ : (€2, F) — [0, 1] is measurable. Moreover, if Ep[F|G] = F, then F = ¢*
in (T08) and hence equality holds for all  holds. Conversely, equality holds at all @ e [O 1], by

the uniqueness of Neyman-Pearson optimizer, ¢ = ™ at all o, and therefore F' = d i 9 jtself is G
measurabler_cl So, G = Ep[F|G] = F, P almost surely. O

5.1 A GAUSSIAN SHIFT EXAMPLE ON A SUB-0 ALGEBRA

Some consequences in practice. Now, we describe the theory developed above with a Gaussian
shift example of how privacy (trade-off function) degrades upon coarsening the o algebr

Consider a Gaussian shift family {Py(-) = P(- — ) : § € R} with P = P, = N(0,1) and for
uw>0let@ =P, =N(u,1)on (Q,F) = (R, Br). Now, coarse to the o-algebra to define G aﬁ
G=o(nn+1):neZ)={{Jnn+1):Acz} (110)
neA

So this -algebra is naturally isomorphic to the o-algebra 22 (power set) under the isomorphism
A — U,ealn,n + 1), and the test functions ¢ for discriminating between P and @ on (€2, G) only
allowed to depend on the bin index N = | X | € Z of the observed valu

Proposition 2. Let Py = N(0,1), P, = N(u, 1) for p > 0 on (Q F) = (R, Br) with a sub-o
algebra G :=o([n,n+ 1) :n € Z). Then, T(Py, P,)(a) = ®(® (1 — a) — p)Ver € [0, 1], and

Tg(Po, Py)(ou) = ®(@71(1 — ) — ) for cy, = 1 — ®(k) for all k € Z, and (111)

Tg(Po, Py)(c) = Tg(Po, Pu)(aks1) — N qi, for a € [agyr, o) forall k € Z (112)
and ¥ = L ith g = Sk + 1 — ) — Bk — p) (113)
A — Q41

Proof. The proof follows from [22] First, observe that the laws P9 and Q9 on (2, G) = (Z, 2%) are
pn = P(N =n) = ®(n+1) — &(n), Gn = Q(N =n)=0(n+1 —p) — ®(n —pu), (114)
where @ is the standard normal CDF. For ;1 > 0 the likelihood ratios F}, are increasing in n €

" exp(— &g "B (2)dPy())d
F, = an _ L exp( 53— )da _ N p(2)dPo(z))dx — Ep|F,|0)(z) for z € [n,n+1),

Pn [ exp(— 2 da [ dpPy(z)

(115)

5 A complementary way is to say that the information G is sufficient for the binary experiment (Q2, F, P, Q).

"By the restriction of ¢§ = ¢* atall a € [0,1], we need {F > T},>0 and {F = T},>0 to be G
measurable, and therefore F' itself is G measurable, since it is by definition non-negative.

"IThe results extend verbatim with appropriate substitution for any shift family {Ps(-) = P(- — 6) : 6 €}
where Py is a symmetric-log concave probability measure on (R, Br) [Dong et al.|(2022).

g -algebra generated by a countable partition { E,, } ez of € can be written as {{{J , cz Bn i ACZ}}

3The intuition is that the practitioner does not observe the actual output X, but only see the processed output
| X | taking integer values, and is supposed to base his discriminating procedure based on this information.

™A similar computation would show that F}, would be decreasing in n when the shift 1 < 0).
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< (— (—w)?
Z—I;g(x) = % as the Radon-Nikodym derivative, and a G
measurability requirement of G = Ep[F),|G] reveals that Ep[F,|G] is constant on each of those
partitions F,, = [n,n + 1) generating the o-algebra G [Durrett| (2019). Moreover, from the integra-
bility requirement Ep[F},¢] = Ep[Gy] for bounded G measurable functions ¢ that constant value
is the weighted average as computed above (take o = 1). Now, to show that F;, is increa inn,

where we denote F),(z) =

2
observe that for any p > 0, ZI;’; () = exp (,ux — %) is monotone in x whenever 1 > l As a

consequence, we have F),(n) < F,, < F,(n+1) < F,41 < F,(n+ 2) forevery n € Z.

