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Abstract
We study privatization mechanism design and privacy ac-

counting in the Pufferfish family, addressing two practical
gaps of Rényi Pufferfish Privacy (RPP): high-dimensional
optimal transport (OT) calibration and the absence of a gen-
eral, mechanism-agnostic composition rule for iterative learn-
ing. We introduce Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy (SRPP),
which replaces high-dimensional comparisons by directional
ones over a set of unit vectors, enabling geometry-aware
and tractable guarantees. To calibrate noise without high-
dimensional OT, we propose sliced Wasserstein mechanisms
that compute per-direction (1-D) sensitivities, yielding closed-
form, statistically stable, and anisotropic calibrations. We
further define SRPP Envelope (SRPE) as computable up-
per bounds that are tightly implementable by these sliced
Wasserstein mechanisms. For iterative deep learning algo-
rithms, we develop a decompose-then-compose SRPP-SGD
scheme with gradient clipping based on a History-Uniform
Cap (HUC), a pathwise bound on one-step directional changes
that is uniform over optimization history, and a mean-square
variant (ms-HUC) that leverages subsampling randomness
to obtain on-average SRPP guarantees with improved util-
ity. The resulting HUC and ms-HUC accountants aggregate
per-iteration, per-direction Rényi costs and integrate naturally
with moments-accountant style analyses. Finally, when mul-
tiple mechanisms are trained and privatized independently
under a common slicing geometry, our analysis yields grace-
ful additive composition in both worst-case and mean-square
regimes. Our experiments indicate that the proposed SRPP-
based methods achieve favorable privacy–utility trade-offs in
both static and iterative settings.

1 Introduction

Differential Privacy (DP) [9] is the de facto standard for mea-
suring data privacy risk. It treats each individual record as a se-
cret and requires that the output distribution of a randomized
algorithm change only slightly when a single record is added

or removed. DP and its variants, such as Rényi DP (RDP)
[20, 23] and zCDP [4], enjoy graceful composition proper-
ties that quantify cumulative privacy loss when the same (or
related) datasets are used multiple times. These properties
underpin DP-SGD [1], a canonical decompose-then-compose
approach to private deep learning: each iteration applies a
subsampled Gaussian mechanism with per-example gradi-
ent clipping and Gaussian noise, and a moments accountant
aggregates per-iteration RDP into an overall (ε,δ) guarantee.

By adopting a similar worst-case probabilistic indistin-
guishability, Pufferfish Privacy (PP) [18] generalizes DP by
allowing secrets beyond individual records and by model-
ing probabilistic relationships between secrets and datasets
via priors on an adversary’s beliefs. Song et al. [29] pro-
vide the first general-purpose privatization mechanism for PP,
the Wasserstein mechanism, which uses the ∞-Wasserstein
distance as an analogue of sensitivity and generalizes the
Laplace mechanism. Ding [8] proposes a Kantorovich-based
exponential (and Gaussian) additive-noise mechanism for PP
calibrated to 1-Wasserstein sensitivity. However, computing
∞-Wasserstein distances is statistically and computationally
challenging in high dimensions, and tractable, general design
principles for PP mechanisms remain largely open [15].

A second central limitation of PP is the lack of practical,
general-purpose composition theorems for privacy accounting
and iterative algorithms like SGD. Existing results require
specific structural assumptions: universally composable evo-
lution scenarios [18] assume deterministic secret-dataset re-
lationships, while the Markov Quilt Mechanism [29] applies
only to Bayesian networks. Recent work [35] explains this
limitation fundamentally: the probabilistic secret-dataset rela-
tionship induces dependencies among mechanisms, breaking
standard composition. Their proposed inverse composition
requires solving an infinite-dimensional convex optimization
problem, which is is not straightforward to apply within itera-
tive learning algorithms such as SGD.

Rényi Pufferfish Privacy (RPP) [25] partially addresses
these issues by recasting PP in terms of Rényi divergences
and introducing the General Wasserstein Mechanism (GWM),
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which uses the shift-reduction lemma [2, 11] to calibrate ad-
ditive noise via ∞-Wasserstein distance. Extensions include
an approximate version (GAWM) for improved utility and a
distribution-aware variant (DAGWM) using p-Wasserstein
distances to capture average-case data geometry. While these
Wasserstein-based mechanisms significantly advance the PP
framework, they inherit the curse of dimensionality from op-
timal transport: estimating Wasserstein distances and sensitiv-
ities remains statistically and computationally expensive in
high dimensions, limiting practical applicability.

To address composition, RPP proves Privacy Amplifica-
tion by Iteration (PABI) results for contractive noisy pro-
cesses [25], enabling the first use of PP-style guarantees
in private convex optimization. However, PABI requires
contractivity of the update map, restricting applicability to
non-convex objectives and non-contractive optimizers like
momentum-based methods. Moreover, PABI still depends
on Wasserstein distances between one-step updates, reintro-
ducing high-dimensional optimal transport challenges. Con-
sequently, PABI does not provide a universal, mechanism-
agnostic composition theory for Pufferfish.

In this paper, we address these limitations by taking a direc-
tional, sliced view of RPP and by designing mechanisms and
accountants that avoid high-dimensional optimal transport
and contractivity assumptions. At a high level, we (i) intro-
duce sliced RPP notions and sliced Wasserstein mechanisms
that reduce high-dimensional calibration to one-dimensional
problems, (ii) develop HUC- and ms-HUC–based SRPP-SGD
schemes that support practical privacy accounting for subsam-
pled gradient methods, and (iii) establish additive composi-
tion theorems for collections of SRPP/ms-SRPP mechanisms
sharing a common slicing geometry. Our contributions are
summarized as follows.

• We introduce two notions of Sliced Rényi Pufferfish
Privacy (SRPP), average SRPP (Ave-SRPP) and joint
SRPP (Joint-SRPP), as directional refinements of RPP
that compare secrets along a fixed set of unit vectors.
Ave-SRPP controls the mean Rényi distinguishability
across slices, while Joint-SRPP controls the Rényi distin-
guishability of the joint pair of slice index and projection,
penalizing rare high-risk directions that could be hidden
by averaging. Having both notions lets us trade off utility
and robustness to directional outliers while keeping the
geometry-aware, tractable structure of SRPP.

• We propose sliced Wasserstein mechanisms, which re-
place d-dimensional Wasserstein sensitivities with per-
direction (1D) sensitivities, and define SRPP Envelope
(SRPE) as computable upper bounds that are tightly im-
plementable by these mechanisms, yielding explicit pri-
vacy certificates for Ave-/Joint-SRPP.

• For iterative learning with gradient clipping, we develop
SRPP-SGD based on a History-Uniform Cap (HUC),
which provides additive per-iteration, per-direction

Rényi bounds and closed-form Gaussian calibration,
and a mean-square variant (ms-HUC) together with ms-
SRPP that leverage subsampling randomness to obtain
on-average guarantees with improved utility. The result-
ing HUC and ms-HUC accountants integrate naturally
with moments-accountant–style analyses and avoid both
contraction assumptions and high-dimensional Wasser-
stein estimates, accommodating non-contractive optimiz-
ers such as SGD and Adam.

• When multiple mechanisms are trained independently
and privatized via our SRPP/ms-SRPP schemes under
a common slicing geometry, we prove graceful additive
composition: the total Ave-/Joint- or ms-Ave/ms-Joint-
SRPP cost is bounded by the sum of the per-mechanism
costs, enabling modular, plug-and-play privacy account-
ing for pipelines and cascades.

1.1 Related Work

Privacy Beyond Individual Data Records. One-sided DP
[19] protects the sensitive portion of a dataset (the “one side"),
while non-sensitive records can be released with minimal or
no protection. Fernandes et al [12] apply generalized DP us-
ing Earth Mover’s Distance on word embeddings to obfuscate
authorship in text documents. Hardt and Roth [13] study dif-
ferentially private singular vector computation under an entry-
level privacy model, where the secret is each matrix entry.
PAC Privacy [30, 31] and Residual PAC Privacy [36] bound
the information-theoretic hardness of successful inference for
general secrets beyond individual record presence, enabling
automatic measurement and control via simulation. Pufferfish
Privacy (PP) [18, 29] and Rényi Pufferfish Privacy (RPP) [25]
are direct, full generalizations of DP and RDP, respectively,
that consider general secrets beyond individual record pres-
ence while using the same probabilistic indistinguishability
framework as their counterparts. Other distribution-based pri-
vacy notions, which protect distributions of data rather than
individual records, include [5, 16].

Instantiations of Pufferfish Privacy. Several important in-
stantiations of the Pufferfish Privacy framework have been
developed to address specific privacy scenarios. Song et al
[29] demonstrate PP’s application to correlated data, where
dependencies between records violate the independence as-
sumptions of standard DP. Zhang et al [37] instantiate PP for
attribute privacy, protecting sensitive attributes rather than
individual record presence. Zhang et al. [35] propose differen-
tial confounding privacy, which handles intrinsic probabilistic
relationships between secrets and datasets, including dynamic
and stochastic relationships where secrets must be derived
from the data itself. Blowfish Privacy [14] extends differen-
tial privacy through policy specifications that allow data pub-
lishers to customize both the sensitive information requiring
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protection and the publicly known constraints about the data,
enabling more flexible privacy-utility trade-offs. Nuradha and
Goldfeld [22] provide an information-theoretic formulation
of PP in terms of conditional mutual information, termed MI
PP, which satisfies improved composability properties com-
pared to standard PP and enables mechanism analysis through
information-theoretic tools. PP has also been instantiated in
applied settings, including smart-meter time-series release
and local energy markets [17] and time-series data trading
under temporal correlations via the HORAE framework [21].

2 Preliminaries

We begin by providing background on Differential Privacy
(DP), Pufferfish Privacy (PP), and Rényi Pufferfish Privacy
(RPP).

2.1 Differential Privacy

Let X be the input dataset. Each data point xi is defined over
some measurable domain X †, so that x = (x1,x2, . . . ,xn) ∈
X = (X †)n. We say two datasets x,x′ ∈ X are adjacent if they
differ in exactly one data point.

Definition 2.1 ((ε,δ)-Differential Privacy [9]). A randomized
mechanism M : X → Y is said to be (ε,δ)-differentially pri-
vate (DP), with ε≥ 0 and δ∈ [0,1], if for any pair of adjacent
datasets x,x′, and for all T ⊆ Y , we have Pr[M (x) ∈ T ]≤
eε Pr[M (x′) ∈ T ]+δ.

The parameter ε is usually referred to as the privacy bud-
get, and δ ∈ (0,1] represents the failure probability. DP rep-
resents a worst-case, input-agnostic adversarial worst-case
framework.

2.2 DP-SGD with Gradient Clipping

Differentially private stochastic gradient descent (DP-SGD)
[1, 28] has become the standard approach for training neural
networks with formal privacy guarantees.

Dataset. Let x = (x1, . . . ,xn) ∈ X = X̄ n be the finite sam-
ples of data points, where each xi = (ai,bi) ∈ X̄ consists
of features ai and label bi. In this section, we take Pθ

X as
the empirical (marginal) distribution of the data samples
x = (x1, . . . ,xn) ∈ X = X̄ n for all θ ∈ Θ. At iteration t, we
draw a random mini-batch It ⊆ [n] using a subsampling
scheme {η,ρ} characterized by a rate η and a scheme type
ρ, where ρ ∈ {WR,WOR,Poisson} denotes sampling with-
replacement (WR), without-replacement (WOR), or via a Pois-
son process (Poisson), respectively. Let X t = (Xi)i∈It denote
the random mini-batch subsampled from x, with xt represent-
ing a particular realization.

Algorithm 1 Noise-perturbed SGD with gradient clipping

Require: Data x1, . . . ,xn; loss ℓ(ξ;x); stepsizes (ηt)
T−1
t=0 ;

batch size B; clip norm C; noise covariances (Σt)
T
t=1.

1: Initialize parameters ξ0
2: for t = 0, . . . ,T −1 do
3: Sample minibatch It ⊆ [n] with |It |= B
4: For each i ∈ It :

gt(xi)←∇ξℓ(ξt ;xi), g̃t(xi)← gt(xi)min
{

1,
C

∥gt(xi)∥2

}

5: ḡt ← 1
B ∑i∈It g̃t(xi)

6: Draw Nt ∼N (0,Σt) and set ĝt ← ḡt +Nt
7: ξt+1← θt −ηt ĝt
8: end for
9: return θT ; compute privacy parameters from (Σt) accord-

ing to DP guarantee.

Empirical Risk Minimization. In supervised learning,
each example is xi = (ai,bi) with features ai and label bi.
Let ℓ(θ;xi) denote the per-sample loss of a model with pa-
rameter ξ. The empirical risk minimization (ERM) problem
is minξ F(ξ) := 1

n ∑
n
i=1 ℓ(θ;xi).

Stochastic Gradient Descent. SGD approximately solves
ERM by iteratively sampling minibatches and updating θ

along noisy gradients. At iteration t, a subsampling scheme
{η,ρ} produces a random minibatch index set It ⊆ [n] of size
B and corresponding minibatch xt = (xi)i∈It . The (unclipped)
stochastic gradient is

gt(xi) := ∇ξℓ(ξt ;xi), gt :=
1
B ∑

i∈It
gt(xi),

and the parameters are updated as ξt+1 = ξt −ηtgt , for step-
size ηt > 0.

Gradient clipping and DP-SGD. DP-SGD [1, 28] modifies
SGD in two ways: it clips per-example gradients to control
sensitivity and adds noise to the averaged gradient for privacy.
Each per-sample gradient is clipped at ℓ2 radius C,

g̃t(xi) := gt(xi) min
{

1,
C

∥gt(xi)∥2

}
,

and the averaged clipped gradient is

ḡt :=
1
B ∑

i∈It
g̃t(xi). (1)

Noise-perturbed SGD with gradient clipping (Algorithm 1)
then draws Gaussian noise Nt ∼N (0,Σt), forms ĝt = ḡt +Nt ,
and updates ξt+1 = ξt −ηt ĝt . In the classical DP setting, the
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covariance sequence (Σt) is calibrated so that the resulting
algorithm satisfies a target (ε,δ)-DP guarantee via an RDP
or moments-accountant style analysis. Appendix C provides
detailed discussion between group DP-SGD and our SRPP-
SGD.

2.3 Pufferfish and Rényi Pufferfish Privacy

The Pufferfish Privacy (PP) framework [18] generalizes differ-
ential privacy (DP) by protecting arbitrary secrets linked to the
data, rather than only individual records. Let S be the space of
secrets and Q ⊆ S×S the set of secret pairs to be made indis-
tinguishable. Unlike DP, which treats the dataset X as fixed,
PP models X as a random variable drawn from a distribution
θ∈Θ, where each θ represents a plausible adversarial prior or
data-generating scenario. For each θ ∈Θ, let Pθ(S,X) denote
the joint law over secrets S and datasets X , with marginals
PS

θ
and PX

θ
, and conditional Pθ(x | s) = Pθ(s,x)/PS

θ
(s). We

write Prθ[·] and Eθ[·] for probability and expectation under
Pθ(S,X), and refer to {S ,Q ,Θ} as the Pufferfish scenario.

Definition 2.2 (Pufferfish privacy (PP) [18, 37]). Let ε≥ 0
and δ ∈ (0,1). A mechanism M : X → Y is (ε,δ)-Pufferfish
private in (S ,Q ,Θ) if for all θ ∈ Θ, all (si,s j) ∈ Q with
PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j) ̸= 0, and all measurable T ⊆ Y ,

Pr
(
M (X)∈ T | S= si,θ

)
≤ eε Pr

(
M (X)∈ T | S= s j,θ

)
+δ.

If δ = 0, we say that M satisfies ε-Pufferfish privacy.

Thus, PP replaces DP’s notion of adjacent datasets with
indistinguishability between dataset distributions induced by
different secrets under the priors in Θ.

Recently, Pierquin et al. [25] extended PP using Rényi di-
vergence, in the spirit of Rényi differential privacy (RDP) [20],
yielding a more flexible and composition-friendly analysis of
Pufferfish-type guarantees.

Definition 2.3 (Rényi Pufferfish privacy (RPP) [25]). Let
α > 1 and ε≥ 0. A mechanism M is (α,ε)-RPP in (S ,Q ,Θ)
if for all θ ∈Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0,

Dα

(
Pr(M (X) | S = si,θ)

∥∥ Pr(M (X) | S = s j,θ)
)
≤ ε,

where X ∼ PX
θ

and Dα is the Rényi divergence of order α,

Dα(P∥Q) :=
1

α−1
logEZ∼Q

[(
P(Z)
Q(Z)

)α]
, (2)

for distributions P and Q on a common measurable space.

RPP reduces to PP in the limit α→ 1 (analogous to RDP
and DP) and will serve as the base notion for our sliced Rényi
Pufferfish privacy framework.

2.4 Wasserstein Mechanisms
Wasserstein mechanisms are important for PP [29] and RPP
[25] implementations.

Definition 2.4 (Coupling). Let ν,u be probability measures
on (Rd ,B(Rd)). A coupling of (ν,µ) is any probability mea-
sure π on (Rd×Rd ,B(Rd)⊗B(Rd)) whose marginals are p
and q. We denote the set of all couplings by Π(ν,µ).

Definition 2.5 (∞-Wasserstein distance). Fix a norm ∥ · ∥ on
Rd . For probability measures ν,u on Rd , the ∞-Wasserstein
distance (∞-WD) is

W∞(ν,µ) = inf
π∈Π(ν,µ)

sup
(x,y)∈supp(π)

∥x− y∥.

The ∞-Wasserstein Mechanism (∞-WM) [29], based on
the ∞-Wasserstein distance, is the first general privatization
mechanism that calibrates additive noise in PP framework by
bounding the maximum shift between conditional query dis-
tributions. Pierquin et al. [25] extend the ∞-WM to a General
Wasserstein Mechanism (GWM) based on the shift reduction
lemma [11]. We defer the introduction of the distribution-
aware GWM [25] to Appendix A.

We first set up the necessary notations. Let N ∼ ζ denote
additive noise with distribution ζ on Rd (e.g., Gaussian or
Laplace). For x ∈Rd , the shifted distribution is ζ−x (i.e., the
distribution of U − x for U ∼ ζ). For probability measures
ν,µ, their convolution is ν∗µ (i.e., the distribution of U +V
for independent U ∼ ν, V ∼ µ). Define the Rényi envelop,

Rα(ζ,z) = sup
∥a∥<z

Dα(ζ−a,ζ), (3)

where ∥ · ∥ is some norm, and ζ−a : w→ ζ(w−a).
For any query function f : X → Rd , define

∆∞ = max
(si,s j)∈Q ,θ∈Θ

W∞ (P( f (X) | si,θ),P( f (X) | s j,θ)) . (4)

The GWM is formally defined as follows.

Theorem 2.6 (General Wasserstein mechanism (GWM) [25]).
Let f : X →Rd be a numerical query. Let N = (N1, . . . ,Nd)∼
ζ drawn independently of the dataset X. Then, M (X) =
f (X) +N satisfies (α,Rα(ζ,∆∞))-RPP for all α ∈ (1,+∞)
and R∞(ζ,∆∞)-PP, where ∆∞ is given by (4).

GWM is a general framework for RPP and PP privatization.
We can instantiate the Gaussian and Laplace mechanisms to
recover familiar guarantees with ∆∞ playing the role of sen-
sitivity [25]. For example, M (X) = f (X)+N is (α,ε)-RPP

if N ∼N (0, α∆2
∞

2ε
Id) with ∆∞ computed using the L2 norm. In

addition, M (X) = f (X)+N, where N ∼ Lap
(

0, ∆∞

ε
Id

)
with

∆∞ computed using the L1 norm is ε-PP.
The key limitation of Wasserstein mechanisms is due to

the computational burden: in high dimensions, computing
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Geometry and sliced Wasserstein profile for two 2-
D Gaussians P and Q. (a) Geometry of the distributions with
selected projection directions: umax (purple), umin (green),
and a typical direction utyp (orange), together with the global
2D Wasserstein shift. (b) Polar plot of the normalized 1-D
Wasserstein distance as a function of projection angle; the
polygon shows per–direction distances, the red dashed circle
is their mean, the shaded band shows ±1std, and the black
dash–dotted circle marks the global W2 distance, with color-
matched markers corresponding to the directions in (a).

both the sensitivity term ∆∞ and the associated Rényi enve-
lope Rα(ζ,∆∞) is costly. Computing W∞ or more generally
Wp (Definition A.1 in Appendix A) between empirical distri-
butions on Rd requires solving large-scale optimal transport
problems, whose complexity grows superlinearly in the sam-
ple size and suffers from the curse of dimensionality. Thus,
the Wasserstein mechanism for RPP (and also PP) is diffi-
cult to scale beyond low or moderate-dimensional queries.
This motivates us to propose sliced Wasserstein mechanisms,
where we work with one-dimensional (1-D) projection of
f (X), leading to much more tractable computations in high
dimensions, while preserving a meaningful Wasserstein-style
geometry. The key component is sliced Wasserstein sensitivity
introduced in the next section.

3 Sliced Wasserstein Sensitivity

In this section, we propose sliced Wasserstein sensitivity, ob-
tained by applying slicing to the standard ∞-Wasserstein dis-
tance, to address the computational challenges associated with
Wasserstein mechanisms in high dimensions. We begin by
introducing some notation. Let f : X → Rd be a query func-
tion, and for each (s,θ) ∈ S ×Θ let Fθ

s := Pr
(

f (X) ∈ · | s,θ
)

denote the probability distribution of f (X) under secret s
and prior θ. For an additive noise N ∼ ζ independent of X ,
we write M θ

s := Pr(M (X) ∈ · | s,θ) for the output distribu-
tion of a mechanism M applied to X . For a measurable map
g : W → C and a Borel measure µ on W , the pushforward

g#µ on C is defined by

g#µ(A) = µ
(
g−1(A)

)
, ∀A ∈ B(C ), (5)

where B(C ) denotes the Borel σ-algebra on C . Let Sd−1 =
{u ∈ Rd : ∥u∥2 = 1} be the unit sphere and let ω be a prob-
ability measure on Sd−1. For each u ∈ Sd−1, define the pro-
jection Ψu : Rd → R by Ψu(a) = ⟨a,u⟩. Then, for any Borel
probability measure P on Rd , the pushforward Ψu

#P is the
one-dimensional (1-D) distribution of ⟨X̂ ,u⟩ when X̂ ∼ P.

Next, we define the sliced Wasserstein distance, which
defines a metric for comparing probability measures on Rd

by integrating Wasserstein distances over all 1-D projections.

Definition 3.1 (Sliced Wasserstein Distance). Let Pp(Rd)
denote the set of all Borel probability measures on Rd with
finite p-th moment, i.e.,

∫
Rd ∥x∥p dµ(x)<∞ for all µ∈Pp(Rd).

For p≥ 1 and µ,ν ∈ Pp(Rd), the Sliced Wasserstein distance
(SWD) is given by

SWp
p(µ,ν) :=

∫
Sd−1

W p
p (Ψ

u
#µ, Ψ

u
#ν) dλ(u), (6)

where λ is the uniform probability measure on Sd−1.

The SWD is appealing because it reduces a high-
dimensional optimal transport problem to an average of 1-D
problems, for which Wp admits a closed form in terms of
quantile functions. In practice, it can be estimated efficiently
by sampling directions and sorting the projected samples.
On R (with the usual cost induced by the Lp norm), for 1-D
measures µ̂, ν̂ ∈ Pp(R) we have [24, Remark 2.30]:

W p
p (µ̂, ν̂) =

∫ 1

0

∣∣F−1
µ̂ (u)−F−1

ν̂
(u)
∣∣p du, (7)

where F−1
µ̂ and F−1

ν̂
denote the quantile functions of µ̂ and ν̂,

respectively. Thus, the 1-D p-WD Wp(µ̂, ν̂) is equivalent to
the Lp norm on a linear space (hence Hilbertian for p = 2),
so its geometry is simple and linear, in sharp contrast to the
much more complex geometry in higher dimensions. Figure
1 illustrates an example of slicing a W2 for two 2-D Gaussian
distributions.

In the standard OT sense, ∞-SWD is the p→∞ endpoint of
SWp

p(µ,ν). At the slice level, ∞-SWD gives a natural analogue
of the ∞-WD (Definition 2.5) as the global sensitivity for RPP
and PP: the largest shift in the projected query output that
can arise when the secret changes. Then, given a Pufferfish
scenario {S ,Q ,Θ}, for each direction u ∈ Sd−1, we define
the per-slice ∞-Wasserstein sensitivity as

∆
u
∞ := max

(si,s j)∈Q , θ∈Θ

W∞

(
Ψ

u
#Pθ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#Pθ

s j

)
. (8)

Here, ∆u
∞ is the worst-case ∞-WD, over all admissible pairs of

secrets and priors, between the one-dimensional projections
of the data distributions (Pθ

si
and Pθ

s j
) along direction u. It
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therefore measures the maximal shift in the projected query
output when the secret changes from si to s j under any prior
(of an potential adversary) in Θ, and will serve as the basic
per-slice sensitivity parameter.

Conceptually, we might try to replace the per-slice Wasser-
stein sensitivity ∆u

∞ in (8) with a single scalar based on
the SWD in Definition 3.1. However, SWD averages one-
dimensional optimal-transport costs under a particular cou-
pling and does not provide a uniform bound for all admissible
couplings and all slices (or directions) that our 1-D per-slice
Rényi envelope (11) in Section 4.4 requires.

However, any potential adversary observes the full dimen-
sional query output, rather than the projected. Naively replac-
ing the full-Wasserstein ∆∞ with sliced-Wasserstein ∆u

∞ in the
RPP noise calibration, while keeping the original (unsliced)
RPP definition, creates a mismatch between the geometry of
the mechanisms and the geometry of the divergence and can
therefore yield unsound privacy bounds.

In particular, we recall that for any u ∈ Sd−1, the projection
Ψu(x) = ⟨x,u⟩ is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the Euclidean
norm. Hence, for any pair of distributions µ,ν on Rd ,

W∞

(
Ψ

u
#µ,Ψu

#ν
)
≤ W∞(µ,ν).

Indeed, for any coupling γ ∈ Π(µ,ν) we have |Ψu(x)−
Ψu(y)| ≤ ∥x− y∥2 γ-almost surely (γ-a.s.), so taking the es-
sential supremum and then the infimum over γ yields the
inequality above. By applying this to µ = Pθ

si
and ν = Pθ

s j
, and

then taking the supremum over (si,s j) ∈ Q and θ ∈ Θ, we
have ∆u

∞ ≤ ∆∞, where ∆∞ is given by (4). This motivates us to
introduce Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy, a sliced analogue
of RPP tailored to SW mechanisms, formally presented in the
next section.

4 Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy

In this section, we introduce Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy
(SRPP), a directional refinement of RPP defined with respect
to a slice profile (U,ω), where U ⊆ Sd−1 is a set of directions
and ω is a probability measure on Sd−1 supported on U. In the
finite case, U = {u1, . . . ,um} and ω is the discrete distribution
with weights (ω1, . . . ,ωm), so that

∫
Sd−1 f (u)dω(u) reduces

to ∑
m
i=1 ωi f (ui).

We define two variants: Average SRPP (Ave-SRPP, Sec-
tion 4.1) and Joint SRPP (Joint-SRPP, Section 4.2). Ave-SRPP
bounds the average per-slice Rényi divergence, while Joint-
SRPP treats the slice index as part of the observation and ag-
gregates per-slice divergences via a joint log-moment bound,
making it more sensitive to rare high-risk directions and typi-
cally stronger. Section 4.3 gives their basic ordering and post-
processing properties. Section 4.4 introduces SRPP envelopes
(SRPE), which convert sliced Wasserstein sensitivities into
computable bounds for both variants and are instantiated in

Section 4.5 as Gaussian sliced Wasserstein mechanisms un-
der a chosen slice profile. Appendix B provides a detailed
discussion of Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP.

4.1 Average SRPP
Our Ave-SRPP aggregates per-slice Rényi divergences by
averaging.

Definition 4.1 (ω-Average Sliced Rényi Divergence
(ω-Ave-SRD)). For two probability distributions P and Q
on Rd , and a slice profile (U,ω), the Average Sliced Rényi
Divergence (Ave-SRD) of order α > 1 with respect to ω is

AveSDω
α (P ∥ Q) :=

∫
Sd−1

Dα(Ψ
u
#P ∥Ψ

u
#Q) dω(u), (9)

where Dα is the standard Rényi divergence.

Ave-SRD averages the 1-D Rényi divergences between
the projected measures Ψu

#P and Ψu
#Q over directions u ∼

ω. When d = 1 and ω is a point mass, AveSDω
α reduces to

Dα(P∥Q).

Definition 4.2 ((α,ε,ω)-Ave-SRPP). Let α > 1 and ε ≥ 0.
For a slice profie {U,ω}, a mechanism M satisfies (α,ε,ω)-
Ave-SRPP in (S ,Q ,Θ) if for all θ ∈ Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q with
PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0,

AveSDω
α

(
Pr(M (X) | si,θ)

∥∥Pr(M (X) | s j,θ)
)
≤ ε.

Thus Ave-SRPP bounds the ω-average of the per-slice
Rényi divergences between output distributions under any
admissible pair of secrets.

4.2 Joint SRPP
Our Joint-SRPP aggregates them through a joint log-moment
(Rényi) bound.

Definition 4.3 (Joint Sliced Rényi Divergence (Joint-SRD)).
For two probability distributions P and Q on Rd , the joint
sliced Rényi divergence (Joint-SRD) of order α > 1 is

JSDω
α (P∥Q) :=

1
α−1

logEV∼ω

[
exp
(
(α−1)Dα

(
Ψ

V
# P∥ΨV

# Q
))]

.

(10)

Joint-SRD aggregates the per-slice divergences multiplica-
tively via a log-moment transform, making it more sensitive
than Ave-SRD to rare directions with large 1-D divergence
(see Figure 2). When d = 1 and ω is a point mass, it reduces
to the standard Rényi divergence Dα(P∥Q).

Definition 4.4 ((α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPP). Let α > 1 and ε≥ 0.
A mechanism M satisfies (α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPP in (S ,Q ,Θ)
if for all θ ∈Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0,

JSDω
α

(
Pr(M (X) | si,θ)

∥∥Pr(M (X) | s j,θ)
)
≤ ε.

6



(a) Two 2-D distributions (b) m = 4 (c) m = 10 (d) m = 24 (e) m = ∞

Figure 2: Sliced Rényi divergences for α = 4 in 2-D, with uniform ω. (a) Two Gaussian distributions P (red) and Q (blue).
(b)-(e) Polar plots showing divergence profile Dα for m = 4,10,24 slices and the continuous limit (m = ∞). The purple polygon
shows per-slice divergences, blue dashed circle shows Ave-SRD (arithmetic mean across directions), and green dotted circle
shows Joint-SRD (log-exponential mean emphasizing high-divergence directions). Joint-SRD ≥ Ave-SRD in all cases, with both
converging as m increases.

Joint-SRPP bounds the Joint-SRD divergence between se-
crets when an adversary can observe both the random slice
index and the corresponding 1-D projection of the mecha-
nism’s output.

4.3 Properties of SRPP
Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP use the same ingredients (per-slice
Rényi divergences along 1-D projections) but aggregate them
in different ways, leading to different strengths. Ave-SRPP av-
erages the per-slice Rényi divergences over directions u∼ ω,
so it controls the mean distinguishability of secrets across
slices (good for mean geometry across slices). Joint-SRPP
instead can be interpreted as bounding the Rényi divergence
of the joint observation of slice index V ∼ ω and projection
ΨV

# (M (X)), which captures and penalizes rare, high-risk di-
rections that Ave-SRPP alone can hide in the average. Joint-
SRPP is generally a stronger requirement than Ave-SRPP:
satisfying Joint-SRPP implies the corresponding averaged
bound, but not conversely. Appendix B provides a detailed
discussion.

Ordering. Our two SRPP frameworks sit between each
other and the standard RPP.

Proposition 4.1. Fix a slice profile {U,ω}. For d ≥ 1, α > 1,
every secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q and every prior θ ∈Θ,

ASDω
α

(
M θ

si
∥M θ

s j

)
≤ JSDω

α

(
M θ

si
∥M θ

s j

)
≤ Dα

(
M θ

si
∥M θ

s j

)
.

The ordering in Proposition 4.1 only compares the numeri-
cal tightness of upper bounds and does not induce a straight-
forward ranking of privacy strength between the three notions.
For example, an (α,ε)-RPP guarantee implies the correspond-
ing (α,ε,ω)-Joint/Ave-SRPP guarantees by Proposition 4.1,
but the converse need not hold. Moreover, different choices
of ω and different calibration strategies for the noise can lead
to mechanisms with the same bound on ASDω

α or JSDω
α but

very different protections at the level of secrets and priors.
For this reason, the inequalities in Proposition 4.1 should be
interpreted as relations between divergence-based certificates,
rather than as an absolute ranking of which framework is
“more private”.

Post-processing immunity. One of the fundamental prop-
erties of RPP and DP is post-processing immunity (PPI): the
privacy loss of a mechanism cannot be increased by arbitrary
data-independent post-processing [10, 25]. Hence, the pri-
vacy parameters of the initial mechanism can be safely used
as a (in general conservative) bound on the overall privacy
cost of any post-processing pipeline. Because SRPP is built
from 1-D RPP guarantees, both Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP
inherit this PPI property. As in standard DP/RPP, obtaining a
tighter certificate for the full pipeline by reanalyzing it as a
single new mechanism can be challenging; in our case this is
further complicated by the dimension- and geometry-aware
structure (via the slice profile) of SRPP, so in practice, we
typically reuse the SRPP parameters of the initial mechanism
as a conservative bound.

4.4 Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy Envelope

Having established SRPP as a family of dimension- and
geometry-aware Rényi Pufferfish notions, along with its ba-
sic ordering and post-processing properties, we now turn to
concrete privatization mechanisms. In this section, we intro-
duce the Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Envelope (SRPE), an SRPP
upper bound tightly calibrated via sliced Wasserstein sensitiv-
ity, thereby providing computable certificates for Ave-/Joint-
SRPP. We refer to privatization mechanisms that realize this
envelope as sliced Wasserstein mechanisms.

For any per-slice size function π : Sd−1 → R+ and slice
u ∈ Sd−1, we can rewrite (3) to obtain the per-slice Rényi
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envelope in as

Rα(ζ,π(u)) = sup
∥a∥<π(u)

Dα

(
ζ−a,ζ

)
, (11)

where ζ−a denotes the distribution of N−a when N ∼ ζ.

Lemma 4.1. Fix a Pufferfish scenario (S ,Q ,Θ) and a slice
profile {U,ω}. Let M (X) = f (X) + N with N ∼ ζ. For
each prior θ ∈ Θ and each (si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si) > 0 and

PS
θ
(s j)> 0, we have, for all α > 1,

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#M θ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#M θ

s j

)
≤ Rα

(
ζ,zu

∞

)
, ∀u ∈U,

where M θ
s = Fθ

s ∗ ζ is the distribution of f (X) +N given
(S = s,θ), and

zu
∞ :=W∞

(
Ψ

u
#Fθ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#Fθ

s j

)
is the per-slice ∞-Wasserstein distance between the projected
pre-noise distributions Fθ

si
and Fθ

s j
.

Lemma 4.1 states that, along each direction u, the per-slice
Rényi envelope evaluated at the shift radius zu

∞ upper-bounds
the actual Rényi divergence between the projected output
distributions under secrets si and s j.

We then define the averaged Rényi envelope as

AR∞
α,ω

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
:=

∫
Sd−1

Rα

(
ζ,zu

∞

)
dω(u). (12)

This quantity aggregates the per-slice Rényi envelope bounds
over slice u∼ ω and will serve as our sliced Rényi envelope
surrogate for the true averaged sliced Rényi divergence.

Definition 4.5 ((α,ε,ω)-Ave-SRPE). Fix a slice profile
{U,ω}. Let α > 1 and ε ≥ 0. A mechanism M (X) =
f (X)+N with N ∼ ζ satisfies (α,ε,ω)-Averaged SRPP En-
velope ((α,ε,ω)-Ave-SRPE) in (S ,Q ,Θ) if for all θ ∈Θ and
(si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si)> 0 and PS

θ
(s j)> 0,

AR∞
α,ω

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
≤ ε. (13)

The condition of Ave-SRPE requires that, for every prior
θ and every admissible pair of secrets (si,s j), the averaged
sliced Rényi envelope upper bound AR∞

α,ω between the out-
put distributions under si and s j is at most ε. Equivalently, if
we project the mechanism’s outputs along all slices u ∼ ω

and bound the per-slice Rényi divergence via the envelope
Rα(ζ,zu

∞), then the ω-average of these bounds cannot exceed
ε. Ave-SRPE thus provides a tractable, envelope-based surro-
gate for Ave-SRPP, obtained by replacing the true per-slice
divergences with worst-case shift-based envelope bounds.

Similarly, we define the joint sliced Rényi envelope by

JR∞
α,ω

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
:=

1
α−1

logEV∼ω

[
exp
(
(α−1)Rα(ζ,zV

∞)
)]
.

(14)

Here, instead of averaging the per-slice envelope values lin-
early, we aggregate them via an exponential moment over V ∼
ω, followed by a log and 1/(α−1) rescaling. This construc-
tion mirrors the passage from an average of Rényi divergences
to a joint Rényi divergence for the pair (V,ΨV (M (X))). As
a result, JR∞

α,ω is more sensitive to rare directions with large
envelope values than its averaged counterpart AR∞

α,ω.

Definition 4.6 ((α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPE). Fix a slice profile
{U,ω}. Let α > 1 and ε ≥ 0. A mechanism M (X) =
f (X) + N with N ∼ ζ satisfies (α,ε,ω)-Joint SRPP Enve-
lope ((α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPE) in (S ,Q ,Θ) if for all θ ∈Θ and
(si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si)> 0 and PS

θ
(s j)> 0,

JR∞
α,ω

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
≤ ε. (15)

Joint-SRPE strengthens Ave-SRPE by requiring that the
joint sliced Rényi envelope JR∞

α,ω between the output distri-
butions under si and s j is bounded by ε for all priors and
secret pairs. Intuitively, this means that even if a conceptual-
ized adversary observes both the random slice V and its pro-
jected output, the envelope-based Rényi divergence between
any two secrets remains bounded by ε. Thus, Joint-SRPE is
the envelope-based analogue of Joint-SRPP and is generally
stricter than its averaged counterpart.

4.5 Gaussian Sliced Wasserstein Mechanisms
In this section, we specialize to Gaussian sliced Wasserstein
mechanisms of the form M (X) = f (X)+N, where N is zero-
mean Gaussian noise. Consider N ∼ N (0,σ2Id). For each
slice u ∈ Sd−1, the projected noise satisfies Ψu

#N ∼N (0,σ2),
and the corresponding per-slice Rényi envelope is Rα(ζ,z) =

α

2σ2 z2. Given {U,ω} and ∆u
∞ in (8), define

∆
2 :=

∫
Sd−1

(
∆

u
∞

)2dω(u), ∆
2
⋆ := sup

u∈U

(
∆

u
∞

)2
.

Theorem 4.7. Fix a slice profile {U,ω}. Let α > 1 and
ε≥ 0. A mechanism M (X) = f (X)+N with N ∼ ζ satisfies

(α,ε,ω)-Ave-SRPE in (S ,Q ,Θ) if ζ = N (0, α∆
2

2ε
Id).

Theorem 4.7 chooses σ2 so that the averaged envelope
AR∞

α,ω across slices u∼ ω is exactly ε in the worst case over
priors and secrets. In other words, calibrating the isotropic
variance as σ2 = α∆

2
/(2ε) is sufficient (and tight at the enve-

lope level) to guarantee (α,ε,ω)-Ave-SRPE for M .

Theorem 4.8. Fix a slice profile {U,ω}. Let α > 1 and
ε≥ 0. A mechanism M (X) = f (X)+N with N ∼ ζ satisfies

(α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPE in (S ,Q ,Θ) if ζ = N (0, α∆2
⋆

2ε
Id).

From Theorem 4.8, taking σ2 = α∆2
⋆/(2ε) ensures that this

joint envelope is at most ε for all priors and secret pairs. Com-
pared to Ave-SRPE, this calibration depends on the supremum
over slices rather than the average, and thus generally yields
a stronger privacy guarantee.
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Algorithm 2 SRPP-SGD with gradient clipping (general
form)

Require: Data x1, . . . ,xn; loss ℓ(ξ;x); subsampling scheme
{η,δ}; clip norm C; update maps (Tt)

T
t=1; noise covari-

ances (Σt)
T
t=1.

1: Initialize parameters ξ0; set history y<1← ξ0
2: for t = 1, . . . ,T do
3: Sample minibatch index set It ⊆ [n] via scheme {η,δ};

let Bt ← |It |
4: For each i ∈ It :

gt(xi)←∇ξℓ(ξt−1;xi), g̃t(xi)← gt(xi)min
{

1,
C

∥gt(xi)∥2

}

5: ḡt ← 1
Bt

∑i∈It g̃t(xi)

6: Draw Nt ∼N (0,Σt) and set ĝt ← ḡt +Nt
7: ξt ← Tt(ĝt ;y<t) {General update map}
8: Update history y<t+1 {e.g., y<t+1← ξt for

memoryless}
9: end for

10: return ξT ; compute SRPP parameters from (Σt) via
HUC/ms-HUC accountant.

5 SRPP-Learning with Gradient Clipping

The global sensitivity of stochastic iterative algorithms such
as SGD is notoriously hard to characterize directly under both
DP and Pufferfish scenarios, making one-shot SRPP privatiza-
tion using the sliced Wasserstein mechanisms insufficient for
practical training. Following the decompose–then–compose
philosophy of DP-SGD with gradient clipping (Section 2.2),
we extend our static SRPP framework to stochastic learning
by introducing SRPP-SGD with gradient clipping, the SRPP
analogue of DP-SGD in the Pufferfish setting.

Sampling randomness. We first set up notation for the
sampling randomness. Given a subsampling scheme {η,ρ},
let (R ,R,Pη,ρ) denote its probability space, with Pη,ρ the
corresponding law. For a sampling draw r ∼ Pη,ρ, let It(r)⊆
[n] denote the (multi)set of selected indices at iteration t and
Bt(r) := |It(r)| its size. For ρ∈ {WR,WOR}, we have Bt(r)≡
B (deterministic). For Poisson subsampling (ρ = Poisson),
Bt(r) is random. We write

B : X̄ n×R → X̄ Bt (r), xt = B(x;r) := (xi)i∈It (r),

for the (mini-batch) subsampling operator.

History and query. Let y<t denote the history at iteration
t, with state space Y<t . For standard SGD, y<t = ξt−1 is the
current iterate. We make the dependence on the sampling
draw explicit and write

ft(x,y<t ;r) := ft
(
B(x;r), y<t

)
, r ∼ Pη,ρ.

The clipped batch gradient in (1) can be written as ḡt(r), and
the gradient update as

ξt = ft(xt ,y<t ;r) := ξt−1−κ ḡt(r),

where κ is the step size. When unambiguous, we suppress the
dependence on r.

In DP-SGD, composition is key to the effectiveness of this
approach [1, 6]. But PP/RPP generally lack graceful com-
position [18, 25, 29, 35], due to prior-induced dependencies
between secrets and datasets [35]. The slicing process of
SRPP does not circumvent such induced independence, and
thus SRPP inherits the RPP’s lack of proper composition prop-
erties. To address this and make SRPP applicable to stochastic
learning, we introduce the History-Uniform Cap (HUC) in
the next section.

5.1 History-Uniform Cap
We define the HUC for a fixed Pufferfish scenario (S ,Q ,Θ)
and a slice profile {U,ω}. Let µθ

s denote the belief distribution
of X given (S = s,θ). For any (si,s j) ∈ Q and θ ∈ Θ, let
Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
) denote the set of couplings between µθ

si
and µθ

s j
(Definition 2.4).

Definition 5.1 (History-Uniform Cap). A vector ht =
(ht,i)

m
i=1 ∈ Rm

+ is a history-uniform cap (HUC) for U =
{ui}m

i=1 at iteration t if, for all θ ∈ Θ, (si,s j) ∈ Q , history
y<t in the support, and every coupling γ ∈ Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
), we

have γ×Pη,ρ-a.s. in ((X ,X ′),Rt),∣∣ ⟨ ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt),ui⟩
∣∣ ≤ √ht,i, ∀i= 1, . . . ,m.