So the Neyman-Pearson optimizer on (Q,G) = (Z,2%) is a threshold in (along with some
randomization as required). For the non-randomized part, consider an threshold k € Z,

type L error = o, := P(N > k) = an =1-®(k), and (116)
n>k
type Il error = Tg(P, Q)(ax) := Q(N < k) = Z qn = Pk — p). (117)
n<k

Thus, the trade-off function Tg (P9, QY) at the points with type I errors {ay }rez C [0, 1][], have
the respective minimum value of type II errors as {®(k — 1)) }rez or equivalently as the subset
of points {c, ®(® (1 — ap) — p)brez C {a, Tg(P,Q)(®)}acp,1) C [0,1]%. Now, to have the
entire Tg (P, @), one linearly interpolates the points above on the curve. More precisely, for any
@ € [agy1, agl, define o5 (N) = 1(N > k) + A*1(N = k), where \* € [0, 1] is given by

a—
M= =L and Tg(P,Q)(a) = Tg(P,Q)(aks1) — N i (118)
ap — 041

O

This finishes the description of the computation of the trade-off function Tg (P, @) for a Gaussian
shift family, which is clearly equal to T'( P, Q) at the points of type I errors {ay } ez Without requir-
ing randomization, and linear interpolated otherwise. Therefore, it always lies above the original
Gaussian trade-off curve T'(P, Q). Moreover, the p < 0, case be dealt in exactly similar way.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we introduce the hypothesis testing-based framework of infinitely divisible privacy [6}
encompassing both the Gaussian differential privacy of |Dong et al.| (2022) and the newly proposed
Poisson differential privacy [} which are not just natural baselines for count statistics but also appear
under repeated compositions of (nearly perfect) differentially private outputs. Along the way, we
resolve the s = 2k conjecture of Dong et al. (2022) as a consequence of contiguity

In practice, the number of private operations made on a dataset is uncertain. We show that under
randomization of the number of operations, the limiting trade-off can even escape the universal class
of infinitely divisible trade-off functions [64] We illustrate this with a locally asymptotically mixed
normal (LAMN) example (66), following the spirit of [Le Cam| (1986).

Then, we construct a mechanism in Theorem [I3] that optimally attains (asymmetric) Poisson dif-
ferential privacy for real-valued statistics, including count statistics, thus going beyond standard
additive-noise mechanisms. Afterwards, we demonstrate that Poisson baselines naturally appear for
graph-based datasets, where released statistics are inherently discretized [20]

Finally, inspired by a Bayesian perspective on DP (Strack & Yang] 2024)), we quantify exactly how
trade-off functions degrade under information coarsening and derive a coarsened Neyman-Pearson

> As shown in [Dong et al.| (2022), this condition of monotonicity (increasing) of %(x) in z for all (but
fixed) p« > 0 is equivalent to the condition that P is log concave. This is the reason this Gaussian result extends
verbatim to symmetric-log concave distribution Py with the shift family { Py(-) = P(- — 0) : 0 € R}.

"8To follow the theorem one could equivalently threshold at the value based on F;, as well.

""These are the values of type I errors which do not require randomization in Neyman-Pearson lemma.
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Gaussian shift family: P, = N(0,1), P, = N(u,1)

1.0f T(a), p=0.5
Tg(a), p=0.5
M), p=1.0
0.8f Tg(a), p=1.0
T(e), p=2.0
0.6k Tg(a), p=2.0
=
&~
0.4
0.2}
0.0f —=
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 6: Trade-off function 7'(«) and its coarsened version Tg () for the Gaussian shift family
Py=N(0,1), P, = N(u,1).

Laplace shift family: Py=Lap(0,1), P, =Lap(u,1)

1.0 T(a), p=0.5
Ty(a), p=0.5
— T(a), p=1.0
0.8f Tg(a), p=1.0
— T(a), p=2.0
0.6} -== Tg(a), p=2.0
<
&
0.4
0.2}
0.0f

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 7: Trade-off function T'(«) and its coarsened version Tg(«) for the Laplace shift family
Py = Lap(07 1)7 P,u = Lap(,uv 1)

lemma [22] with equality characterizations via conditional likelihood ratios 22} We demonstrate this
by explicitly working out the Gaussian case [2] that extends to symmetric-log concave family.

Several interesting directions follow, and many have been detailed in the remarks within the text.
First, our algorithmic result suggests the construction of private mechanisms that are optimal with
respect to a given natural, infinitely divisible trade-off curve. Second, it would be extremely interest-
ing to illustrate the tightness of the proposed Poisson differential privacy framework on graph-based
problems of modern interest Karwa & Slavkovi¢| (2016)). Third, it would be interesting to analyze
how privacy degrades when one is allowed to stop adaptively. Finally, it would be fascinating to find
an equivalence between the f-differential privacy framework of |Dong et al.| (2022) based on com-
parison of trade-off functions and the (Bayesian) framework of privacy-preserving signals
(2024), since coarsening the underlying o algebra clarifies how information restrictions lead
to an increase in indistinguishability.
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A  SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

We first define a Markov kernel (randomized mechanism) following Kallenberg| (2021)).

Definition 7 (Markov kernel). Let (X, Fx) and (Y, Fy) be measurable spaces. A Markov kernel
(also called a stochastic kernel or transition kernel) from (X, Fx) to (Y, Fy) is a map

K : X x Fy — [0,1], usually written K (z, B) forz € X, B € Fy, (119)

such that for every fixed v € X, the set function B — K (z, B) is a probability measure on (Y, Fy).
Moreover; for every fixed B € Fy, the function x — K (x, B) is Fx-measurable.