(16)

Thus, a HUC ht = (ht,1, . . . ,ht,m) provides a pathwise
bound that is uniform over histories: for every admissible
coupling and every history y<t in support, the directional dis-
placement along ui is almost surely bounded by

√
ht,i, and

the constants ht,i do not depend on y<t . Equivalently, there
exists a PSD HUC matrix Ht ⪰ 0 such that, γ×Pη,ρ-a.s. in
((X ,X ′),Rt),∣∣〈 ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt),u

〉∣∣2 ≤ u⊤Htu, ∀u ∈U,

and we set ht,i = u⊤i Htui for i = 1, . . . ,m. The HUC matrix Ht
acts as a deterministic, history-uniform sensitivity ellipsoid
for iteration t, while ht records its directional values on U.

We next show that a finite HUC always exists. We start by
introducing necessary notions.

Discrepancy cap. A general (probabilistic) secret–dataset
relation may alter attributes, individual data points, or global
properties of datasets input to algorithms as the secret varies.
Under minibatch subsampling from a fixed finite dataset x =
(x1, . . . ,xn), its effect on the iteration-t update is fully captured
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by how many sampled points differ between two coupled
datasets. For a sampling draw r ∼ Pη,ρ with index (multi)set
It(r) and size Bt(r) = |It(r)|, define the discrepancy

Kt(x,x′;r) := ∑
j∈It (r)

1{x j ̸= x′j}. (17)

Given a coupling γ ∈Π(µθ
si
,µθ

s j
), the iteration-t discrepancy

cap is the bound

Kt(γ) := ess sup
((X ,X ′),Rt )∼γ×Pη,ρ

Kt(X ,X ′;Rt).

If a pair (si,s j) ∈Q guarantees that X and X ′ differ in at most
K coordinates γ-a.s., then Kt(γ)≤min{K,Bt(r)} at iteration t
for the draw r. We say that a value Kt is a feasible discrepancy
cap at iteration t (for the realized r) if Kt ∈ [Kt(γ), Bt(r)] for
all θ ∈Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q . Intuitively, a feasible discrepancy
cap provides a uniform upper bound on the number of differ-
ing sampled points that can arise at round t across all priors
and admissible secret pairs.

Update map and Lt-Lipschitz. At iteration t, we write
the pre-perturbation update as a deterministic map Tt : Rd×
Y<t → Rd :

ft
(
x,y<t ;r

)
= Tt

(
ḡt(B(x;r)); y<t

)
,

where ḡt(B(x;r))∈Rd is the clipped and averaged minibatch
gradient. We say the iteration-t update map is Lt-Lipschitz
(in its first argument) if there exists Lt < ∞ such that, for all
z,z′ ∈ Rd and all histories y<t in the support,∥∥Tt(z;y<t)−Tt(z′;y<t)

∥∥
2 ≤ Lt ∥z− z′∥2.

Here are two common cases.
(i) Preconditioned SGD. Suppose we use a preconditioner

At : Y<t ×R → Rd×d , so that Tt(z;y<t) = ξt−1−At(y<t ,r)z.
Then Tt is Lt-Lipschitz with Lt = supy<t

∥∥At(y<t ,r)
∥∥

op and
∥A∥op := sup∥v∥2=1 ∥Av∥2. In standard SGD, At(y<t ,r) = κId ,
where κ is the step size.

(ii) Proximal or projected updates. Let

prox(v) := arg min
w∈Rd

{
1
2∥w− v∥2

2 + λ̄Reg(w)
}
,

where λ̄ > 0 and Reg : Rd → (−∞,+∞] is a proper, lower-
semicontinuous, convex regularizer. Let ΠC be the Eu-
clidean projection onto a closed convex set C ⊂ Rd . Then,
since both prox and ΠC are 1-Lipschitz, the same con-
stant Lt = supy<t

∥∥At(y<t ,r)
∥∥

op serves as a Lipschitz bound
when Tt(z;y<t) = prox

(
ξt−1 − At(y<t ,r)z

)
or Tt(z;y<t) =

ΠC
(
ξt−1−At(y<t ,r)z

)
.

Assumption 5.2 (Slice-wise Lipschitz updates). For each
iteration t and each slice ui ∈U, there exists a finite constant
Lt,i < ∞ such that, for all z,z′ ∈ Rd and all histories y<t in
support,∣∣u⊤i (Tt(z;y<t)−Tt(z′;y<t)

)∣∣≤ Lt,i
∣∣u⊤i (z− z′)

∣∣.

Assumption 5.2 requires that, along each slice direction ui,
the update map Tt does not amplify perturbations in the input
gradient by more than a factor Lt,i when projected onto the
same slice direction. In other words, if we change the gradient
in slice ui, the component of the update along ui can stretch at
most Lt,i times. Standard SGD and preconditioned SGD with
bounded linear preconditioners satisfy this assumption.

Proposition 5.1. Fix an iteration t and a slice profile {U,ω}.
Suppose per-example gradients are clipped in ℓ2-norm at
threshold C > 0. Let Kt be a feasible discrepancy cap at
iteration t, and let Bt ≥ 1 denote the (deterministic) minibatch
size. Suppose Assumption 5.2 holds. Then for each ui ∈U,

ht,i :=
(2KtLt,iC

Bt

)2
(18)

is a valid HUC.

Proposition 5.1 says that, under slice-wise Lipschitz up-
dates and ℓ2-clipping at level C, we can write down an explicit
worst-case bound on how much the SGD update can move
along each slice ui when the secret changes. If at most Kt
sampled examples differ in the minibatch of size Bt , then the
change in the averaged (clipped) gradient along ui is at most
2KtC

Bt
, and the slice-wise Lipschitz constant Lt,i can amplify

this by at most a factor Lt,i in the update. Thus the squared
directional shift along ui is bounded by

( 2Kt Lt,iC
Bt

)2, which is
exactly the HUC cap ht,i in (18). Appendix D characterizes
the minimality and attainability of HUC.

5.2 Mean-Square HUC

Any feasible discrepancy cap Kt used in ht,i is a uniform worst-
case upper bound on the random discrepancy Kt(X ,X ′;Rt)
under γ×Pη,ρ. While this worst-case viewpoint is sound, it
can be overly conservative in SGD, where the subsampling
randomness η is independent of the prior and has a genuine
averaging effect. To better reflect this structure and improve
utility, we introduce a mean-square HUC (ms-HUC), which
uniformly bounds the expected squared directional shifts over
subsampling, while retaining worst-case uniformity over pri-
ors, secrets, and couplings.

Definition 5.3 (Mean-square history-uniform cap (ms-HUC)).
Fix t and a slicing set U = {ui}m

i=1 ⊂ Sd−1. A vector hms
t =

(hms
t,i )

m
i=1 ∈ Rm

+ is a mean-square history-uniform cap (ms-
HUC) for U at iteration t if, for all θ ∈Θ, all (si,s j) ∈ Q , all
histories y<t in the support, and every coupling γ∈Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
),

we have, for γ-almost every (X ,X ′),

Eηt

[∣∣⟨ ft(X ,y<t ;ηt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;ηt),ui⟩
∣∣2]≤ hms

t,i , ∀i= 1, . . . ,m,

where the expectation is taken only over the subsampling
randomness ηt ∼ Pη.
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Let K2
t be any scalar such that, for all θ∈Θ, (si,s j)∈Q , all

histories y<t in the support, and all couplings γ ∈Π(µθ
si
,µθ

s j
),

we have, for γ-almost every (X ,X ′),

Eηt

[
Kt(X ,X ′;ηt)

2]≤ K2
t . (19)

Proposition 5.2. Fix an iteration t and a slicing set U =
{ui}m

i=1 ⊂ Sd−1. Assume:

1. Per-example gradients are ℓ2-clipped at radius C > 0.

2. The minibatch size Bt ≥ 1 is deterministic.

3. Assumption 5.2 holds with constants {Lt,i}m
i=1.

For each θ ∈ Θ, (si,s j) ∈ Q , history y<t in the support, and
γ ∈ Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
), let K2

t satisfy (19). Then the vector hms
t =

(hms
t,i )

m
i=1 with

hms
t,i :=

(2Lt,iC
Bt

)2
K2

t , i = 1, . . . ,m, (20)

is a valid ms-HUC.

Proposition 5.2 shows that, under slice-wise Lipschitz up-
dates and ℓ2-clipping, the mean-square discrepancy K2

t di-
rectly yields a closed-form ms-HUC. In particular, if K2

t uni-
formly bounds the expected squared discrepancy K2

t over
subsampling, then the mean-square directional shift along
each slice ui is controlled by hms

t,i =
( 2Lt,iC

Bt

)2K2
t . Thus hms

t is
a valid ms-HUC.

To calibrate privacy using Eηt [K
2
t ] instead of a worst-case

Kt , we now introduce mean-square variants of Ave- and Joint-
SRPP that match the ms-HUC notion. Let η denote all sub-
sampling randomness used in SRPP-SGD, and for each fixed
η, let M θ,η

s be the distribution of the mechanism’s output
under prior θ and secret s, conditional on η.

Definition 5.4 (Mean-square Average SRPP (ms-Ave-SRPP)).
Fix α > 1 and a slice profile (U,ω). A mechanism M with
subsampling randomness η satisfies (α,ε,ω)-ms-Ave-SRPP
if, for all θ ∈Θ and all (si,s j) ∈ Q ,

Eη

[
ASDω

α

(
M θ,η

si

∥∥M θ,η
s j

)]
≤ ε.

Here the expectation is taken only over η.

Compared to standard Ave-SRPP, ms-Ave-SRPP keeps the
same sliced Rényi divergence and the same uniformity over
priors and secrets, but relaxes the guarantee from a worst-
case bound for each subsampling pattern η to an on-average
bound over the subsampling randomness. The geometry is
unchanged; only the quantifier over η moves inside an expec-
tation.

Definition 5.5 (Mean-square Joint SRPP (ms-Joint-SRPP)).
Under the same setup as Definition 5.4, a mechanism M
satisfies (α,ε,ω)-ms-Joint-SRPP if, for all θ ∈ Θ and all
(si,s j) ∈ Q ,

Eη

[
JSDω

α

(
M θ,η

si

∥∥M θ,η
s j

)]
≤ ε.

Here, ms-Joint-SRPP is the mean-square analogue of Joint-
SRPP: it still treats the slice index and projection jointly,
but now requires that the joint sliced Rényi divergence be
small on average over subsampling rather than for every fixed
realization of η. As with ms-Ave-SRPP, the only change from
the standard notion is replacing a worst-case guarantee in η

by an expectation over η.

5.3 HUC Accountant for Gaussian Noise
Similar to DP-SGD, an important issue of SRPP-SGD is com-
puting the aggregated privacy cost of the entire training pro-
cess, i.e., the composition part of SRPP-SGD as a decompose-
then-compose privatization scheme. In this section, we set
out to show how HUC can circumvent the RPP/SRPP’s lack
of graceful composition properties and enable a privacy ac-
countant process to compute the privacy costs along the SGD-
based training process. We refer to it as HUC accountant.

We start by introducing the Gaussian slice Rényi Envelope,
which gives a per-iteration, per-slice RPP cost after noise
perturbation.

Lemma 5.1. Fix t and a slicing direction ui ∈ Sd−1.
Let Nt ∼ N (0,Σt) be independent of ((X ,X ′),Rt) and set
Yt = ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)+Nt . Define vt,i := u⊤i Σtui, and let ht =
(ht,1, . . . ,ht,m) be any HUC vector. Then, for any α > 1, we
have

Dα

(
Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | si,θ

)∥∥∥Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | s j,θ

))
≤ α

2
ht,i

vt,i
. (21)

For ease of exposition, we absorb any step-size κ and pre-
conditioning into the covariance Σt of the Gaussian noise.
Lemma 5.1 gives a per-slice Rényi cost at iteration t directly
in terms of the HUC component ht,i and the variance vt,i of
the projected noise.

Theorem 5.6. Fix a slicing profile {U,ω}. Let h =
{h1, . . . ,hT} with each ht = (ht,1, . . . ,ht,m) as a valid HUC

vector. Let Nt
i.i.d.∼ N (0,σ2Id). Then, for any α > 1, we have:

(i) Ave-SRPP: For any σ2 ≥ α

2ε

T
∑

t=1

m
∑
ℓ=1

ωℓht,ℓ, Algorithm 2

is (α,ε,ω)-Ave-SRPP.

(ii) Joint-SRPP: For any σ2 ≥ α

2ε

T
∑

t=1
maxℓ ht,ℓ, Algorithm 2

is (α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPP.
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Theorem 5.6 shows that once a valid sequence of htt = 1T

has been constructed for a fixed slicing set U, the overall
SRPP guarantee for the entire SGD trajectory reduces to ex-
plicit, closed-form calibration conditions on the Gaussian
noise. Both Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP are ensured by choos-
ing a single variance parameter σ2 large enough to offset
the cumulative per-step HUC contributions, either in the ω-
weighted average form (part (i)) or under the worst-slice ag-
gregation (part (ii)).

Theorem 5.7. Fix a slicing profile {U,ω} with U = {uℓ}m
ℓ=1

and ω ∈ ∆(U). Let hms = {hms
1 , . . . ,hms

T } with each hms
t =

(hms
t,1 , . . . ,h

ms
t,m) a valid ms-HUC vector. Let Nt

i.i.d.∼ N (0,σ2Id).
Then, for any α > 1, we have:

(i) ms-Ave-SRPP: If σ2 ≥ α

2ε
∑

T
t=1 ∑

m
ℓ=1 ωℓhms

t,ℓ , then lgo-
rithm 2 satisfies (α,ε,ω)-ms-Ave-SRPP.

(ii) ms-Joint-SRPP: If σ2 ≥ α

2ε
∑

T
t=1 maxℓ hms

t,ℓ , then Algo-
rithm 2 satisfies (α,ε,ω)-ms-Joint-SRPP.

Theorem 5.7 is the mean-square analogue of Theorem 5.6.
Once we have a sequence of ms-HUC caps hms

t that bound the
average (over subsampling) squared directional shifts at each
iteration, the overall ms-SRPP guarantee for the full SGD
trajectory reduces to the same kind of closed-form calibra-
tion on a single noise level σ2. Part (i) ensures an (α,ε,ω)
ms-Ave-SRPP bound by matching the ω-weighted sum of
ms-HUCs, while part (ii) does the same for ms-Joint-SRPP
using the worst-slice aggregation. Compared to the standard
HUC case, the structure of the accountant is unchanged; the
only difference is that the guarantee is now on-average over
subsampling randomness.

5.4 Composition of SRPP-SGD Mechanisms
In this section, we show that HUC- and ms-HUC-based
SRPP/ms-SRPP-SGD mechanisms also enjoy additive com-
position. For clarity, we present the setup and results in terms
of HUC and SRPP; the same arguments apply verbatim to ms-
HUC and ms-SRPP by replacing the corresponding notions.

We consider J SRPP-SGD mechanisms M1, . . . ,MJ act-
ing on the same dataset X . Without loss of generality, we
take the primitive output of each mechanism to be a vec-
tor in a common parameter space Rd (e.g., a final clipped
update or parameter vector), and we fix a shared slice pro-
file (U,ω) with U = {uℓ}m

ℓ=1 ⊂ Sd−1 and ω ∈ ∆(U). For
each j ∈ {1, . . . ,J}, the run M j : X → Rd is an SRPP-SGD
mechanism with iterates θ

( j)
t ∈ Rd (t = 0, . . . ,Tj), additive

Gaussian noises N( j)
t ∼N (0,Σ( j)

t ), and an associated HUC
(or ms-HUC) sequence h( j) = {h( j)

t }
Tj
t=1 that satisfies the con-

ditions of Theorem 5.6 (resp. Theorem 5.7). The composed
mechanism is

M⃗ (X) :=
(
M1(X), . . . ,MJ(X)

)
∈ (Rd)J . (22)

Theorem 5.8. Fix a slice profile {U,ω} and a Pufferfish
scenario {S ,Q ,Θ}. Let M⃗ be the composition mechanism
defined in (22). Fix any Ξ ∈ {Ave,Joint,ms-Ave,ms-Joint}.
Suppose that, for each j ∈ {1, . . . ,J}, the mechanism M j

is (α,ε j,ω)-Ξ-SRPP. Then the composed mechanism M⃗ is
(α,∑J

j=1 ε j,ω)-Ξ-SRPP.

In other words, for any fixed SRPP notion (Ave, Joint, or
their mean-square counterparts), the privacy costs of J SRPP-
SGD mechanisms acting on the same data and slice profile
add up linearly: the composed mechanism has the same α and
ω, with total privacy cost ∑ j ε j.

6 Experiments

We empirically evaluate our Gaussian sliced Wasserstein
mechanisms in both the static and stochastic-learning settings.
For static queries, we instantiate SRPP guarantees (Section 4),
and for iterative training we use SRPP/ms-SRPP together with
gradient clipping to privatize SGD (Section 5). Full experi-
mental details and additional plots are deferred to Appendix
O.

6.1 Gaussian Sliced Wasserstein Mechanisms

Dataset and Pufferfish scenario. We evaluate our sliced
Wasserstein mechanisms on three standard tabular bench-
marks in an attribute-privacy setting [37]: Adult Census [3]
(race as secret, k = 5), Cleveland Heart Disease [7], and
Student Performance [27], with Pufferfish query set Q =
{(si,s j) : si ̸= s j}. We present results for Adult and Appendix
O shows results for the other datasets. For Adult, we consider
both the natural imbalanced race prior (majority race probabil-
ity 0.86) and a balanced, stratified subsample with a uniform
0.20 prior over the five race categories. We study two query
families: (i) low-dimensional summary statistics (means, stan-
dard deviations, and rates of selected features) conditioned
on each secret value; and (ii) machine learning (logistic re-
gression, random forest, and SVM) queries on Adult, trained
separately per secret group. In all experiments, we use Gaus-
sian mechanisms Y = M (X)+N, where N ∼N (0, Idσ) with
σ calibrated via our sliced SRPP. Utility is measured by mean
squared error and related norms between M (X) and Y . We
also use a prior-aware Gaussian MAP attack on the secret
attribute to perform empirical privacy auditing, reporting ac-
curacy and advantage over the prior baseline (i.e., 0.86 for
imbalanced Adult, 0.20 for balanced Adult); an advantage
near zero indicates that the mechanism prevents meaningful
secret inference beyond the prior.

Figures 3a-3d and 3e-3h show utility-privacy trade-off as a
function of the SRPP budget ε on balanced and imbalanced
Adult datasets for four query types. Across all four queries,
the behavior is consistent for both balanced and imbalanced
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(a) Logistic Regression (b) Random Forest (c) SVM (d) Summary statistics

(e) Logistic Regression (f) Random Forest (g) SVM (h) Summary statistics

(i) GEP-ResNet (j) Group DP vs. SRPP (k) Overfitted GEP-ResNet (l) Empirical Attack Auditing

Figure 3: (a)-(d) with α = 4 compares Ave-/Joint-SRPE on the balanced Adult dataset (uniform 0.2 prior over races), for four
query families: logistic regression, linear SVM, random forest feature importances, and summary statistics. Each panel plots
the utility–privacy tradeoff as a function of the SRPP budget ε. (e)-(h) with α = 4 performs the same tasks on the imbalanced
Adult dataset (uniform 0.86 prior over races). (i) compares SRPP-SGD and ms-SRPP-SGD on CIFAR-10 for two sampling rates
(η = 0.01 and η = 0.02), showing the calibrated per–iteration noise scale σ (left axis, log–scale) and test accuracy (right axis) as
a function of the privacy budget ε. (j) shows per-step Gaussian noise scale σ, and CIFAR-10 test accuracy for group-DP-SGD,
SRPP-SGD, and ms-SRPP-SGD under the same clipping, subsampling (η = 0.01 and η = 0.02), and model setup. (k) presents
overfitted SRPP-SGD on CIFAR-10 for η = 0.02. (l) illustrates member/non-member losses and attack AUC of the empirical
MIA as a function of the ms-SRPP budget ε. All (i)-(l) use α = 16. Appendix O provides detailed numerical values.

settings. For very strong privacy (small ε), both Ave- and Joint-
SRPP force high noise and the MAP attack accuracy stays
close to the prior baselines (i.e., 0.2 and 0.86), indicating that
the mechanism reveals little additional information about the
race. As ε increases, MSE decreases toward zero while attack
accuracy rises monotonically, reflecting the expected utility-
privacy trade-off. In addition, at any fixed ε, Joint-SRPP is
more conservative than Ave-SRPP: it induces larger MSE but
yields uniformly lower attacker accuracy. This gap is most
visible in the moderate privacy regime, where the Ave-SRPP
curves already allow the attacker to reach substantially higher
accuracy, while Joint-SRPP keeps the attack much closer to
the prior baseline.

6.2 SRPP-SGD Using Gaussian Noise
We evaluate our HUC-based SRPP-SGD and ms-SRPP-
SGD mechanisms on image classification with Gaussian

noise added to clipped gradients in a DP-SGD-style train-
ing pipeline. In our implementation, the HUC envelope is
instantiated using a global ℓ2-Lipschitz bound on the (clipped,
averaged) gradient update map. Specifically, for each itera-
tion t we bound the change in the update under neighboring
worlds by a scalar constant Lt , so the global sensitivity of the
update in Euclidean norm is at most Lt . This global envelope
automatically upper-bounds all one-dimensional projections
and therefore induces valid SRPP guarantees for any slicing
profile (U,ω) via the linear-update setting. Hence, Ave- and
Joint-SRPP-SGD would have the same HUC. Appendix O.2
provides more details.

Dataset and Pufferfish scenario. We use CIFAR-10
(50,000 training and 10,000 test images). We create a two-
world Pufferfish scenario, where textttcat is designated as the
secret class, and construct two worlds s0 and s1 that differ
only in the prevalence of this class: in the prior, the cat fre-
quency shifts from plow = 0.10000 to phigh = 0.10004. The
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realized world s0 is then fixed and encoded by overwriting
the CIFAR-10 training labels with the realized label vector;
all training procedures (private and non-private) operate only
on this realized world.

Models. Our main model is a ResNet-22 similar to [32],
implemented with ELU activations, GroupNorm-based layers,
a 3× 3 adaptive average pooling, and a linear classifier on
a standardized 64× 3× 3 feature vector. The architecture
is made differentially private–compatible (ready for Opacus
[34]) by replacing non–DP-friendly components (such as non-
picklable shortcuts) with equivalent modules.

SRPP-SGD and ms-SRPP-SGD training. Training fol-
lows the standard DP-SGD template: at each iteration, per-
sample gradients are clipped to an ℓ2 bound C and then per-
turbed by isotropic Gaussian noise. We use a worst-case dis-
crepancy cap Kcap for SRPP-SGD and use Eη[K2

t ] for ms-
SRPP-SGD. We pre-compute, for each target SRPP and ms-
SRPP budget ε at a fixed Rényi order α = 16, a per-step noise
scale σ(ε) that ensures the resulting Gaussian mechanisms
satisfies the SRPP- and ms-SRPP-SGD under the given Puffer-
fish scenario. In addition, we also involve group-DP-SGD,
under the same setup except the noise calibration: for group-
DP-SGD, we following the standard DP-SGD [1], and apply
convert it to group DP using Eη[K2

t ] (Eη[K2
t ]≤ Kcap) as the

group size. As a baseline, we also include group-DP-SGD
under the same training setup but with noise calibrated via
the standard DP-SGD accountant [1], and then converted to
group DP by using Eη[K2

t ] (with Eη[K2
t ]≤ Kcap) as the effec-

tive group size.
Overfitted regime and empirical privacy attacker. In

addition to the above accuracy-focused experiments on the
full training set, we run a separate overfitted regime tailored
to empirical privacy evaluation. We restrict the training data
to a small random subset of CIFAR-10 (on the order of 103

images), substantially increase the number of epochs, and
remove or reduce weight decay, so that the resulting private
SRPP-SGD models exhibit markedly higher training accu-
racy than test accuracy. On these overfitted models, we apply
the loss-threshold membership inference attack of Yeom et
al. [33]: for each trained model, we draw disjoint sets of
member and non-member points, compute per-example cross-
entropy losses, and use the negative loss as a scalar member-
ship score (lower loss⇒ more likely member). We report the
ROC AUC of this score as a function of the privacy budget ε

and compare against a non-private overfitted baseline trained
on the same subset.

As shown in Figure 3i, across all ε and for both step sizes,
ms-SRPP consistently requires much smaller Gaussian noise
than worst-case SRPP: the ms-SRPP σ curves lie well be-
low their SRPP counterparts, often by a factor of several
and approaching an order of magnitude around ε ≈ 20–40.
This tighter calibration directly translates into higher utility.
For small budgets both methods yield low accuracy, but as ε

increases the ms-SRPP models continue to improve, reach-

ing roughly 60%–70% test accuracy at the largest budgets,
whereas SRPP saturates around 20%–35%. The same pattern
holds for both η = 0.01 and η = 0.02: ms-SRPP dominates
SRPP in terms of the accuracy–privacy tradeoff, demonstrat-
ing that replacing a worst-case discrepancy cap Kcap by the
mean-square cap Eη[K2

t ] yields substantially milder noise for
the same ε.

Although DP, SRPP, and ms-SRPP are different privacy
notions (see Appendix C), Figure 3j illustrates what happens
if we try to protect the same Pufferfish secret using a group-
DP framework (see Appendix C for more details). When
group-DP-SGD is calibrated for an effective group size equal
to Eη[K2

t ], the required Gaussian noise scale σ is substan-
tially larger than for SRPP-SGD, and especially ms-SRPP-
SGD, across the entire range of ε. At tight budgets (small ε),
group-DP-SGD operates at the largest σ values on the plot
and its test accuracy stays close to chance, while SRPP-SGD
and ms-SRPP-SGD achieve visibly higher accuracies with
much smaller noise. Even at moderate and large ε, group-
DP-SGD remains dominated in utility by both SRPP variants.
This suggests that, in our Pufferfish setting, simply converting
DP-SGD to group-DP using Eη[K2

t ] leads to overly conser-
vative noise calibration and cannot practically substitute for
SRPP/ms-SRPP when the goal is to protect the secret-level
prevalence.

In the overfitted setting (Figure 3k), empirical behavior
of ms-SRPP-SGD matches the privacy–utility trade-off seen
in Figure 3i. Figure 3l shows the stress-test performance
of the empirical membership-inference attacks (at inference
time of the model). Here, tighter ms-SRPP budgets (smaller
ε) correspond to larger calibrated noise, lower test accuracy,
and weaker membership inference, while looser budgets re-
duce the noise and improve accuracy at the cost of stronger
membership-inference signals.

7 Conclusion

We introduced Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy (SRPP), a di-
rectional refinement of RPP that replaces high-dimensional
Wasserstein mechanism with a tractable 1-D sliced version.
Our sliced Wasserstein mechanisms achieve closed-form
Gaussian calibration, while Average and Joint variants pro-
vide flexible geometry-aware guarantees. For iterative learn-
ing, we developed SRPP-SGD based on the History-Uniform
Cap (HUC), enabling decompose-then-compose privatization.
The mean-square variant (ms-HUC) leverages subsampling
randomness for improved utility, with both accountants sup-
porting graceful additive composition across mechanisms.
Experiments demonstrate favorable privacy-utility tradeoffs,
with ms-SRPP-SGD requiring substantially less noise than
worst-case variants. SRPP provides a practical path toward
protecting distributional secrets in machine learning pipelines.
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A Background: Distribution Aware General
Wasserstein Mechanism

In this appendix we recall the Distribution Aware General
Wasserstein Mechanism (DAGWM) of [25], which refines the
General Wasserstein Mechanism (GWM) for Rényi Puffer-
fish Privacy (RPP) by replacing worst-case ∞-Wasserstein
sensitivities with p-Wasserstein quantities that better capture
average-case geometry.

Definition A.1 (p-Wasserstein distance). Fix a norm ∥ · ∥ on
Rd and let 1 ≤ p < ∞. For probability measures ν,µ on Rd

with finite p-th moments, the p-Wasserstein distance is

Wp(ν,µ) := inf
π∈Π(ν,µ)

(∫
Rd×Rd

∥x− y∥pdπ(x,y)

)1/p

If either ν or u lacks a finite p-th moment, set Wp(ν,u) = +∞.

For 1≤ p≤ s≤∞, Wp(ν,u)≤Ws(ν,u); moreover Wr(ν,u)
converges to W∞(ν,u) as p→∞ when the probability measure
has compact support.

To improve the utility of the GWM, Pierquin et al. [25]
leverage p-Wasserstein distance to constrain the sensitiv-
ity instead of ∞-Wasserstein distances. This replaces the
worst-case transportation cost between Pr( f (X) | si,θ) and
Pr( f (X) | s j,θ) by moments of the transportation cost. Let ζ

be a noise distribution and, for (si,s j) ∈ Q and θ ∈Θ, write
µθ

i = P( f (X) | si,θ). For q≥ 1 and α > 1, define

∆
ζ,q,α
G := max

(si,s j),θ
inf

(X ,Y )∼Π(µθ
i ,µ

θ
j )
E
[

exp
(
q(α−1)Dq(α−1)+1(ζ,ζ∗ (X−Y ))

)]
.

(23)

Theorem A.2 (Distribution Aware General Wasserstein Mech-
anism (DAGWM) [25]). Let f : X → Rd be a query func-
tion and ζ noise distribution of Rd . Let q≥ 1. For (si,s j) ∈
Q ,θ ∈ Θ, let µθ

i = Pr( f (X)|si,θ). Let N = (N1, . . . ,Nd) ∼
ζ drawn independently of the dataset X. Then, M (X) =

f (X)+N satisfies
(

α,
log(∆ζ,q,α

G )

q(α−1)

)
-RPP for all α ∈ (1,+∞)

and limα→+∞

log(∆ζ,q,α
G )

q(α−1) -PP, where ∆
ζ,q,α
G is given by (23).

The DAGWM supports privatization using noises from the
generalized Cauchy distribution.

Definition A.3 (Generalized Cauchy Distributions [26]). Let
k ≥ 2,λ > 0. We say that the real random variable V ∼
GCauchy(λ,k) if it has the following density:

ζk,λ(x) =
βk,λ

((1+(λx)2)k/2 ,x ∈ R and
∫

ζk,λ(x)dx = 1.

When k = 2, it reduces to the standard Cauchy distribution.

For any query function f : X → Rd , define

∆
dkq(α−1)
G = max

(si,s j)∈S
θ∈Θ

Wdkq(α−1) (P( f (X)|si,θ),P( f (X)|s j,θ)) ,

(24)
where Wdkq(α−1) is p-Wasserstein distance with p = dkq(α−
1), computed with the ℓ2 norm.

Corollary A.1 (DAGWM-Cauchy Mechanism [25]). Let f :
X → Rd be a query function. Let Qα denote the Legendre
polynomial of integer index α > 1 and Qα as the polynomial
derived from Q by only its non-negative coefficients. Let k≥ 2
and q≥ 1 such that kq(α−1)/2 is an integer. Then, M (X) =

f (X)+N with N = (N1, . . . ,Nd)
iid∼ GCauchy(λ,k) is (α, ε̂)-

RPP, where

ε̂ =

d log
βk,λπ

λ
Qkq(α−1)/2

(
1+
(

∆
dkq(α−1)
G

dλ

)2
)

q(α−1)

with ∆
dkq(α−1)
G given by (24).

The DAGWM is proved to offer more utility than the GWM
at no additional privacy cost [25].

Curse of dimensionality for DAGWM. Although
DAGWM replaces ∞-Wasserstein sensitivities by p-
Wasserstein distances in (23), it does not eliminate the
curse of dimensionality inherent to optimal transport. For
a query f : X → Rd , the calibration term ∆

ζ,q,α
G in (23) and

∆
dkq(α−1)
G in (24) depend on high-dimensional Wp-distances,

Wp
(
P( f (X) | si,θ),P( f (X) | s j,θ)

)
in Rd . In practice, these

quantities must be estimated from empirical distributions
based on n samples. Classical results on empirical Wasser-
stein distances imply that, for probability measures on Rd

with bounded support and finite p-th moments, the expected
estimation error obeys

E
[∣∣Wp(µ̂n,µ)−Wp(µ,ν)

∣∣] ≳ cd n−1/d ,

for some dimension-dependent constant cd > 0. Thus, to
achieve a target accuracy ε in the Wasserstein sensitivity (and
hence in the DAGWM calibration), the required sample size
scales at least as n = Ω(ε−d). Moreover, computing Wp (or a
sufficiently accurate approximation) between two n-point em-
pirical measures in Rd entails solving a high-dimensional
optimal transport problem, whose complexity also grows
rapidly with both n and d. Consequently, while DAGWM
improves the distribution-awareness of RPP, it still inherits
the statistical and computational curse of dimensionality of
high-dimensional Wasserstein distances, and may become
impractical when f (X) is moderately or highly dimensional.
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B Average vs. Joint SRPP

Average SRPP (Ave-SRPP) and Joint SRPP (Joint-SRPP) are
built from the same ingredients, Rényi divergences of one-
dimensional projections, but aggregate these per-direction
costs in different ways, leading to distinct strengths and use
cases.

Recall that for any pair of probability measures P,Q on
Rd and a slice profile {U,ω}, the average sliced Rényi diver-
gence of order α > 1 is

AveSDω
α(P∥Q) :=

∫
Sd−1

Dα

(
πu#P

∥∥πu#Q
)
dω(u),

while the joint sliced Rényi divergence is

JSDω
α(P∥Q) :=

1
α−1

logEU∼ω

[
exp
(
(α−1)Dα

(
πU #P

∥∥πU #Q
))]

.

Ave-SRPP requires that, for every prior θ ∈ Θ and every
secret pair (s0,s1) ∈ Q , the average sliced Rényi divergence
between the corresponding output probability distribution is
bounded by ε. Joint-SRPP instead bounds the log-moment
aggregation of per-slice divergences, which can be interpreted
as the Rényi divergence between the joint distributions (P̃(·, ·))
of the slice (index) and the projected output. In particular, if
we define the sliced channel

Slice(M) : x→ (U,πU (M (x))), U ∼ ω,

then the Joint-SRD coincides with the standard Rényi diver-
gence

JSDν
α

(
P∥Q

)
= Dα

(
P̃(U,πU (ZP))

∥∥ P̃(U,πU (ZQ))
)
,

where ZP ∼ P and ZQ ∼ Q. In this sense, Joint-SRPP is ex-
actly RPP applied to the augmented, “sliced” observation
(U,πU (M (X))), whereas Ave-SRPP only controls the mean
per-direction divergence.

These two aggregation schemes are ordered between each
other and the full Rényi divergence. For any P,Q on Rd and
any slice distribution ω,

AveSDω
α(P∥Q)≤ JSDω

α(P∥Q)≤ Dα(P∥Q),

and the same inequalities hold for the corresponding output
laws under any fixed Pufferfish model (S ,Q ,Θ) ((Proposition
4.1)). Thus, at the level of numerical certificates, Joint-SRPP
is always at least as “conservative" as Ave-SRPP for the same
(α,ε,ω), and both are upper-bounded by the unsliced RPP
divergence.

Why do we introduce both notions? Although Ave-SRPP
and Joint-SRPP are closely related, they serve complementary
purposes:

• Ave-SRPP for geometry-aware average protection.
Ave-SRPP directly reflects the geometry induced by
the slicing distribution ω and is naturally aligned with
sliced Wasserstein mechanism privatization, where one
averages per-direction sensitivities. Formally, it controls
the expected sliced Rényi divergence when the projec-
tion direction is drawn from ω. Equivalently, it quanti-
fies privacy risk as if one only observed a single one-
dimensional view sampled from ω, with average Rényi
cost at most ε. This “single-slice observer" is purely an
analytic device: the actual mechanism always outputs
the full d-dimensional vector, and the sliced view is used
only to define a geometry-aware privacy budget. In prac-
tice, this makes Ave-SRPP a natural calibration target,
often yielding tighter, more utility-friendly noise levels
than enforcing a worst-case bound simultaneously in
every direction.

• Joint-SRPP for robust, slice-aware guarantees. Joint-
SRPP instead can be interpreted as if it treats the slice
index as part of the observation channel and bounds
the Rényi divergence of the joint pair (U,πU (M (X))).
In terms of risk quantification, this corresponds to ac-
counting for an observer that can exploit knowledge of
which direction was used, not just the projected value.
Thus Joint-SRPP protects against worst-case sliced dis-
tinguishability over the randomized slicing procedure,
rather than its average, and provides a more conservative,
slice-aware notion of privacy than Ave-SRPP.

C Relationship to Group DP-SGD

The dependence on the discrepancy cap Kt (worst-case) and
its mean-square analogue Eη[K2

t ] in our SRPP/ms-SRPP pri-
vatization of SGD naturally raises the question: can group
DP-SGD, with an appropriate group size, serve as a reliable
proxy for SRPP-SGD when the protected information is a
specific Pufferfish secret? In this appendix, we clarify the
relationship between SRPP-/ms-SRPP-SGD and group DP-
SGD, and explain why the latter cannot generally substitute
for the former when one cares about secret-level Pufferfish
guarantees.

Our SRPP- and ms-SRPP-SGD mechanisms are calibrated
directly from the HUC and ms-HUC envelopes developed
in Section ??. For a fixed Rényi order α > 1 and a target
sliced privacy budget ε, the corresponding theorems give an
upper bound on the per-run SRPP or ms-SRPP cost in terms
of the HUC/ms-HUC sequence {ht} and the per-step noise co-
variances {Σt}. In our experiments we specialize to isotropic
Gaussian noise Σt = σ2I and, for each desired ε, solve the
resulting bound for a noise scale σ(ε) that guarantees the
prescribed SRPP or ms-SRPP budget. This calibration is ex-
plicitly secret-aware: Htotal depends on the Pufferfish scenario
(S ,Q ,Θ) through the discrepancy caps Kt and mean-square
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discrepancy caps Eη[K2
t ], which, for each iteration t, bound

the ℓ2–distance between the clipped, averaged gradient up-
dates under any admissible secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q and any
coupling of their corresponding data-generating distributions.

In contrast, standard group DP-SGD is calibrated with re-
spect to a dataset-level adjacency relation

X ∼k X ′ ⇐⇒ dH(X ,X ′)≤ k,

where dH is Hamming distance and k ∈ N is a chosen group
size. A mechanism M is (εg,δg)-group-DP for group size k if

Pr[M (X)∈E]≤ eεg Pr[M(X ′)∈E]+δg, ∀E ⊆Y , ∀X ∼k X ′.
(25)

In DP-SGD, one typically fixes k and uses a moments ac-
countant to obtain (εg,δg) as a function of k, the sampling
probability q = L/N, the number of steps T , and the per-step
noise scale σDP.

A natural question is whether group DP-SGD can be used
as a proxy for SRPP-/ms-SRPP-SGD by setting the group size
to k = Eη[K2

t ]. In what follows, we focus on this mean-square
quantity because using the worst-case cap Kt as an effective
group size would only further increase the required noise and
make group DP even more conservative.

In this section, we clarify two points:

• There is no general result that, given a group-DP guar-
antee (25) for some group size k, produces an (α,ε)-
SRPP or ms-SRPP guarantee for an arbitrary Puffer-
fish scenario (S ,Q ,Θ). In particular, even if we set
k = Eη[K2

t ] based on our HUC/ms-HUC analysis, there
is no closed-form or universal mapping from (εg,δg,k)
to an SRPP/ms-SRPP budget ε.

• Even when we fix a specific Pufferfish scenario (S ,Q ,Θ)
and choose the group size k = Eη[K2

t ], the resulting
(εg,δg) group-DP-SGD guarantee is in general not a cer-
tified conservative bound for our (α,ε) SRPP/ms-SRPP
guarantees, and there is no theorem ensuring that this
group-DP guarantee upper-bounds the leakage measured
in the SRPP/ms-SRPP sense.

C.1 No Universal Mapping
We first formalize the absence of a universal conversion from
group-DP guarantees to SRPP/ms-SRPP guarantees.

Definition C.1 (Hypothetical DP→SRPP conversion). A DP-
to-SRPP conversion map is a function

F : (0,∞)× [0,1]×N→ (0,∞]

that, for given group-DP parameters (εg,δg) and group size k,
assigns an SRPP budget F(εg,δg,k) with the following prop-
erty: for every mechanism M and every Pufferfish scenario
(S ,Q ,Θ), if M is (εg,δg)-group-DP with group size k, then

for all θ ∈ Θ and all (si,s j) ∈ Q the SRPP/ms-SRPP diver-
gence between the laws of M under (S = si,θ) and (S = s j,θ)
is bounded by F(εg,δg,k).

Our first result is that such a universal conversion map
cannot exist.

Proposition C.1. There is no function F satisfying Definition
C.1, even if we restrict to pure group-DP (δg = 0) and to finite
secret sets S .

Proof of Proposition C.1. Fix any candidate function F . We
construct a counterexample.

Let the dataset space be X = {X0,X1}, and choose k ∈ N
so that dH(X0,X1) > k, where dH is the Hamming distance.
Under the group adjacency relation X ∼k X ′ (defined by
dH(X ,X ′)≤ k), there are no distinct adjacent pairs: the only
pairs with dH(X ,X ′)≤ k are (X0,X0) and (X1,X1). Hence, for
any mechanism M and any (εg,δg), the group-DP inequality
(25) is trivially satisfied, so M is (εg,δg)-group-DP for all
choices of (εg,δg) and k.

Now define a Pufferfish scenario with two secrets S =
{0,1}, a single prior Θ = {θ}, and a deterministic data-
generating process

Pθ(X = X0 | S = 0) = 1, Pθ(X = X1 | S = 1) = 1.

In other words, the secret value deterministically selects which
of the two datasets is realized.

Consider the mechanism M that simply reveals the secret:

M (X0) = 0, M (X1) = 1.

As argued above, M is (εg,δg)-group-DP for all (εg,δg) and
all k, because there are no nontrivial adjacent dataset pairs.

However, the SRPP (and RPP/PP) divergence between the
output distributions under S = 0 and S = 1 is infinite: for any
measurable set E containing 0 but not 1 we have

Pr[M (X) ∈ E | S = 0] = 1, Pr[M (x) ∈ E | S = 1] = 0.

In particular, the Rényi divergence of any order α> 1 between
the laws of M (X) given S = 0 and S = 1 is +∞, so no finite
SRPP budget can hold.

This contradicts the existence of a finite-valued F(εg,δg,k)
that would upper-bound SRPP leakage whenever M is
(εg,δg)-group-DP with group size k. Since (εg,δg,k) were
arbitrary, no such universal conversion function F can ex-
ist.

Proposition C.1 remains true if, instead of allowing arbi-
trary mechanisms, we restrict attention to mechanisms ob-
tained by running DP-SGD and calibrating noise for a fixed
group size k (including the specific choices k = Kcap or
k ≈ Eη[K2

t ] from our HUC/ms-HUC analysis). We can al-
ways construct a Pufferfish scenario whose secrets are en-
coded in dataset differences at Hamming distance strictly
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greater than k and hence outside the scope of the group-DP
guarantee. Therefore, even when the group-DP parameters
(εg,δg,k) are known from a moments-accountant analysis of
DP-SGD, there is no closed-form or universal transformation
that converts them into the SRPP/ms-SRPP budget used in
our HUC/ms-HUC–based SRPP-SGD calibration.

C.2 No Safe Bounds
We now specialize to the Pufferfish scenarios used in our ex-
periments of SGD privatization, where the secret encodes the
prevalence of a protected class (e.g. the cat label in CIFAR-
10). Concretely, we consider two secret values s0,s1 which
correspond to two label configurations on the same feature
set, with different prevalences plow and phigh of the protected
class. Let X (0) and X (1) denote the realized datasets under
S = s0 and S = s1, respectively, and let

∆̃ := dH
(
X (0),X (1))

be the number of points whose labels differ between the two
secrets.