We state the following Berry Esseen CLT, where kl denotes the vector (k1(f1),...,kl(f,)) and ko,
K3, R3 are defined similarly; in addition, || - ||; and || - ||2 are the ¢; and ¢5 norms, respectively.

Our first lemma summarizes some of the basic but extremely fruitful properties of the Gaussian
trade-off function fg .(z) = T(N(0,1),N(g,1))(z) = ®(®~1(1 — x) — ¢) for all = € [0, 1], and

any € > 0. Among others, it proves that T’ (N (—“;7 /ﬂ) N (“72, /ﬂ)) = fa,u forany p € R.
Lemma 23. (Dong et al.|(2022)) The Gaussian trade off functions satisfy the following properties:

* Monotonicity: For any pair 1,2 > 0, €1 < g2 if and only if
fae () > fa.e, () forall x € [0,1]. (120)

* Closure under suprema: For any collection of (€;)ic; C R with index set I

115 Jc.e, (%) = fasup,., e (x) forall x € [0,1] (121)

o Symmetry: For any pi1,v2 € RP and o > 0
T(v2a+oN(0,L,), 11 +oN(0,1,)) =T(t1 + oN(0,I,),va + oN(0,I,))  (122)

* Dimension freeness: For any p1,vs € RP and ¥ = 0 let €2 := (1 — v2), 571 (w1 — 12)).
Then
T(u + VEN(0,L), v + VEN(0,1)) = T(N(0,1), N(e,1)),  (123)

Intuition and importance: The proof of this lemma is immediate from the explicit description of
fae(z) = (@7 1(1 — x) — €) where ®(-) is the CDF of a standard Gaussian variable ®(t) =
P[N(0,1) < t] forall t € R. It also requires applying the Neyman-Pearson lemma or the likelihood
ratio test Polyanskiy & Wul (2025)). But, the conclusions that they imply are extremely powerful.

Monotonicity: The monotonicity condition (I20) reduces an apriori difficult functional comparison
between two functions f and g at uncountably many points to a comparison of just one parameter €.
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Closure under suprema: The closure under suprema property (IZI) essentially says two very
important things. First, it makes it easy to identify what the suprema of an apriori arbitrary collection
of functions {f;}; is (in fact explicitly). Second, the limiting object is a function of the same kind:
it is again a Gaussian trade-off function with a different choice of parameter €.

Symmetry: The symmetry property (requires Neyman-Pearson lemma) is very interesting
because the definition of a trade-off function T'(P, () |1|is asymmetric in general, between its first
and second arguments. But, for a pair of shifted isotropic Gaussians, they match because of the
spherical symmetry (orthogonal invariance) of the standard Gaussian density in any dimension.

Dimension freeness: The dimension freeness property (I23) (requires Neyman-Pearson lemma)
makes the case for Gaussian certifiability in high dimensions stronger than any other notion of certi-
fiability. This is because, almost all the results of classical statistics that are true in low dimensions,
fail to hold in high dimensions, because many of the quantities involved in controlling the errors are
dimension dependent and blows up when p 1 oco. It is often the case that finding a dimension-free
quantity or even an inequality that tensorizes| °|help us resolve high dimensional issues.

Our second lemma says that the some aspects of the Gaussian trade-off functions generalize.
Lemma 24. |Dong et al.| (2022)[ Lemma A.2, Proposition A.3] Consider a symmetric random vari-

able X % — X with CDF F having a log-concave Lebesgue density. Consider its baseline trade-off
function fx .(z) =T (X, e+ X)(x) forall z € [0, 1].

1. Symmetry: For any t1,t2 € R and § = |ty — t1]| the following holds for all x € [0, 1].
Tt + X, to+X)(2)=F(F'(1—2)—68) =T(ta+ X, t1 + X)(z).  (124)
So, T(t1 + X, to+ X)(2) =T(X, 6+ X)(2) =T + X, X)(z) (125)
2. Monotonicity: Forei,eq > 0. Then €1 < &5 if and only if
fx.e () > fx e, () forall z € [0,1]. (126)

Intuition and importance: The proof of this lemma is along the same lines of the proof given
in Dong et al|(2022)[Lemma A.2, Proposition A.3]. Using log-concavity of the density of X and
symmetry X £ _X, there is an explicit description of fx .(z) = F(F~1(1 — x) — ) where F(-)
is the CDF of the random variable X, F(t) = P[X < t]forallt € R, and ¢ > 0.

"8We are referring dimension free Poincare and Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities of high-dimensional statis-
tics that are extremely important in obtaining concentration bounds in high dimensions |[van Handel|(2016).
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