In our HUC/sm-HUC analysis, ∆̃ enters explicitly through
the random variable Kt (the number of “differing” examples
in a mini-batch at step t) and its cap Kcap (the worst-case
throughout) or second moment Eη[K2

t ], which yield a scalar
γ̂2 and hence Htotal for SRPP/ms-SRPP accounting. One might
ask whether it is sufficient, instead, to treat such quantities as
an effective group size and calibrate a standard group DP-SGD
with k = Eη[K2

t ]. The following proposition shows that, even
in prevalence-based scenarios, such a group-DP guarantee
does not induce a general conservative (i.e., “safe") bound for
the secret.

Proposition C.2. Fix any group size k ∈N and any group-DP
parameters (εg,δg). There exist:

(i) a prevalence-based Pufferfish scenario (S ,Q ,Θ) with
two secrets s0,s1 ∈ S whose realized datasets X (0),X (1)

satisfy dH(X (0),X (1))> k, and

(ii) a mechanism M that is (εg,δg)-group-DP with group
size k

such that the SRPP/ms-SRPP leakage between (S = s0,θ) and
(S = s1,θ) under M is infinite (in particular, not bounded by
any finite function of (εg,δg,k)).

Proof. Fix k ∈ N and (εg,δg). Choose a dataset size N > k
and an integer ∆̃ ∈ {k+1, . . . ,N}. We construct a prevalence-
based Pufferfish scenario and a mechanism M.

Prevalence-based Pufferfish scenario. Let the data do-
main be X̄ = X ×{0,1}, where the second coordinate is a
binary label indicating membership in the protected class (e.g.
cat vs. “not-cat”). Let X be the space of datasets of size
N over X̄ : X := X̄ N . Fix two label configurations (datasets)
X (0),X (1) ∈ X on the same feature vectors such that:

(i) the empirical prevalence of the protected class in X (0) is
plow, and in X (1) is phigh, with phigh ̸= plow, and

(ii) exactly ∆ labels differ between X (0) and X (1), so that

dH(X (0),X (1)) = ∆ > k

For example, we may take X (0) to have ⌊plowN⌋ protected
labels and X (1) to have ⌊phighN⌋ protected labels, obtained by
flipping exactly ∆ labels.

Define a Pufferfish scenario with:

S = {s0,s1}, Θ = {θ}, Q = {(s0,s1),(s1,s0)}.

The data-generating mechanism is deterministic:

Pθ(X = X (0) | S = s0) = 1, Pθ(X = X (1) | S = s1) = 1.

Thus, the secret S selects which prevalence configuration
(dataset) is realized.

Group-DP adjacency and mechanism. Consider the
group-DP adjacency relation on X defined by Hamming dis-
tance at most k:

X ∼k X ′⇐⇒ dH(X ,X ′)≤ k.

Since dH(X (0),X (1)) = ∆ > k, the pair (X (0),X (1)) is not ad-
jacent. In particular, the group-DP constraint (25) never com-
pares the joint law of (M (X (0)),M (X (1))).

We now construct a mechanism M . First, pick any mecha-
nism M0 : X → Y that is (εg,δg)-group-DP with group size k
(for example, the constant mechanism M0(X)≡ y∗ for some
y∗ ∈ Y ). Such a mechanism exists for all (εg,δg,k).

Define a new mechanism M by modifying M0 only on the
two special datasets X (0) and X (1):

M (X) :=


y0, if X = X (0),

y1, if X = X (1),

M0(X), otherwise,

where y0,y1 ∈ Y are two distinct outputs such that M (X (0))
and M (X (1)) are almost surely separated (for example, take
deterministic outputs y0 ̸= y1).

We claim that M is still (εg,δg)-group-DP with group size
k. To see this, note that the definition of group-DP requires
(25) to hold for all adjacent pairs X ∼k X ′, i.e. all pairs with
dH(X ,X ′)≤ k. We distinguish two cases:

(i) If X ∼k X ′ and {X ,X ′}∩{X (0),X (1)}= /0, then M (X) =
M0(X) and M (X ′) = M0(X ′), so the inequality (25)
holds for M because it holds for M0.

(ii) If X ∼k X ′ and, say, X = X (0), then dH(X (0),X ′)≤ k and
X ′ ̸= X (1) (since dH(X (0),X (1)) = ∆ > k). By construc-
tion, M agrees with M0 on X ′, and we can choose the dis-
tribution of M (X (0)) so that (25) holds for all such adja-

cent pairs; for example, we can set M (X (0))
d
= M0(X (0))
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and then only encode the secret in the choice of labels
(X (0),X (1)) in the Pufferfish scenario, rather than in the
law of M (X (0)) itself. An entirely analogous argument
applies if X = X (1).

Thus M can be constructed so that it remains (εg,δg)-group-
DP with group size k and yet its behavior on the two realized
datasets X (0) and X (1) is separated as much as we like.

SRPP/ms-SRPP leakage. Under the Pufferfish scenario
above, the distribution of M (X) given S = s0 is the law of
M (X (0)), and the distribution of M (X) given S = s1 is the
law of M (X (1)). By choosing M so that these two laws are
mutually singular (e.g. deterministic, distinct outputs), we
obtain

Pr[M (X) ∈ E | S = s0] = 1, Pr[M (X) ∈ E | S = s1] = 0

for some measurable set E ⊆ Y . Hence the Rényi divergence
of any order α > 1 between the laws of M (X) under S =
s0 and S = s1 is +∞, so the SRPP (and ms-SRPP) leakage
between these two secrets is infinite. In particular, it cannot
be bounded by any finite function of (εg,δg,k).

Since (εg,δg,k) were arbitrary, this establishes the claim.

Proposition C.2 shows that, even when we work with
prevalence-based Pufferfish secrets as in our CIFAR-10 exper-
iments, simply calibrating DP-SGD with a group size chosen
from our HUC/ms-HUC analysis (for example k = Kcap or
k ≈ Eη[K2

t ]) does not yield a certified bound in the SRPP/ms-
SRPP sense. Group-DP is a guarantee indexed by Hamming-
adjacent dataset pairs, whereas SRPP/ms-SRPP explicitly
quantify the divergence between output distributions induced
by different secrets (and different priors) in a given Pufferfish
scenario. Our HUC/sm-HUC– based SRPP-SGD calibration
is therefore not a reparameterization of group DP-SGD; it
is a distinct analysis that targets secret-level leakage for the
specified Pufferfish scenario.

D Minimality and Attainability of HUC

Proposition D.1. Fix t, a slicing set U = {ui}m
i=1 ⊂ Sd−1, a

history y<t ∈ Y<t , and an admissible coupling γ. Define the
shift

∆t(X ,X ′;Rt) := ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt). (26)

Let P := γ×Pη,ρ and µt := (∆t)#P be the pushforward mea-
sure of ∆t , and define

ELSt := supp(µt) =
{

z ∈ Rd : µt(Bε̄(z))> 0 for all ε̄ > 0
}
,

where Bε̄(z) is a ball of radius ε̄ centered at z. For each slice
ui, define

φt(ui) := sup
∆∈ELSt

|⟨∆,ui⟩| and h⋆t,i := φt(ui)
2.

Then, the following holds.

(i) Minimality. Any HUC ht = (ht,1, . . . ,ht,m) for (y<t ,γ)
satisfies ht,i ≥ h⋆t,i for all i ∈ [m].

(ii) Attainability. If ELSt is compact, then for each i ∈ [m]
there exists ∆⋆

i ∈ ELSt with |⟨∆⋆
i ,ui⟩|= φt(ui); hence h⋆t,i

is attained.

However, the HUC constructed in Proposition 5.1 is gener-
ally not tight; it is a computable conservative bound. Proposi-
tion D.1 characterizes the minimal HUC and specifies when
it is attained. In particular, any valid HUC ht must satisfy
ht,i ≥ h⋆t,i for all i ∈ [m], and the minimal cap h⋆t is attained
whenever the essential shift set ELSt is compact.

In our setting, compactness of ELSt follows from three in-
gredients: (i) per-example clipping, which uniformly bounds
each individual gradient contribution; (ii) a finite discrepancy
cap together with a deterministic (or bounded) batch size;
and (iii) an Lt-Lipschitz post-update map. These yield a uni-
form almost-sure bound ∥∆t∥2 ≤Ct for some finite Ct , and
hence ELSt ⊂ B(0,Ct), which is closed and bounded in Rd

and therefore compact.
The following corollary follows Proposition D.1.

Corollary D.1. Consider the linear, blockwise-clipped case
where

ft(x,y<t ;Rt) = ξt−1−At ḡt(x;Rt),

with At independent of ((X ,X ′),Rt), and per-block clipping
thresholds {Cb}Bblk

b=1 over an orthogonal block decomposition
with projectors {Pb}Bblk

b=1. Assume that, for each block b, the
blockwise gradient differences can attain the clipping radius
in directions aligned with the vectors PbA⊤t ui (for the slices
of interest). Then the minimal per-slice HUC is

h⋆t,i =
(2Kt

Bt

)2
(Bblk

∑
b=1

Cb
∥∥PbA⊤t ui

∥∥
2

)2

, i ∈ [m]. (27)

D.1 Proof of Proposition D.1

We begin with a simple measure-theoretic observation. Let
µ be a Borel probability measure on Rd with support U =
supp(µ), and let g : Rd → R be continuous. If g(∆)≤ c holds
µ-a.s., then necessarily

sup
∆∈U

g(∆)≤ c.

Indeed, suppose for contradiction that there exists ∆⋆ ∈U with
g(∆⋆) > c. By continuity of g, there exists ε̄ > 0 such that
g(∆) > c for all ∆ in the open Euclidean ball Bε̄(∆

⋆). Since
∆⋆ ∈U= supp(µ), we have µ

(
Bε̄(∆

⋆)
)
> 0, which contradicts

the assumption g(∆)≤ c µ-a.s.

21



(i) Minimality. In our setting, for any slice ui ∈ Sd−1 define
the continuous map

gui(∆) :=
∣∣⟨∆,ui⟩

∣∣, ∆ ∈ Rd .

The HUC inequality for a given ht asserts that

gui

(
∆t(X ,X ′;Rt)

)
=
∣∣⟨∆t(X ,X ′;Rt),ui⟩

∣∣ ≤ √ht,i µt -a.s.,

where µt is the pushforward measure of ∆t and ELSt =
supp(µt). Applying the auxiliary observation with µ = µt ,
g = gui , and c =

√
ht,i yields

sup
∆∈ELSt

∣∣⟨∆,ui⟩
∣∣ ≤ √ht,i.

Hence φt(ui)≤
√

ht,i and therefore

h⋆t,i = φt(ui)
2 ≤ ht,i.

This holds for each i ∈ [m], proving minimality.

(ii) Attainability. Assume ELSt is compact. The map
gui(∆) = |⟨∆,ui⟩| is continuous, so by the Weierstrass Ex-
treme Value Theorem it attains its maximum on ELSt . Thus
there exists ∆⋆

i ∈ ELSt such that

gui(∆
⋆
i ) = max

∆∈ELSt
gui(∆) = φt(ui).

Consequently, h⋆t,i = φt(ui)
2 is attained for each i ∈ [m].

D.2 Proof of Corollary D.1
We work at a fixed iteration t and suppress the t-index when
the meaning is clear.

Step 1: Characterizing the feasible shifts. In the linear case,

ft(x,y<t ;Rt) = ξt−1−At ḡt(x;Rt),

so for any coupled pair (X ,X ′) and sampling draw Rt ,

∆t(X ,X ′;Rt) := ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt)

=−At
(
ḡt(X ;Rt)− ḡt(X ′;Rt)

)
.

Let
v := ḡt(X ;Rt)− ḡt(X ′;Rt).

Under blockwise clipping with thresholds {Cb}Bblk
b=1 and dis-

crepancy cap Kt (i.e., at most Kt indices differ in the mini-
batch), we have, for each block b,∥∥Pbv

∥∥
2 ≤

2Cb

Bt
Kt γ×Pη,ρ-a.s.

since at most Kt per-example contributions in that block can
change, and each change is clipped to radius Cb in that block.

Thus any realized v lies in the (blockwise) product of Eu-
clidean balls

V :=
{

v ∈ Rd :
∥∥Pbv

∥∥
2 ≤ αb :=

2CbKt

Bt
, b = 1, . . . ,Bblk

}
.

Consequently, any realized shift has the form

∆ =−Atv with v ∈ V .

By Proposition D.1, the minimal per-slice cap is

h⋆t,i = sup
∆∈ELSt

∣∣⟨∆,ui⟩
∣∣2,

where ELSt is the essential shift set. Under the assumption
that the blockwise gradient differences can attain the clipping
radius in directions aligned with PbA⊤t ui, the essential shift
set ELSt coincides with the set

{−Atv : v ∈ V },

so
h⋆t,i = sup

v∈V

∣∣⟨−Atv,ui⟩
∣∣2 = sup

v∈V

∣∣⟨v,A⊤t ui⟩
∣∣2.

Step 2: Optimizing over the blockwise constraints. Fix a
slice index i and write

w := A⊤t ui.

Decompose both v and w into blocks:

v =
Bblk

∑
b=1

vb, vb := Pbv, w =
Bblk

∑
b=1

wb, wb := Pbw.

The constraints on v are

∥vb∥2 ≤ αb :=
2CbKt

Bt
, b = 1, . . . ,Bblk.

Then

⟨v,w⟩=
Bblk

∑
b=1
⟨vb,wb⟩.

To maximize
∣∣⟨v,w⟩∣∣ subject to the blockwise constraints, we

may choose each block vb independently. The optimal choice
in block b aligns vb with wb (or its negative), i.e.,

v⋆b = αb
wb

∥wb∥2
whenever wb ̸= 0,

and v⋆b = 0 if wb = 0. This gives

⟨v⋆b,wb⟩= αb∥wb∥2,

and the summed inner product becomes

sup
v∈V

∣∣⟨v,w⟩∣∣= Bblk

∑
b=1

αb∥wb∥2 =
2Kt

Bt

Bblk

∑
b=1

Cb
∥∥PbA⊤t ui

∥∥
2.
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Therefore,

h⋆t,i = sup
v∈V

∣∣⟨v,w⟩∣∣2 = (2Kt

Bt

)2
(Bblk

∑
b=1

Cb
∥∥PbA⊤t ui

∥∥
2

)2

.

Step 3: Attainability. By assumption, for each block b we
can realize gradient differences whose clipped contributions
saturate the radius Cb in directions aligned with PbA⊤t ui, and
there exists a sampling outcome Rt that selects exactly those
Kt indices. This makes the blockwise equalities ∥vb∥2 = αb
attainable and yields an update shift ∆⋆

t such that∣∣⟨∆⋆
t ,ui⟩

∣∣2 = h⋆t,i.

Hence the supremum is attained, and h⋆t,i is indeed the minimal
HUC for slice ui in this linear, blockwise-clipped setting.

E Proof of Proposition 4.1

Fix a slice profile {U,ω}, a prior θ ∈ Θ, and a secret pair
(si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0. Write

P := M θ
si
, and Q := M θ

s j

for the output probability measures of the mechanism under
si and s j, respectively. Let {U,ω} with U = {uℓ}m

ℓ=1 and
ω = {ωℓ}m

ℓ=1 be the discrete slicing profile, and denote

Dℓ := Dα

(
uℓ#P∥uℓ#Q

)
, ℓ= 1, . . . ,m.

By Definition 4.1, the average sliced Rényi divergence is

ASDω
α(P∥Q) =

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓDℓ.

By Definition 4.3, the joint sliced Rényi divergence is

JSDω
α(P∥Q) =

1
α−1

log
( m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ exp
(
(α−1)Dℓ

))
.

Part 1: ASDω
α(P∥Q)≤ JSDω

α(P∥Q).
Let Z be the random variable Z = Dℓ when uℓ ∼ ω. Then,

E[Z] =
m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓDℓ = ASDω
α(P∥Q),

and

JSDω
α(P∥Q) =

1
α−1

logE
[
exp
(
(α−1)Z

)]
For α > 1, exp((α−1)z) is convex. Then, Jensen’s inequality
gives

E
[
exp
(
(α−1)Z

)]
≥ exp

(
(α−1)E[Z]

)
.

Thus, by taking log and dividing by (α−1), we get

JSDω
α(P∥Q)≥ E[Z] = ASDω

α(P∥Q).

Part 2: JSDω
α(P∥Q)≤ Dα(P∥Q).

Define a sliced observation channel Slice as follows. Given
Y ∈ Rd , first draw U ∼ ω independently of Y , then set Ẑ :=
⟨Y,U⟩ (inner product) and output the pair

Slice(Y ) := (U, Ẑ).

Let PSlice (resp. QSlice) denote the probability measure of
Slice(Y ) when Y ∼ P (resp. Y ∼ Q):

PSlice(uℓ, ·) = ωℓuℓ#P, QSlice(uℓ, ·) = ωℓuℓ#Q.

Assume that uℓ#P and uℓ#Q admit densities, and denote them
by pℓ and qℓ, respectively. Then the joint distribution PSlice

on {1, . . . ,m}×R has density

f (ℓ, ẑ) = ωℓpℓ(ẑ),

and similarly the joint distribution QSlice has

g(ℓ, ẑ) = ωℓqℓ(ẑ).

The Rényi divergence of order α > 1 between these joint
probability measures is

Dα(PSlice∥QSlice) =
1

α−1
log

m

∑
ℓ=1

∫
f (ℓ, ẑ)αg(ℓ,z)1−αdz

=
1

α−1
log

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ

∫
pℓ(z)αqℓ(z)1−αdz

=
1

α−1
log

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ exp
(
(α−1)Dℓ

)
= JSDω

α(P∥Q),

since

Dℓ = Dα(uℓ#P∥uℓ#Q) =
1

α−1
log

∫
pℓ(z)αqℓ(z)1−αdz.

Thus, we have

JSDω
α(P∥Q) = Dα(PSlice∥QSlice).

Now, we know that (U, Ẑ) is obtained from Y by a (random-
ized) post-processing that does not depend on the secret or
prior. That is, we first draw U ∼ω, then apply the measurable
map (Y,U) 7→ (U,⟨Y,U⟩). The Rényi divergence is an f -
divergence with f (t) = tα, hence satisfies the data-processing
inequality: for any Markov kernel K,

Dα(PK∥QK)≤ Dα(P∥Q).

When the kernel K is the sliced channel Slice, we obtain

Dα(PSlice∥QSlice)≤ Dα(P∥Q).
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That is,
JSDω

α(P∥Q)≤ Dα(P∥Q).

By combining Part 1 and Part 2, we can claim

ASDω
α

(
M θ

si
∥M θ

s j

)
≤ JSDω

α

(
M θ

si
∥M θ

s j

)
≤ Dα

(
M θ

si
∥M θ

s j

)
,

F Proof of Lemma 4.1

Fix a prior θ ∈ Θ, a secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q with
PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0, a slice direction u∈U, and an order α> 1.

Define the 1-D projected pre-noise probability measures as

Pu := Psiu#Fθ
si

and Qu := Ψ
u
#Fθ

s j
.

By definition of the per-slice ∞-Wasserstein distance,

zu
∞ :=W∞(Pu,Qu) = inf

π∈Π(Pu,Qu)
esssup
(z,z′)∼π

|z− z′|.

Therefore, for every ε > 0 there exists a coupling πε ∈
Π(Pu,Qu) such that

|Z−Z′| ≤ zu
∞ + ε for πε-almost every (Z,Z′). (28)

Step 1. We first represent the sliced mechanism as a mixture
of shifts. Let Ñ := Ψu(N) be the projected noise with distri-
bution Ψu

#ζ. With abuse of notation, we denote this 1-D noise
distribution again by ζ.

Conditioned on a pre-noise scalar z ∈ R, the sliced mecha-
nism output is z+ Ñ, whose probability measure is the shifted
noise distribution:

ζz(A) := Pr(z+ Ñ ∈ A) = ζ(A− z), for A⊆ R.

Under secret si, the sliced output distribution is therefore

Ψ
u
#M θ

si
=

∫
ζzPu(dz).

Similarly, under s j,

Ψ
u
#M θ

s j
=

∫
ζz′Qu(dz′).

Using the coupling πε between Pu and Qu, we can represent
Ψu

#M θ
si

and Ψu
#M θ

s j
as mixtures over pairs (z,z′):

Ψ
u
#M θ

si
=

∫
ζzπε(dz,dz′) and Ψ

u
#M θ

s j
=

∫
ζz′πε(dz,dz′).

Step 2. Next, we obtain a pointwise Rényi divergence be-
tween shifted noises. Let ζz denote the distribution of Ñ + z
for z ∈R. Fix a pair (z,z′) with z ∈R and z′ ∈R. Since Rényi

divergence is invariant under common bijective transforma-
tions, the corresponding shifted noise probability measures
ζz and ζz′ satisfy

Dα(ζz∥ζz′) = Dα(ζz−z′∥ζ).

By the definition of the shift-Rényi envelope

Rα(ζ,r) := sup
|a|≤r

Dα(ζa∥ζ),

we have, for every z ∈ R and z′ ∈ R,

Dα(ζz∥ζz′)≤ Rα(ζ, |z,z′|).

Combining with the coupling bound (28), we obtain the
uniform pointwise bound

Dα(ζz∥ζz′)≤ Rα

(
ζ,zu

∞

)
, (29)

for πε-a.e. (z,z′).

Step 3. We proceed with the full mixtures Ψu
#M θ

si
and Ψu

#M θ
s j

.
Rényi divergence of order α > 1 is jointly quasi-convex in
its arguments. That is, for any probability measure µ over an
index set and any family {Pβ,Qβ},

Dα

(∫
Pβµ(dβ)

∥∥∥∫ Qβµ(dβ)

)
≤ esssup

β

Dα(Pβ∥Qβ).

For finite mixtures, this follows from the standard inequality

Dα

(
∑
k

λkPk

∥∥∥∑
k

λkQk

)
≤max

k
Dα(Pk∥Qk),

and the general case can be obtained by approximating
µ by finite-support measures (a standard argument for f -
divergences).

In our setting we take β = (z,z′), µ = π (the coupling from
Step 1), and Pβ = ζz and Qβ = ζz′ . Then

Ψ
u
#M θ

si
=

∫
Pβπ(dz,dz′), Ψ

u
#M θ

s j
=

∫
Qβπ(dz,dz′).

Hence

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#M θ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#M θ

s j

)
≤ esssup

(z,z′)∼π

Dα(ζz∥ζz′).

Combining this with the pointwise bound from Step 2,

Dα(ζz∥ζz′)≤ Rα(ζ,zu
∞)

for π-a.e. (z,z′), yields

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#M θ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#M θ

s j

)
≤ Rα(ζ,zu

∞),

which is the desired per-slice envelope bound.
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G Proof of Theorem 4.7

Fix θ ∈ Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q with PS
θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0, and fix a

slice profile {U,ω}. Let Fθ
s be the distribution of the pre-

noise output f (X) given (S = s,θ), and let

P := M θ
si
= Fθ

si
∗ζ and Q := M θ

s j
= Fθ

s j
∗ζ.

Step 1. We start by establishing a per-slice envelop bound
using Lemma 4.1. For any direction u ∈U, applying Lemma
4.1 to the 1-D projection Ψu(y) = ⟨y,u⟩ gives, for all α > 1,

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥ Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ Rα

(
ζ,zu

∞(θ,si,s j)
)
,

where zu
∞(θ,si,s j) is any upper bound on the 1-D shift be-

tween the pre-noise probability measures Ψu
#Fθ

si
and Ψu

#Fθ
s j

.
By definition,

zu
∞(θ,si,s j)≤ ∆̃

u
∞(θ,si,s j) :=W∞

(
Ψ

u
#Fθ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#Fθ

s j

)
,

and Rα(ζ, ·) is non-decreasing in its second argument. Thus,
we have

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ Rα

(
ζ, ∆̃u

∞(θ,si,s j)
)

(30)

for all u ∈U.

Step 2. Next, we consider Gaussian noise ζ = N (0,σ2Id).
For any slice u ∈ U, the projected noise Ψu(N) is one-
dimensional Gaussian N (0,σ2). For any shift a ∈ R, the
shifted probability measure is N (a,σ2), and the Rényi di-
vergence of order α > 1 between N (a,σ2) and N (0,σ2) is

Dα

(
N (a,σ2)

∥∥N (0,σ2)
)
=

αa2

2σ2 .

Therefore, the 1-D Gaussian shift envelope is

Rα(ζ,z) := sup
|a|≤z

Dα

(
ζ−a

∥∥ζ
)
= sup
|a|≤z

αa2

2σ2 =
α

2σ2 z2.

Substituting z = ∆̃u
∞(θ,si,s j) into (30) yields

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ α

2σ2

(
∆̃

u
∞(θ,si,s j)

)2
. (31)

By Definition 4.1, the ω-average sliced Rényi divergence
is

ASDω
α(P∥Q) =

∫
Sd−1

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)

dω(u).

Using the bound (31) and the linearity of the integral, we have

ASDω
α(P∥Q)≤

∫
Sd−1

α

2σ2

(
∆

∞
u (θ,si,s j)

)2 dω(u)

=
α

2σ2

∫
U

(
∆

∞
u (θ,si,s j)

)2 dω(u)

=
α

2σ2 ∆
2(θ,si,s j).

Step 3. By definition of ∆
2,

∆
2(θ,si,s j)≤ ∆

2

for all θ,(si,s j). Therefore

ASDω
α(P∥Q)≤ α

2σ2 ∆
2
.

With the choice

σ
2 =

α∆
2

2ε
,

we obtain, for every θ,(si,s j),

ASDω
α

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
≤ ε.

Since θ and (si,s j) were arbitrary, this is exactly the (α,ε,ω)-
Ave-SRPE guarantee in (S ,Q ,Θ).

H Proof of Theorem 4.8

Fix θ ∈ Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q with PS
θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0, and fix a

slice profile {U,ω}. Let Fθ
s denote the pre-noise distribution

of f (X) given (S = s,θ), and let

P := M θ
si
= Fθ

si
∗ζ, and Q := M θ

s j
= Fθ

s j
∗ζ.

Step 1. Fix a slice u ∈ U. Lemma 4.1 applied to the 1-D
projection Ψu(y) = ⟨y,u⟩ states that, for all α > 1,

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ Rα

(
ζ,zu

∞(θ,si,s j)
)
,

where zu
∞(θ,si,s j) upper-bounds the 1-D shift (in W∞) be-

tween the pre-noise probability measures Ψu
#Fθ

si
and Ψu

#Fθ
s j

.
By definition,

zu
∞(θ,si,s j)≤ ∆̃

u
∞(θ,si,s j) :=W∞

(
Ψ

u
#Fθ

si

∥∥Ψ
u
#Fθ

s j

)
,

and the envelope Rα(ζ, ·) is non-decreasing in its second ar-
gument. Hence

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ Rα

(
ζ, ∆̃u

∞(θ,si,s j)
)

(32)

for all u ∈U.

Step 2. Now, we specialize to Gaussian noise ζ = N (0,σ2Id).
For any fixed slice u ∈ U, the projected noise Ψu(N) is 1-
D Gaussian N (0,σ2). If we shift by a ∈ R, the noise be-
comes N (a,σ2), and the order-α Rényi divergence between
N (a,σ2) and N (0,σ2) is

Dα

(
N (a,σ2)

∥∥N (0,σ2)
)
=

αa2

2σ2 .

Therefore the 1-D Gaussian shift envelope is

Rα(ζ,z) := sup
|a|≤z

Dα

(
ζ−a

∥∥ζ
)
= sup
|a|≤z

αa2

2σ2 =
α

2σ2 z2.
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Substituting z = ∆̃u
∞(θ,si,s j) into (32), we obtain

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ α

2σ2

(
∆̃

u
∞(θ,si,s j)

)2
. (33)

By Definition 4.2, the joint sliced Rényi divergence of order
α > 1 with slicing distribution ω is

JSDω
α(P∥Q) :=

1
α−1

log
∫
Sd−1

exp
(
(α−1)Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
))

dω(u).

Using the bound (33), we get for each u

Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
)
≤ α

2σ2

(
∆̃

u
∞(θ,si,s j)

)2 ≤ α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j),

where
∆

2
⋆(θ,si,s j) := sup

u∈U

(
∆̃

u
∞(θ,si,s j)

)2
.

Therefore, we have

JSDω
α(P∥Q) =

1
α−1

log
∫
Sd−1

exp
(
(α−1)Dα

(
Ψ

u
#P
∥∥Ψ

u
#Q
))

dω(u)

≤ 1
α−1

log
∫
Sd−1

exp
(
(α−1)

α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j)

)
dω(u).

Here, the integrand is independent of u, so the integral is just
the constant itself:∫

Sd−1
exp
(
(α−1) α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j)

)
dω(u)

= exp
(
(α−1) α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j)

)
.

Hence

JSDω
α(P∥Q)≤ 1

α−1
logexp

(
(α−1) α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j)

)
=

α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j).

Step 3. By definition of the global constant ∆2
⋆, we have

∆
2
⋆(θ,si,s j)≤ ∆

2
⋆

for all θ ∈Θ, (si,s j) ∈ Q . Thus

JSDω
α

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
≤ α

2σ2 ∆
2
⋆.

With the choice

σ
2 =

α∆2
⋆

2ε
,

we obtain
JSDω

α

(
M θ

si

∥∥M θ
s j

)
≤ ε

for every θ∈Θ and (si,s j)∈Q with positive prior mass. This
is exactly the (α,ε,ω)-Joint-SRPE guarantee in (S ,Q ,Θ).

I Proof of Proposition 5.1

Fix an iteration t and a slice profile {U,ω} with U = {ui}m
i=1.

Fix arbitrarily a prior θ ∈ Θ, a secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q with
PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j) > 0, a history y<t in the support, and a cou-

pling γ ∈ Π(µθ
si
,µθ

s j
). Let (X ,X ′) ∼ γ and Rt ∼ Pη,ρ denote

the minibatch sampling randomness at iteration t. For a draw
r of Rt , let It(r)⊆ [n] be the minibatch index (multi)set and
Bt(r) := |It(r)| its size.
Step 1. By assumption, the minibatch size is deterministic,
so we write Bt := Bt(r) ≥ 1. For a dataset x = (x1, . . . ,xn),
let g j(x) be the per-example gradient on x j, and define the
ℓ2-clipped gradient

g̃ j(x) := g j(x)min
{

1,
C

∥g j(x)∥2

}
.

Then ∥g̃ j(x)∥2 ≤C for all j and all x. The averaged clipped
minibatch gradient at iteration t is

ḡt(B(x;r)) :=
1
Bt

∑
j∈It (r)

g̃ j(x),

and similarly for x′. The discrepancy cap at iteration t (see
(17)) is

Kt(x,x′;r) := ∑
j∈It (r)

1{x j ̸= x′j}.

By definition, at most Kt(x,x′;r) indices in It(r) differ be-
tween x and x′, so only those terms can change their contribu-
tion to the average of gradients.

Whenever x j ̸= x′j, we have

∥g̃ j(x)− g̃ j(x′)∥2 ≤ ∥g̃ j(x)∥2 +∥g̃ j(x′)∥2 ≤ 2C.

Therefore,∥∥ḡt(B(x;r))− ḡt(B(x′;r))
∥∥

2 ≤
1
Bt

Kt(x,x′;r)(2C)

=
2C
Bt

Kt(x,x′;r).

For any slice ui ∈U, this implies∣∣⟨ḡt(B(x;r))− ḡt(B(x′;r)),ui⟩
∣∣≤ 2C

Bt
Kt(x,x′;r). (34)

Step 2. At iteration t, the pre-perturbation update is

ft(x,y<t ;r) = Tt
(
ḡt(B(x;r));y<t

)
,

and similarly ft(x′,y<t ;r) = Tt(ḡt(B(x′;r));y<t). Let

z := ḡt(B(x;r)), z′ := ḡt(B(x′;r)).

By Assumption 5.2, for each ui ∈U there exists Lt,i < ∞ such
that, for all z,z′ ∈ Rd and all histories y<t ,∣∣u⊤i (Tt(z;y<t)−Tt(z′;y<t)

)∣∣≤ Lt,i
∣∣u⊤i (z− z′)

∣∣.
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Applying this with the z,z′ defined above and using (34), we
obtain∣∣⟨ ft(x,y<t ;r)− ft(x′,y<t ;r),ui⟩

∣∣≤ Lt,i
2C
Bt

Kt(x,x′;r)

=
2CLt,i

Bt
Kt(x,x′;r).

Squaring both sides yields∣∣⟨ ft(x,y<t ;r)− ft(x′,y<t ;r),ui⟩
∣∣2 ≤ (2CLt,i

Bt
Kt(x,x′;r)

)2
.

Step 3. By definition of a feasible discrepancy cap at iteration
t, Kt satisfies

Kt(x,x′;r)≤ Kt

for γ×Pη,ρ-almost every ((X ,X ′),Rt), uniformly over all θ ∈
Θ, (si,s j)∈Q , histories y<t in support, and couplings γ. Thus,
for γ×Pη,ρ-a.e. ((X ,X ′),Rt),∣∣⟨ ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt),ui⟩

∣∣2 ≤ (2KtLt,iC
Bt

)2
=: ht,i.

Since the bound holds for all i = 1, . . . ,m and is uniform over
θ,(si,s j),y<t , and γ, the vector ht = (ht,1, . . . ,ht,m) with

ht,i :=
(2KtLt,iC

Bt

)2

satisfies the HUC condition (16). Therefore ht is a valid
history-uniform cap at iteration t, as claimed.

J Proof of Proposition 5.2

Fix an iteration t and a slice profile {U,ω} with U =
{ui}m

i=1 ⊂ Sd−1. Let θ ∈ Θ, (si,s j) ∈ Q , a history y<t in
the support, and a coupling γ ∈ Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
) be arbitrary. Let

(X ,X ′) ∼ γ. In addition, let ηt ∼ Pη denote the subsam-
pling randomness at iteration t. We write ḡt(X ;ηt) and
ḡt(X ′;ηt) for the clipped, averaged minibatch gradients,
and ft(X ,y<t ;ηt), ft(X ′,y<t ;ηt) for the corresponding pre-
perturbation updates.
Step 1. By per-example ℓ2-clipping at threshold C and the
definition of the discrepancy Kt(X ,X ′;ηt), the argument in
the proof of Proposition 5.1 gives, for every realization of ηt ,∥∥ḡt(X ;ηt)− ḡt(X ′;ηt)

∥∥
2 ≤

2C
Bt

Kt(X ,X ′;ηt).

Hence, for any slice ui ∈U,∣∣⟨ḡt(X ;ηt)− ḡt(X ′;ηt),ui⟩
∣∣≤ 2C

Bt
Kt(X ,X ′;ηt). (35)

Define the pre-update difference

∆
pre
t (X ,X ′;ηt) := ḡt(X ;ηt)− ḡt(X ′;ηt),

and the update difference

∆t(X ,X ′;ηt) := ft(X ,y<t ;ηt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;ηt).

By Assumption 5.2, for each slice ui ∈U and every realization
of ηt , ∣∣⟨∆t(X ,X ′;ηt),ui⟩

∣∣≤ Lt,i
∣∣⟨∆pre

t (X ,X ′;ηt),ui⟩
∣∣.

Combining this with (35) yields the pathwise bound∣∣⟨∆t(X ,X ′;ηt),ui⟩
∣∣≤ 2Lt,iC

Bt
Kt(X ,X ′;ηt) (36)

for all i = 1, . . . ,m and all ηt .
Step 2. Fix (X ,X ′) in the support. Squaring both sides of (36)
and taking expectations with respect to ηt ∼ Pη, we obtain,
for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

Eηt

[∣∣⟨∆t(X ,X ′;ηt),ui⟩
∣∣2]≤ (2Lt,iC

Bt

)2
Eηt

[
Kt(X ,X ′;ηt)

2].
By the definition of the mean-square discrepancy cap K2

t in
(19), we have, for γ-almost every (X ,X ′),

Eηt

[
Kt(X ,X ′;ηt)

2]≤ K2
t .

Therefore, for γ-almost every (X ,X ′),

Eηt

[∣∣⟨∆t(X ,X ′;ηt),ui⟩
∣∣2]≤(2Lt,iC

Bt

)2
K2

t = hms
t,i , i= 1, . . . ,m.

Step 3. Since θ∈Θ, (si,s j)∈Q , y<t , and γ∈Π(µθ
si
,µθ

s j
) were

arbitrary, the above bound holds for all admissible priors,
secret pairs, histories, and couplings, and for γ-almost every
(X ,X ′). By Definition 5.3 of a mean-square history-uniform
cap, this exactly means that

hms
t =

(
hms

t,i
)m

i=1 and hms
t,i =

(2Lt,iC
Bt

)2
K2

t ,

is a valid ms-HUC at iteration t.

K Proof of Lemma 5.1

Fix t, a slice ui ∈ Sd−1, a prior θ ∈ Θ, and a secret pair
(si,s j) ∈ Q with PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j) > 0. Let γ ∈ Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
) be

any admissible coupling of the dataset beliefs, and draw

((X ,X ′),Rt)∼ γ×Pη,ρ.

Define the update difference

∆̃t(X ,X ′;Rt) := ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt). (37)

By the HUC condition for ht , we have∣∣⟨∆t(X ,X ′;Rt),ui⟩
∣∣≤√ht,i for γ×Pη,ρ-a.e. ((X ,X ′),Rt).

(38)
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Step 1. Project onto the slice ui and write

Ỹt := ⟨Yt ,ui⟩= ⟨ ft(X ,y<t ;Rt),ui⟩+ ⟨Nt ,ui⟩.

Because Nt ∼ N (0,Σt) is independent of ((X ,X ′),Rt), the
projected noise is one-dimensional Gaussian

⟨Nt ,ui⟩ ∼N (0,vt,i), vt,i = u⊤i Σtui > 0,

and the two conditionals under si and s j differ only by a mean
shift along ui. Define

a(X ,X ′;Rt) := ⟨∆t(X ,X ′;Rt),ui⟩
= ⟨ ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt),ui⟩.

Then, conditioned on a realization ((X ,X ′),Rt), we can write

Ỹt | (si,θ,X ,X ′,Rt)∼N (µ+a,vt,i),

Ỹt | (s j,θ,X ,X ′,Rt)∼N (µ,vt,i),

for some baseline mean µ that cancels in the divergence.
For two 1-D Gaussians with the same variance vt,i and

mean difference a, the Rényi divergence of order α > 1 is

Dα

(
N (µ+a,vt,i)

∥∥N (µ,vt,i)
)
=

αa2

2vt,i
. (39)

By the HUC bound (38), we have |a(X ,X ′;Rt)| ≤
√

ht,i for
γ×Pη,ρ-almost every ((X ,X ′),Rt), so

Dα

(
N (µ+a,vt,i)

∥∥N (µ,vt,i)
)
≤ α

2vt,i
ht,i. (40)

Step 2. Let S := (X ,X ′,Rt) denote the joint randomness with
probability measure ν := γ×Pη,ρ. For each realization s ∈
supp(ν), define

Ps := N (µ+a(s),vt,i), Qs := N (µ,vt,i).

Then the 1-D marginals under secrets si and s j can be
written as mixtures with the same mixing measure ν:

P := Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | si,θ

)
=

∫
Psν(ds),

Q := Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | s j,θ

)
=

∫
Qsν(ds).

We now use the following standard inequality for Rényi diver-
gence under mixtures with common weights: for α > 1 and
any probability measure ν,

Dα

(∫
Psν(ds)

∥∥∥ ∫
Qsν(ds)

)
≤ esssup

s
Dα(Ps∥Qs). (41)

One way to see (41) is to consider the joint distributions on
(S,Z) under two secrets:

R(ds,dz) := ν(ds)Ps(dz) and R̃(ds,dz) := ν(ds)Qs(dz).

By the data-processing inequality for Rényi divergence (ap-
plied to the channel (S,Z) 7→ Z),

Dα(P∥Q)≤ Dα(R∥R̃).

On the other hand, a direct calculation of Dα(R∥R̃) in terms
of the Radon–Nikodym derivatives dPs/dQs shows that

Dα(R∥R̃)≤ esssup
s

Dα(Ps∥Qs),

which yields (41).
Applying (41) to Ps,Qs and using the pointwise bound (40),

we obtain

Dα

(
Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | si,θ

)∥∥∥ Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | s j,θ

))
= Dα(P∥Q)

≤ esssup
s

Dα(Ps∥Qs)

≤ α

2vt,i
ht,i.

Since θ, (si,s j), y<t , and γ were arbitrary, the bound

Dα

(
Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | si,θ

)∥∥∥ Pr
(
⟨Yt ,ui⟩ | s j,θ

))
≤ α

2
ht,i

vt,i

holds uniformly over all admissible choices.

L Proof of Theorem 5.6

Fix a slicing profile {U,ω} with U = {uℓ}m
ℓ=1 ⊂ Sd−1 and

ω ∈ ∆(U). Let h = {ht}T
t=1 be a sequence of valid HUC

vectors, with ht = (ht,1, . . . ,ht,m) for t = 1, . . . ,T . That is,
for every prior θ ∈ Θ, every secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q with
PS

θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0, every history y<t in the support, and every

coupling γ ∈Π(µθ
si
,µθ

s j
), we have γ×Pη,ρ-almost surely∣∣⟨ ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt),uℓ⟩

∣∣2 ≤ ht,ℓ, (42)

for all ℓ= 1, . . . ,m.
Let the SRPP-SGD mechanism use additive Gaussian noise

Nt ∼N (0,σ2Id), t = 1, . . . ,T,

independent across t and independent of (X ,X ′,Rt), and write
the noisy update at step t as

Yt = ft(X ,y<t ;Rt)+Nt .

Step 1. Fix α > 1, a prior θ ∈Θ, and a secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q
with positive prior mass. Fix an arbitrary history y<t in the
support. For this fixed y<t , the HUC condition (42) holds
with the same vector ht . Therefore, Lemma 5.1 applies to the
conditional channel

(X ,X ′) 7−→ ⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ given y<t ,
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with covariance Σt = σ2Id and HUC vector ht .
For each slice uℓ ∈ U, Lemma 5.1 together with vt,ℓ :=

u⊤ℓ Σtuℓ = σ2 gives

Dα

(
Pr
(
⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ | si,θ,y<t

)∥∥∥ Pr
(
⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ | s j,θ,y<t

))
≤ α

2
ht,ℓ

vt,ℓ
=

α

2σ2 ht,ℓ.
(43)

Define
εt,ℓ :=

α

2σ2 ht,ℓ.

By (42), the bound (43) holds uniformly over all histories y<t ,
all priors θ, all (si,s j) ∈ Q , and all admissible couplings.

Step 2. Fix a slice index ℓ ∈ [m] and consider the 1-D pro-
jected mechanism

M (ℓ) : X 7−→ Z(ℓ)
1:T :=

(
⟨Y1,uℓ⟩, . . . ,⟨YT ,uℓ⟩

)
.

For each t, denote by P(ℓ)
t,y<t and Q(ℓ)

t,y<t the conditional proba-

bility measure of ⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ given Z(ℓ)
<t = y<t under secrets si and

s j, respectively. From the per–step bound (43), we have, for
every history y<t in the support,

Dα

(
Pr
(
⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ | si,θ,y<t

)∥∥∥ Pr
(
⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ | s j,θ,y<t

))
≤ α

2σ2 ht,ℓ.

Equivalently,

Dα

(
P(ℓ)

t,y<t

∥∥Q(ℓ)
t,y<t

)
≤ εt,ℓ, εt,ℓ :=

α

2σ2 ht,ℓ. (44)

Let

P(ℓ) := Pr
(
Z(ℓ)

1:T | si,θ
)
, Q(ℓ) := Pr

(
Z(ℓ)

1:T | s j,θ
)

denote the trajectory probability measures of the projected
mechanism along slice uℓ.

The family {P(ℓ)
t,y<t ,Q

(ℓ)
t,y<t}t,y<t satisfies the assumptions of

Lemma L.1 (stated later) with per–step bounds εt = εt,ℓ. Ap-
plying Lemma L.1 yields

Dα

(
Pr
(
Z(ℓ)

1:T | si,θ
)∥∥∥ Pr

(
Z(ℓ)

1:T | s j,θ
))

= Dα

(
P(ℓ)

∥∥Q(ℓ)
)

≤
T

∑
t=1

εt,ℓ =
α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

ht,ℓ.

(45)
Note that (45) is derived for the full projected trajectory

Z(ℓ)
1:T . If Algorithm 2 outputs only the final iterate (or any mea-

surable function of the trajectory), the corresponding Rényi
divergence can only decrease by data processing, so the same
bound (45) applies to the actual output distributions.

Step 3. By the definition of ω–Average Sliced Rényi Di-
vergence (Definition 4.1), applied to the output probability

measure of the mechanism (identified with the full projected
trajectories), we have

ASDω
α

(
Pr(M(X) | si,θ)

∥∥∥ Pr(M(X) | s j,θ)
)

=
m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓDα

(
Pr
(
Z(ℓ)

1:T | si,θ
)∥∥∥ Pr

(
Z(ℓ)

1:T | s j,θ
))

.

Using the per–slice bound (45), we get

ASDω
α

(
Pr(M(X) | si,θ)

∥∥∥ Pr(M(X) | s j,θ)
)
≤

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ
α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

ht,ℓ

=
α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓht,ℓ.

Therefore, if

σ
2 ≥ α

2ε

T

∑
t=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓht,ℓ,

then for every prior θ and every (si,s j)∈Q with positive prior
mass, the ω–Ave-SRD between the corresponding output laws
is at most ε, i.e., Algorithm 2 is (α,ε,ω)–Ave-SRPP.

Step 4. For Joint-SRPP, we use the joint sliced Rényi diver-
gence (Definition 4.3), which for the two output laws can be
written as

JSDω
α

(
Pr(M(X) | si,θ)

∥∥∥ Pr(M(X) | s j,θ)
)

=
1

α−1
logEU∼ω

[
exp
(
(α−1)Dα(PU∥QU )

)]
,

where, for each uℓ ∈U, Puℓ and Quℓ denote the laws of Z(ℓ)
1:T

under si and s j, respectively, and PU ,QU are the correspond-
ing random choices when U ∼ ω.

From (45), for each fixed slice uℓ we have

Dα(Puℓ∥Quℓ)≤
α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

ht,ℓ.

Thus, for the random U ∼ ω, it holds almost surely that

Dα(PU∥QU )≤
α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

ht,U ≤
α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ

ht,ℓ.

Plugging this into the definition of Joint-SRD yields

JSDω
α

(
Pr(M(X) | si,θ)

∥∥∥ Pr(M(X) | s j,θ)
)

=
1

α−1
logEU∼ω

[
exp
(
(α−1)Dα(PU∥QU )

)]
≤ 1

α−1
logexp

(
(α−1)

α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ

ht,ℓ

)
=

α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ

ht,ℓ.
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Therefore, if

σ
2 ≥ α

2ε

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ

ht,ℓ,

then for every prior θ and every (si,s j) ∈ Q the Joint-SRD
between the corresponding output laws is at most ε, i.e., Al-
gorithm 2 is (α,ε,ω)–Joint-SRPP.

Lemma L.1 (Adaptive composition of Rényi divergence). Let
α > 1 and let P and Q be probability measures on the prod-
uct space Y1× ·· ·×YT with coordinate random variables
Y1, . . . ,YT . For each t = 1, . . . ,T , let Pt|y<t and Qt|y<t denote
regular conditional distributions of Yt given Y<t = y<t under
P and Q, respectively, where y<t = (y1, . . . ,yt−1). Suppose
there exist constants εt ≥ 0 such that

Dα

(
Pt|y<t

∥∥Qt|y<t

)
≤ εt ,

for all t = 1, . . . ,T and all histories y<t in the support. Then
the joint Rényi divergence satisfies

Dα(P∥Q)≤
T

∑
t=1

εt .

Proof of Lemma L.1. Let L := dP
dQ be the Radon–Nikodym

derivative of P w.r.t. Q, assumed to exist (otherwise
Dα(P∥Q) = +∞ and the inequality is straightforward). For
each t, define the conditional likelihood ratio

Lt(y≤t) :=
dPt|y<t

dQt|y<t

(yt), y≤t = (y1, . . . ,yt).

By the chain rule for densities,

L(Y1:T ) =
T

∏
t=1

Lt(Y≤t)

Q-almost surely.
By definition of Rényi divergence,

Dα(P∥Q)=
1

α−1
logEQ

[
L(Y1:T )

α
]
=

1
α−1

logEQ

[ T

∏
t=1

Lt(Y≤t)
α

]
.

For each t, define

Mt := sup
y<t

EQ
[
Lt(Y≤t)

α
∣∣Y<t = y<t

]
.

Under our assumption,

1
α−1

logEQ
[
Lt(Y≤t)

α
∣∣Y<t = y<t

]
= Dα

(
Pt|y<t

∥∥Qt|y<t

)
≤ εt .

Thus,
EQ
[
Lt(Y≤t)

α
∣∣Y<t = y<t

]
≤ e(α−1)εt ,

for all y<t , and hence

Mt ≤ e(α−1)εt .

We now bound EQ[∏
T
t=1 Lα

t ] iteratively using the tower prop-
erty:

EQ

[ T

∏
t=1

Lα
t

]
= EQ

[
EQ
[
Lα

T
∣∣Y<T

]T−1

∏
t=1

Lα
t

]
≤MTEQ

[T−1

∏
t=1

Lα
t

]
.

Repeating this backward for t = T −1, . . . ,1 yields

EQ

[ T

∏
t=1

Lα
t

]
≤

T

∏
t=1

Mt ≤
T

∏
t=1

e(α−1)εt = e(α−1)∑
T
t=1 εt .

Taking 1
α−1 log(·) on both sides gives

Dα(P∥Q) =
1

α−1
logEQ

[ T

∏
t=1

Lα
t

]
≤

T

∑
t=1

εt ,

as claimed.

M Proof of Theorem 5.7

Fix a slice profile {U,ω} with U = {uℓ}m
ℓ=1 ⊂ Sd−1 and

ω ∈ ∆(U). Let α > 1 and fix an arbitrary prior θ ∈ Θ and
secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q .

Let ® denote all subsampling randomness used in
SRPP–SGD (minibatch sampling decisions across all itera-
tions), and write Mθ

®(s) for the distribution of the final output
of Algorithm 2 conditional on ® and secret s.

For each iteration t and slice uℓ ∈U, define the (random)
directional shift

∆̃t,ℓ(X ,X ′;®) :=
〈

ft(X ,y<t ;Rt(®))− ft(X ′,y<t ;Rt(®)),uℓ
〉
,

where ((X ,X ′),Rt(®)) is drawn from the coupling γ×Pη,ρ

under the fixed subsampling pattern ®.
For each realization ®= ξ, let

ht,ℓ(ξ) = esssup
((X ,X ′),Rt )

∣∣∆t,ℓ(X ,X ′;ξ)
∣∣2.

Then, for every fixed ξ, the vector ht(ξ) =
(ht,1(ξ), . . . ,ht,m(ξ)) is a valid HUC vector at iteration
t in the sense of Definition 5.1: it uniformly bounds the
squared directional shifts along each slice uℓ over all priors,
secrets, couplings, and histories, with the subsampling pattern
held fixed.
Step 1. Fix an arbitrary realization ® = ξ. By Lemma 5.1,
with isotropic Gaussian noise Nt ∼ N (0,σ2Id), so that the
projected variance is vt,ℓ = u⊤ℓ Σtuℓ = σ2 for all t, ℓ, the per-
iteration, per-slice Rényi cost satisfies

Dα

(
Pr
(
⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ | si,θ,®= ξ

) ∥∥∥ Pr
(
⟨Yt ,uℓ⟩ | s j,θ,®= ξ

))
≤ α

2
ht,ℓ(ξ)

σ2 .
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Applying the SRPP accountant of Theorem 5.6 to the con-
ditional mechanism M θ

ξ
(Algorithm 2 with subsampling fixed

to ξ), we obtain

AveSDω
α

(
M θ

ξ
(si)∥M θ

ξ
(s j)
)
≤ α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓht,ℓ(ξ), (46)

and

JSDω
α

(
M θ

ξ
(si)∥M θ

ξ
(s j)
)
≤ α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ∈[m]

ht,ℓ(ξ). (47)

These inequalities hold for every fixed subsampling pattern ξ,
every prior θ, and every secret pair (si,s j) ∈ Q .

Step 2. By Definition 5.3, the given sequence hms = {hms
t }T

t=1
with hms

t = (hms
t,1 , . . . ,h

ms
t,m) is a valid ms-HUC vector if, for

every θ ∈Θ, (si,s j) ∈ Q , history y<t in the support, and cou-
pling γ ∈Π(µθ

si
,µθ

s j
), we have, for ℓ= 1, . . . ,m,

E®E((X ,X ′),Rt )∼γ×Pη,ρ

[∣∣∆t,ℓ(X ,X ′;®)
∣∣2]≤ hms

t,ℓ .

In the SRPP–SGD construction of Proposition 5.2, we have

ht,ℓ(®) =
(2Lt,ℓC

Bt

)2
Kt(®)2,

for a random discrepancy Kt(®), and

hms
t,ℓ =

(2Lt,ℓC
Bt

)2
K2

t ,

where K2
t is any scalar satisfying K2

t ≥ E[Kt(®)2].
Therefore

E®
[
ht,ℓ(®)

]
=
(2Lt,ℓC

Bt

)2
E®
[
Kt(®)2]≤(2Lt,ℓC

Bt

)2
K2

t = hms
t,ℓ ,

and similarly

E®
[
max
ℓ

ht,ℓ(®)
]
≤max

ℓ
hms

t,ℓ .

Step 3. Taking expectations over subsampling randomness
® in (46) and applying linearity of expectation yields

E®

[
AveSDω

α

(
M θ

®(si)∥M θ

®(s j)
)]
≤ α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓE®[ht,ℓ(®)].

Using E®[ht,ℓ(®)]≤ hms
t,ℓ , we obtain

E®

[
AveSDω

α

(
M θ

®(si)∥M θ

®(s j)
)]
≤ α

2σ2 sumT
t=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓhms
t,ℓ .

Therefore, if

σ
2 ≥ α

2ε

T

∑
t=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓhms
t,ℓ ,

then
E®

[
AveSDω

α

(
M θ

®(si)∥M θ

®(s j)
)]
≤ ε

for all θ ∈Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q .
By Definition 5.4, this is exactly the (α,ε,ω)-ms-Ave-

SRPP guarantee in part (i).

Step 4. Similarly, taking expectations in (47) gives

E®

[
JSDω

α

(
M θ

®(si)∥M θ

®(s j)
)]
≤ α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

E®
[
max
ℓ

ht,ℓ(®)
]
.

In the SRPP-SGD setting of Proposition 5.2, each ht,ℓ(®)
is of the form ht,ℓ(®) = at,ℓKt(®)2 with fixed coefficients
at,ℓ =

( 2Lt,ℓC
Bt

)2 that do not depend on ®.
Thus

max
ℓ

ht,ℓ(®) =
(

max
ℓ

at,ℓ

)
Kt(®)2,

and

E®
[
max
ℓ

ht,ℓ(®)
]
=
(

max
ℓ

at,ℓ

)
E®
[
Kt(®)2]

≤max
ℓ

at,ℓ K2
t = max

ℓ
hms

t,ℓ ,

where we used K2
t ≥ E[Kt(®)2] and the closed form hms

t,ℓ =

at,ℓK
2
t from Proposition 5.2.

Hence

E®

[
JSDω

α

(
M θ

®(si)∥M θ

®(s j)
)]
≤ α

2σ2

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ

hms
t,ℓ .

Therefore, if

σ
2 ≥ α

2ε

T

∑
t=1

max
ℓ

hms
t,ℓ ,

then
E®

[
JSDω

α

(
M θ

®(si)∥M θ

®(s j)
)]
≤ ε

for all θ ∈ Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q , which is exactly the (α,ε,ω)-
ms-Joint-SRPP guarantee in part (ii) by Definition 5.5.

N Proof of Theorem 5.8

Fix a slice profile {U,ω} and a Pufferfish scenario (S ,Q ,Θ).
Let M⃗ be the composed mechanism in (22):

M⃗ (X) :=
(
M1(X), . . . ,MJ(X)

)
,

where X is the underlying common dataset. For every real-
ized dataset x, we assume that the primitive randomness of
M1, . . . ,MJ is independent across j when the mechanisms
are run on x.

Fix θ ∈Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q with PS
θ
(si),PS

θ
(s j)> 0. Let µθ

si

and µθ
s j

be the corresponding dataset beliefs. For any fixed
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dataset realization x in the support of these beliefs, define the
conditional output distribution

Px
j := Pr

(
M j(x) ∈ ·

∣∣si,θ
)
,

Qx
j := Pr

(
M j(x) ∈ ·

∣∣s j,θ
)
,

and
Pcomp,x := Pr

(
M⃗ (x) ∈ ·

∣∣si,θ
)
,

Qcomp,x := Pr
(
M⃗ (x) ∈ ·

∣∣s j,θ
)
.

By independence of the primitive randomness across j for
this fixed x, we have

Pcomp,x =
J⊗

j=1

Px
j, and Qcomp,x =

J⊗
j=1

Qx
j.

For any Rényi order α > 1 and product measures
⊗J

j=1 P j

and
⊗J

j=1 Q j, the Rényi divergence becomes

Dα

(⊗J
j=1P j

∥∥∥⊗J
j=1Q j

)
=

J

∑
j=1

Dα(P j∥Q j). (48)

Applying this with P j = Px
j and Q j = Qx

j yields, for every
fixed dataset realization x,

Dα

(
Pcomp,x∥∥Qcomp,x)= J

∑
j=1

Dα(Pd
j∥Qx

j).

We now prove the composition bound for each SRPP flavor
Ξ.

Case 1: Ξ ∈ {Ave,ms-Ave}. Fix a slice set U = {uℓ}m
ℓ=1 ⊂

Sd−1. For each mechanism M j, slice uℓ, and dataset realiza-
tion x, define the 1-D projected probability measure

Px
j,ℓ := Pr

(
⟨M j(x),uℓ⟩ ∈ ·

∣∣si,θ
)
,

Qx
j,ℓ := Pr

(
⟨M j(x),uℓ⟩ ∈ ·

∣∣s j,θ
)
.

Likewise, for the composed mechanism and fixed x,

Pcomp,x
ℓ := Pr

(
⟨M⃗ (x),uℓ⟩ ∈ ·

∣∣si,θ
)
,

Qcomp,x
ℓ := Pr

(
⟨M⃗ (x),uℓ⟩ ∈ ·

∣∣s j,θ
)
.

From the independence of the primitive randomness across j
(for this fixed x), we have

Pcomp,x
ℓ =

J⊗
j=1

Px
j,ℓ and Qcomp,x

ℓ =
J⊗

j=1

Qx
j,ℓ.

Applying (48) to these 1-D projections gives, for every x and
ℓ,

Dα

(
Pcomp,x
ℓ

∥∥Qcomp,x
ℓ

)
=

J

∑
j=1

Dα(Px
j,ℓ∥Qx

j,ℓ). (49)

By the definition of (α,ε j,ω)-Ave-SRPP, if M j is
(α,ε j,ω)-Ave-SRPP then, for every prior θ, secret pair (si,s j),
and data belief (coupling), the ω-weighted average of the
sliced Rényi costs of M j is at most ε j. In particular, this
bound holds uniformly for every dataset realization x in the
support of µθ

si
and µθ

s j
, so we have

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓDα(Px
j,ℓ∥Qx

j,ℓ)≤ ε j,

for all x,(si,s j),θ.
For the composed mechanism and fixed d, the average

sliced Rényi divergence is

AveSDα
ω

(
Pcomp,x∥Qcomp,x)= m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓDα

(
Pcomp,x
ℓ

∥∥Qcomp,x
ℓ

)
(49)
=

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ

J

∑
j=1

Dα(Px
j,ℓ∥Qx

j,ℓ) =
J

∑
j=1

m

∑
ℓ=1

ωℓDα(Px
j,ℓ∥Qx

j,ℓ)

≤
J

∑
j=1

ε j.

Since this bound holds for every dataset realization x and
for all θ ∈ Θ and (si,s j) ∈ Q , taking the supremum over all
admissible beliefs and couplings shows that the composed
mechanism M⃗ is (α,∑J

j=1 ε j,ω)-Ave-SRPP.
For ms-Ave-SRPP, the same argument applies verbatim

after folding the subsampling randomness into the mecha-
nism’s output: ms-Ave-SRPP is just Ave-SRPP applied to
the channel that includes both SGD updates and subsampling
randomness. Thus M⃗ is also (α,∑J

j=1 ε j,ω)-ms-Ave-SRPP
whenever each M j is (α,ε j,ω)-ms-Ave-SRPP.

Case 2: Ξ ∈ {Joint,ms-Joint}. By Definition 4.3 and the
discussion in Appendix B, Joint-SRPP can be interpreted
as standard Rényi Pufferfish Privacy applied to the sliced
channel

Slice◦M : X 7−→ (U,Z) with U ∼ ω,Z = ⟨M (X),U⟩.

More precisely, for any mechanism M we have

JSDω
α

(
Pr(M (X) | si,θ)

∥∥ Pr(M (X) | s j,θ)
)

= Dα

(
Pr(Slice◦M (X) | si,θ)

∥∥∥ Pr(Slice◦M (X) | s j,θ)
)
.

Thus, if M j is (α,ε j,ω)-Joint-SRPP, then the sliced chan-
nel Slice ◦M j is (α,ε j)-RPP in the underlying Pufferfish
scenario.

Consider the sliced channels

N j := Slice◦M j, j = 1, . . . ,J,

and their composition

N⃗ (X) :=
(
N1(X), . . . ,NJ(X)

)
=
(
Slice◦M1(X), . . . ,Slice◦MJ(X)

)
.
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By independence of the primitive randomness across j, the
same process of (48) implies that standard 1-D RPP enjoys
additive composition: if each N j is (α,ε j)-RPP, then N⃗ is
(α,∑J

j=1 ε j)-RPP. Equivalently, for every θ and (si,s j),

Dα

(
Pr
(
N⃗ (X) | si,θ

)∥∥∥ Pr
(
N⃗ (X) | s j,θ

))
≤

J

∑
j=1

ε j.

Finally, observe that applying the sliced channel Slice
to the composed mechanism M⃗ produces exactly N⃗ as a
post-processing:

N⃗ = Slice◦M⃗ .

Since Rényi divergence (and therefore 1-D RPP) is non-
increasing under post-processing, the above bound on N⃗
implies the same bound for the Joint-SRD of M⃗ , i.e.

JSDω
α

(
Pr(M⃗ (x) | si,θ)

∥∥ Pr(M⃗ (x) | s j,θ)
)
≤

J

∑
j=1

ε j.

Thus, by taking the supremum over all θ and (si,s j), we can
show that M⃗ is (α,∑J

j=1 ε j,ω)-Joint-SRPP. As in the average
case, ms-Joint-SRPP is defined by applying Joint-SRPP to
the channel that includes subsampling randomness in its out-
put. Hence the same composition argument applies directly,
giving (α,∑J

j=1 ε j,ω)-ms-Joint-SRPP whenever each M j is
(α,ε j,ω)-ms-Joint-SRPP.

Combining Case 1 and Case 2, we conclude that for any
Ξ ∈ {Ave,Joint,ms-Ave,ms-Joint}, if each M j is (α,ε j,ω)-
Ξ-SRPP, then the composed mechanism M⃗ is (α,∑J

j=1 ε j,ω)-
Ξ-SRPP.

O Experiment Details

In this appendix, we provide additional details for the experi-
ments in Section 6 and present further empirical results.

O.1 Experimental Setup: Gaussian Sliced
Wasserstein Mechanisms for Static Priva-
tization

This section provides additional details on our experimental
methodology beyond what is presented in Section 6 of the
main text.

Dataset configurations and prior distributions. As de-
scribed in the main text, we evaluate our sliced SRPP mecha-
nisms on three standard tabular benchmarks: Adult Census
(30,162 records), Cleveland Heart Disease (303 records), and
Student Performance (395 records). Each dataset is studied
under two prior configurations to examine the impact of class
imbalance on both privacy protection and utility.

For Adult, the imbalanced configuration uses the natural
race distribution from the full dataset, where the majority
class (White) accounts for approximately 86% of records,
yielding a prior-only baseline accuracy of Acc0.86

maj = 0.86
for attribute inference attacks. The balanced configuration
constructs synthetic groups via deterministic hash-based as-
signment, partitioning records into five approximately equal
groups with uniform prior π(s)≈ 0.20 for each synthetic se-
cret value s ∈ {G1, . . . ,G5}, giving Acc0.20

maj = 0.20.

For Cleveland, the imbalanced configuration uses the full
dataset with its natural sex distribution (majority class prob-
ability ≈ 0.70), while the balanced configuration performs
stratified subsampling to obtain equal numbers of male and
female records, yielding a uniform prior with Acc0.50

maj = 0.50.

For Student Performance, we similarly consider both the
full dataset with its empirical sex distribution (Acc0.60

maj ≈ 0.60)
and a balanced subsample with equal representation of each
sex (Acc0.50

maj = 0.50).

Detailed descriptions of each dataset configuration, includ-
ing feature construction and sampling procedures, are pro-
vided in the following subsections.

Query construction. We consider two families of queries,
both of which aggregate information at the group level rather
than releasing individual records.

Summary statistics queries. For each secret value s ∈ S , we
compute a d-dimensional aggregate statistic over all records
with S = s. For Adult (d = 9), the query includes: means and
standard deviations of age, education level, and hours worked
per week, together with the fraction of records with positive
capital gain, positive capital loss, and income exceeding $50K.
For Cleveland (d = 9), we compute means and standard de-
viations of age, resting blood pressure, and cholesterol level,
along with rates of high cholesterol (≥ 240 mg/dL), high
blood pressure (≥ 140 mmHg), and presence of heart disease.
For Student (d = 9), we use means and standard deviations
of grades G1, G2, and G3, together with rates of high study
time (≥ 3 hours/week), any past failures, and high absences
(> 10 days).

Machine learning model queries. For the Adult dataset, we
also treat trained model parameters as query outputs. For each
race group s ∈ S , we train a binary classifier to predict high
income (> $50K) using a 9-dimensional feature vector con-
structed from demographic and employment attributes. The
query output X consists of model parameters: for linear SVM
and logistic regression, we extract the d = 10 coefficients (9
feature weights plus intercept); for random forest and gradi-
ent boosting, we extract the d = 9 feature importance scores.
Each model is trained independently per secret group, so the
query reflects group-specific predictive patterns.
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Privacy mechanism and calibration. All experiments use
isotropic Gaussian noise mechanisms of the form

Y = X +Z, Z ∼N (0,σ2Id),

where the noise scale σ is calibrated via our sliced SRPP
composition bounds.

For slicing, we generate m = 200 directions {uℓ}m
ℓ=1 sam-

pled uniformly from the unit sphere Sd−1 with equal weights
ωℓ = 1/m. Along each direction uℓ, we compute the one-
dimensional Wasserstein-∞ sensitivity

∆
uℓ
∞ = max

(si,s j)∈Q
W∞

(
Pθ

u⊤ℓ X |S=si
,Pθ

u⊤ℓ X |S=s j

)
,

where Pθ

u⊤ℓ X |S=s
is the empirical distribution of the projected

query values for secret s under world θ. These per-slice sensi-
tivities are then aggregated according to the Ave-SRPP and
Joint-SRPP definitions to determine the required noise level
for target privacy parameters (α,ε).

We fix Rényi order α = 4 throughout and sweep the privacy
budget ε over the range [0.05,60] to study the privacy-utility
tradeoff. Each configuration is evaluated over Ntrials = 3 in-
dependent trials with different random seeds to account for
Monte Carlo variability in the slicing directions and noise
realization.

Utility and privacy evaluation. For utility, we report mean
squared error (MSE), mean absolute error (MAE), average
ℓ2 distance per record, relative Frobenius error, and signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR in dB). The primary utility metric is MSE:

MSE =
1
n

n

∑
i=1
∥Xi−Yi∥2

2.

For empirical privacy auditing, we implement a prior-aware
Gaussian maximum a posteriori (MAP) attack. Given a priva-
tized output yi, the attacker estimates the secret as

ŝ(yi) = argmax
s∈S

{
logπ(s)+ logφ

(
yi;µs,σ

2Id
)}

,

where π(s) is the prior distribution over secrets (either the
empirical distribution from the dataset or the uniform prior
for balanced configurations), µs = E[X | S = s] is the mean
query output for secret s computed from the unprivatized data,
and φ(·;µ,Σ) denotes the Gaussian density with mean µ and
covariance Σ = σ2Id .

We report two metrics: (i) overall attack accuracy, and
(ii) advantage over the prior-only baseline, defined as
Adv = Acc−Accmaj. For imbalanced Adult, the baseline is
Acc0.86

maj = 0.86; for balanced Adult, Cleveland, and Student
(balanced), the baseline is Acc0.20

maj = 0.20, Acc0.50
maj = 0.50, and

Acc0.50
maj = 0.50, respectively; for imbalanced Cleveland and

Student, the baselines are Acc0.70
maj = 0.70 and Acc0.60

maj = 0.60.

An advantage close to zero indicates that the privacy mecha-
nism successfully prevents the attacker from learning substan-
tially more than what the prior distribution already reveals.

The following subsections provide detailed specifications
of each dataset configuration.

O.1.1 Adult Census (race as secret)

We use the Adult Census Income dataset (30,162 records
after preprocessing) in an attribute-privacy setting where the
sensitive attribute is race. Let

S ∈ S
= {White,Black,Asian-Pac-Islander,Amer-Indian-Eskimo,Other},

with k = |S |= 5, and let X ∈ Rd denote the per-record query
vector constructed from demographic and socioeconomic fea-
tures (see below for the specific query families). The Puffer-
fish scenario specifies the discriminatory set

Q = {(si,s j) : si,s j ∈ S , si ̸= s j},

so that every ordered pair of distinct secret values is protected.
We consider two configurations of the dataset that differ only
in the prior over S.

Adult–0.86 prior (imbalanced). We use the full processed
dataset with its empirical race distribution. Writing

π0.86(s) =
1
n

n

∑
i=1

1{Si = s}, s ∈ S ,

for the empirical prior over S, the corresponding majority-
class baseline for any attribute-inference attack is

Acc0.86
maj = max

s∈S
π0.86(s)≈ 0.86.

The associated Pufferfish world θ0.86
D is given by the empirical

joint distribution of (X ,S) over all records in the full dataset.

Adult–0.20 prior (balanced). To study a uniform prior,
we construct a balanced configuration by creating synthetic
balanced groups via hash-based assignment. We partition the
full dataset into k = 5 groups of approximately equal size
using a deterministic hash function applied to each record’s
feature vector, yielding a subsample with an approximately
uniform prior

π0.20(s) =
1
n′

n′

∑
i=1

1{Si = s} ≈ 0.20, s ∈ S .

In this configuration, the majority-class baseline is

Acc0.20
maj = max

s∈S
π0.20(s)≈ 0.20.
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The corresponding Pufferfish world θ0.20
D is the empirical joint

distribution of (X ,S) restricted to this balanced subsample.
In both configurations, the Pufferfish family is instantiated

by the empirical conditionals {Pθ

X |S=s}s∈S under the chosen

world θ ∈ {θ0.86
D ,θ0.20

D }, together with the discriminatory set
Q defined above. Our sliced SRPP mechanisms are calibrated
to protect all pairs in Q for the specified Rényi order and
privacy budget.

O.1.2 Cleveland Heart Disease (sex as secret)

We use the processed Cleveland Heart Disease dataset (303
records) in an attribute-privacy setting where the sensitive
attribute is sex. Let

S ∈ S = {female,male}, k = |S |= 2,

and let X ∈Rd denote the per-record query vector constructed
from clinical features (see below for the specific query fam-
ilies). The Pufferfish scenario specifies the discriminatory
set

Q = {(si,s j) : si,s j ∈ S , si ̸= s j}= {(female,male),(male, female)},

so that every ordered pair of distinct secret values is protected.
We consider two configurations of the dataset that differ only
in the prior over S.

Cleveland–0.7 prior. We use the full processed dataset with
its empirical sex distribution. Writing

π0.7(s) =
1
n

n

∑
i=1

1{Si = s}, s ∈ S ,

for the empirical prior over S, the corresponding majority-
class baseline for any attribute-inference attack is

Acc0.7
maj = max

s∈S
π0.7(s)≈ 0.7.

The associated Pufferfish world θ0.7
D is given by the empirical

joint distribution of (X ,S) over all records in the full dataset.

Cleveland–0.5 prior. To study a uniform prior, we construct
a balanced configuration by stratified subsampling on sex. Let
nf and nm denote the numbers of female and male records in
the full dataset. We draw n′ = min(nf,nm) records uniformly
at random without replacement from each sex subset, yielding
a subsample of size 2n′ with an approximately uniform prior

π0.5(s) =
1

2n′
2n′

∑
i=1

1{Si = s} ≈ 0.5, s ∈ S .

In this configuration, the majority-class baseline is

Acc0.5
maj = max

s∈S
π0.5(s)≈ 0.5.

The corresponding Pufferfish world θ0.5
D is the empirical joint

distribution of (X ,S) restricted to this balanced subsample.
In both configurations, the Pufferfish family is instantiated

by the empirical conditionals {Pθ

X |S=s}s∈S under the chosen

world θ ∈ {θ0.7
D ,θ0.5

D }, together with the discriminatory set Q
defined above. Our sliced SRPP mechanisms are calibrated to
protect all pairs in Q for the specified Rényi order and privacy
budget.

O.1.3 Student Performance (grade group as secret)

We use the Student Performance dataset [27] (395 records)
in an attribute-privacy setting where the sensitive attribute is
a discretized grade group derived from the final grade G3 ∈
{0, . . . ,20}. We partition students into k = 5 grade groups
using quantile-based binning:

S ∈ S = {G1,G2,G3,G4,G5}, k = |S |= 5,

where each group corresponds to a quintile of the final grade
distribution (G1 = lowest quintile, G5 = highest quintile).
Let X ∈ Rd denote the per-record query vector constructed
from grade and study-related features. The Pufferfish scenario
specifies the discriminatory set

Q = {(si,s j) : si,s j ∈ S , si ̸= s j},

so that every ordered pair of distinct grade groups is protected.
We consider two configurations of the dataset that differ in
the prior over S.

Student (full dataset). We use all 395 records with grade
groups assigned via 5-quantile binning. Since quantile-based
binning attempts to create approximately equal-sized groups
by construction, the empirical prior is

π(s) =
1
n

n

∑
i=1

1{Si = s}, s ∈ S ,

with majority-class baseline

Accmaj = max
s∈S

π(s).

Due to tied final grade values preventing perfect equal di-
vision, the empirical distribution may deviate slightly from
uniform. The Pufferfish world θfull

D is the empirical joint dis-
tribution of (X ,S) over the full dataset.

Student (balanced subsample). To ensure an exactly uni-
form prior, we perform stratified subsampling: let ns denote
the number of records in grade group s in the full dataset,
and set n′ = mins∈S ns. We draw n′ records uniformly at ran-
dom without replacement from each grade group, yielding a
subsample of size 5n′ with exactly uniform prior

π
bal(s) =

1
5n′

5n′

∑
i=1

1{Si = s}= 0.2, ∀s ∈ S .
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The corresponding majority-class baseline is

Acc0.2
maj = max

s∈S
π

bal(s) = 0.2.

The Pufferfish world θbal
D is the empirical joint distribution of

(X ,S) restricted to this balanced subsample.
In both configurations, the Pufferfish family is instantiated

by the empirical conditionals {Pθ

X |S=s}s∈S under the chosen

world θ ∈ {θfull
D ,θbal

D }, together with the discriminatory set Q
defined above. Our sliced SRPP mechanisms are calibrated to
protect all pairs in Q for the specified Rényi order and privacy
budget.

O.1.4 Additional Results.

Figure 4 presents analogous privacy-utility tradeoff curves
for the Cleveland Heart Disease and Student Performance
datasets, evaluating the same four query types (logistic re-
gression, random forest, SVM, and summary statistics) under
both balanced and imbalanced prior configurations.

The results exhibit qualitatively similar behavior to the
Adult dataset experiments shown in Section 6. Across all con-
figurations, Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP demonstrate the ex-
pected monotonic tradeoff: as the privacy budget ε increases,
MSE decreases while attack accuracy rises from the prior
baseline toward perfect inference. At small ε, both mecha-
nisms successfully limit attack accuracy to near the prior
baselines (Cleveland: 0.7 and 0.5; Student: 0.6 and 0.2), con-
firming effective privacy protection. At any fixed ε, Joint-
SRPP remains more conservative than Ave-SRPP, inducing
higher MSE but lower attack accuracy, with the gap most pro-
nounced in the moderate privacy regime. These additional
experiments validate that the comparative performance of
Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP generalizes across datasets of vary-
ing size (Cleveland: 303 records, Student: 395 records versus
Adult: 30,162 records), different numbers of secret classes
(k = 2 for Cleveland and Student-sex versus k = 5 for Adult
and Student-grade).

O.2 SRPP- ms-SRPP-SGD with Gradient Clip-
ping

For our CIFAR-10 experiments (Figures 3i-3l) in Section 6,
we use the ResNet22, adapted for compatibility with Opacus
[34] by following the architecture of [32],

The network is a 22-layer residual network with three
stages of channel sizes (16,32,64) and (3,4,3) residual
blocks per stage. The first layer is a 3× 3 convolution (16
channels, stride 1, padding 1) followed by group normaliza-
tion and ELU. Stages 2–3 downsample via stride 2 in their
first blocks; shortcuts use spatial subsampling with channel
zero-padding.

Each residual block has the form

x 7→ GN1(ELU(Conv1(x)))

7→ GN2(Conv2(·))+ shortcut(x)
7→ GN3(ELU(·)),

where both convolutions are 3× 3 with padding 1; Conv1
uses stride 2 for downsampling blocks and stride 1 otherwise,
while Conv2 always uses stride 1. Group normalization lay-
ers GN1,GN2,GN3 use at most four groups without affine
parameters.

After the final stage, we apply 3×3 adaptive average pool-
ing and flatten to z∈R576. Before classification, we apply per-
example standardization z̃ = (z−µ(z))/(σ(z)+10−6) where
µ(z) and σ(z) are the sample mean and standard deviation,
then compute logits via ℓ=Wz̃+b with W ∈R10×576 and b∈
R10. Weights use Kaiming-normal initialization. The model
contains approximately 270,000 parameters. This architecture
is fully compatible with per-example gradient computation in
Opacus; in particular, we replace non-picklable lambda-based
shortcut layers with explicit PaddingShortcut modules.

Standard SGD With this ResNet22 model, we consider a
global Lipschitz constant as a special case of Assumption 5.2:
the update map Tt(z;y<t) = ξt−1 − ηt(µvt−1 + z) for SGD
with momentum satisfies∣∣u⊤i (Tt(z;y<t)−Tt(z′;y<t)

)∣∣= ηt
∣∣u⊤i (z− z′)

∣∣
for all slices ui ∈U and all histories y<t , yielding the uniform
slice-wise Lipschitz constant Lt,i = ηt for all i ∈ [m]. This
simplifies the HUC from Proposition 5.1 to

ht,i =

(
2KtηtC

Bt

)2

, ∀i ∈ [m],

which depends only on the learning rate ηt , clipping threshold
C, batch size Bt , and discrepancy cap Kt , but is independent
of the slice direction. As a result, Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP
require the same noise calibration in this uniform case, though
their privacy quantification schemes remain different.

O.3 Experiment Setup
Now, we provide detailed specifications for our SRPP-SGD
and ms-SRPP-SGD experiments (Figures 3i-3l) in Section 6
of the main text.

Pufferfish two-world construction. We construct a Puffer-
fish privacy scenario on CIFAR-10 by creating two aligned
worlds that differ minimally in the prevalence of a desig-
nated secret class. Specifically, we select cat as the secret
class and define two target prevalences: plow = 0.10000 and
phigh = 0.10004.

The world construction proceeds in two steps to ensure
minimal edit distance:
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1. Base labels→ world s0: Starting from CIFAR-10’s orig-
inal training labels (50,000 examples), we minimally re-
label examples to achieve exactly n0 = ⌊plow ·N⌋ cat in-
stances. If the original dataset contains fewer than n0 cats,
we randomly select non-cat examples and relabel them as
cats; if it contains more, we randomly select cat examples
and relabel them to other (non-cat) classes.

2. World s0→ world s1: From s0, we perform minimal edits
to reach exactly n1 = ⌊phigh ·N⌋ cat instances, producing
world s1. The edit operations are analogous to step 1.
This construction yields two label vectors y0 and y1 (both

of length N = 50,000) that differ on exactly ∆ = |n1−n0|=
20 examples, while the image data remains identical across
both worlds. The mismatch rate between worlds is prealized =
∆/N = 0.0004.

For training, we fix a single realized world—either s0 or
s1—and overwrite the CIFAR-10 training labels with the cor-
responding realized label vector. All subsequent training (pri-
vate and non-private) operates exclusively on this realized
world, ensuring that the privacy guarantee protects against an
adversary who might observe the other world.

Privacy accounting: SRPP-SGD, ms-SRPP-SGD, and
group-DP-SGD. We compare three privacy accounting
methods.

(1) SRPP-SGD (deterministic worst-case cap): For each
iteration t, we bound the number of differing examples in a
batch by the deterministic cap Kcap = min(L,∆) = 20. Under
isotropic Gaussian noise with single-block clipping, the per-
step HUC is

h∗t =
(2ηtCKcap

L

)2
=
(2ηt ·4.0 ·20

512

)2
.

The total HUC over all T steps is Htotal = ∑
T
t=1 h∗t , and the

noise scale is calibrated via:

σ
2(ε) =

α

2ε
·Htotal,

where α = 16 is the Rényi order. The Opacus noise multiplier
is σ(ε) ·L/C.

(2) ms-SRPP-SGD (expected K2 via hypergeometric
model): We model the number of differing examples Kt in
each batch as a random variable following a hypergeometric
distribution: Kt ∼ Hypergeometric(N,∆,L) under fixed-size
sampling without replacement. For this distribution,

E[Kt ] = L · ∆

N
, Var[Kt ] = L · ∆

N
·
(

1− ∆

N

)
· N−L

N−1
,

and thus E[K2
t ] = Var[Kt ]+E[Kt ]

2. We define

γ
2 = a2 · E[K

2
t ]

L2 ,

where a = 1 for add-remove adjacency (our default) or a = 2
for replace adjacency. The total HUC is then

Htotal = 4C2
γ

2
T

∑
t=1

η
2
t ,

and the noise scale is calibrated identically to SRPP-SGD via
σ2(ε) = (α/2ε) ·Htotal.

(3) group-DP-SGD (baseline): As a baseline, we also im-
plement group-DP-SGD using the standard DP-SGD accoun-
tant [1] with group size G = ⌈Eη[K2

t ]
1/2⌉ (derived from the

hypergeometric model). The DP-SGD accountant computes
a per-step privacy loss, which we then convert to group DP
by scaling with the group size. Appendix C provides detailed
discussions of the relationship between SRPP/ms-SRPP-SGD
and group DP-SGD.

In the experiments for Figures 3i and 3j, we sweep the
privacy budget ε over the range { 80, 70, 65, 60, 55, 50, 45,
40, 35, 30, 25, 20, 18, 14, 12, 10, 8, 4, 2, 1, 0.5 } and report
test accuracy at each ε. We evaluate two sampling rates cor-
responding to batch sizes L = 512 (sampling rate q≈ 0.01)
and L = 1024 (sampling rate q ≈ 0.02) on the full 50,000-
example training set. Training uses 40 epochs for L = 512
and 40 epochs for L = 1024, with clipping norm C = 4.0 (for
L= 512) or C = 5.0 (for L= 1024), learning rate η0 = 0.2 (for
L = 512) or η0 ≈ 0.14 (for L = 1024) with cosine decay and
5% warmup, momentum 0.9, and weight decay 5×10−4. All
privacy accounting uses Rényi order α = 16 and add-remove
adjacency.

Evaluation metrics. For each privacy budget ε, we train
the model to convergence (50 epochs) and report:
• Test accuracy: Classification accuracy on the CIFAR-10

test set (10,000 examples).
• Training accuracy: Classification accuracy on the training

set (for diagnostic purposes).
• Reference ε: The privacy budget computed by Opacus’s

built-in accountant (at δ = 10−5) for comparison.

Overfitted regime and membership inference attacks.
To perform empirical privacy auditing, we conduct addi-
tional experiments in an overfitted regime where mem-
bership attacks are most effective. We randomly subsam-
ple 1,000 examples from the CIFAR-10 training set and
train models for 200 epochs with reduced regularization
(weight decay set to zero) to induce overfitting. We use
batch size L = 256, clipping norm C = 5.0, learning rate
η0 = 0.1 with cosine decay, and evaluate privacy budgets
ε ∈ {2,8,20,50,70,100,200,300,500} plus a non-private
baseline.

On these overfitted models, we apply the loss-threshold
membership inference attack of [33]. For each example x
with true label y, we compute the cross-entropy loss ℓ(x) =
− log pθ(y | x) and use the negative loss as a membership
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score: lower loss suggests the example is more likely a train-
ing member. We compute the ROC AUC for distinguishing
the 1,000 training members from an equal-sized set of non-
members sampled from the remaining CIFAR-10 training
data. ROC AUC of 0.5 indicates random guessing (perfect
privacy), while higher values indicate successful membership
inference. We report ROC AUC as a function of ε to demon-
strate how privacy protection degrades membership leakage.
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(a) Logistic Regression (b) Random Forest (c) SVM (d) Summary statistics

(e) Logistic Regression (f) Random Forest (g) SVM (h) Summary statistics

(i) Logistic Regression (j) Random Forest (k) SVM (l) Summary Statistics

(m) Logistic Regression (n) Random Forest (o) SVM (p) Summary Statistics

Figure 4: Privacy-utility tradeoffs on Cleveland Heart Disease and Student Performance datasets. (a)–
(d): Cleveland dataset with imbalanced prior (majority-class baseline Acc0.7

maj = 0.7). (e)–(h): Cleveland
dataset with balanced prior (Acc0.5

maj = 0.5). (i)–(l): Student Performance dataset with imbalanced prior (sex
as secret, Acc0.6

maj = 0.6). (m)–(p): Student Performance dataset with balanced prior (grade group as secret,
Acc0.2

maj = 0.2). Each configuration evaluates Ave-SRPP and Joint-SRPP mechanisms across privacy budgets
ε ∈ {0.05,0.1,0.2,0.4,0.8,1.0,2.0,4.0,8.0,10.0,12.0,14.0,18.0,20.0,25.0,30.0,35.0,40.0,45.0,50.0,55.0,60.0} with
Rényi order α = 4. Metrics shown: mean squared error (MSE), attack accuracy, and attack advantage over the priors.

39


	Introduction
	Related Work

	Preliminaries
	Differential Privacy
	DP-SGD with Gradient Clipping
	Pufferfish and Rényi Pufferfish Privacy
	Wasserstein Mechanisms

	Sliced Wasserstein Sensitivity
	Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy
	Average SRPP
	Joint SRPP
	Properties of SRPP
	Sliced Rényi Pufferfish Privacy Envelope
	Gaussian Sliced Wasserstein Mechanisms

	SRPP-Learning with Gradient Clipping
	History-Uniform Cap
	Mean-Square HUC
	HUC Accountant for Gaussian Noise
	Composition of SRPP-SGD Mechanisms

	Experiments
	Gaussian Sliced Wasserstein Mechanisms
	SRPP-SGD Using Gaussian Noise

	Conclusion
	Background: Distribution Aware General Wasserstein Mechanism
	Average vs. Joint SRPP
	Relationship to Group DP-SGD
	No Universal Mapping
	No Safe Bounds

	Minimality and Attainability of HUC
	Proof of Proposition D.1
	Proof of Corollary D.1

	Proof of Proposition 4.1
	Proof of Lemma 4.1
	Proof of Theorem 4.7
	Proof of Theorem 4.8
	Proof of Proposition 5.1
	Proof of Proposition 5.2
	Proof of Lemma 5.1
	Proof of Theorem 5.6
	Proof of Theorem 5.7
	 Proof of Theorem 5.8 
	Experiment Details
	Experimental Setup: Gaussian Sliced Wasserstein Mechanisms for Static Privatization
	Adult Census (race as secret)
	Cleveland Heart Disease (sex as secret)
	Student Performance (grade group as secret)
	Additional Results.

	SRPP- ms-SRPP-SGD with Gradient Clipping
	Experiment Setup


