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Abstract

We study statistical estimation under lo-
cal differential privacy (LDP) when users
may hold heterogeneous privacy levels and
accuracy must be guaranteed with high
probability. Departing from the com-
mon in-expectation analyses, and for one-
dimensional and multi-dimensional mean es-
timation problems, we develop finite sam-
ple upper bounds in ℓ2-norm that hold with
probability at least 1 − β. We complement
these results with matching minimax lower
bounds, establishing the optimality (up to
constants) of our guarantees in the hetero-
geneous LDP regime. We further study dis-
tribution learning in ℓ∞-distance, designing
an algorithm with high-probability guaran-
tees under heterogeneous privacy demands.
Our techniques offer principled guidance for
designing mechanisms in settings with user-
specific privacy levels.

1 INTRODUCTION

The unprecedented growth of data collection has made
protecting user privacy a central challenge. Local
Differential Privacy (LDP) offers a compelling solu-
tion, enabling the analysis of population-level statistics
without exposing any individual’s raw data—even to
the aggregator (Dwork et al., 2006; Kasiviswanathan
et al., 2011). In this model, each user perturbs their
own data before transmission, ensuring that only ran-
domized reports reach the curator. This paradigm
has moved well beyond theory, with large-scale de-
ployments at Google (Erlingsson et al., 2014), Mi-
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crosoft (Ding et al., 2017), and Apple (Differential Pri-
vacy Team, Apple, 2017; Thakurta et al., 2017).

Most research on LDP, however, rests on two simpli-
fying assumptions: that all users share a uniform pri-
vacy guarantee (ε) and that error bounds only need to
hold in expectation or just with a constant probability.
In this work, we move beyond this idealized model to
study two crucial and more realistic variants of LDP.

The first variant is the heterogeneous privacy setting,
where each of the n users may have their own dis-
tinct privacy parameter εi. This framework acknowl-
edges that in practice, populations are diverse: some
users may demand stronger protections, while others
are willing to trade privacy for utility. While tuning
local perturbation protocols to different εi is straight-
forward, accurately aggregating these heterogeneous
reports into global estimates poses significant algorith-
mic challenges.

The second, and complementary, variant concerns the
need for high-probability results—that is, error guaran-
tees that hold with probability at least 1−β. The con-
ventional approach to achieving such results is to apply
a standard amplification technique, like the median-
of-means method, to an algorithm with in-expectation
guarantees (e.g., Proposition 9 in (Hsu and Sabato,
2016)). However, this off-the-shelf approach suffers
from two critical drawbacks:

1. Suboptimal Dependence on Confidence: These
generic methods yield a poor dependence on the
confidence parameter β. They typically multiply
the overall error by a factor polynomial in log(1/β),
whereas an ideal method’s error would increase only
by an additive term involving log(1/β).

2. Breakdown of Repetition in Heterogeneous Settings:
These amplification techniques rely on a divide-
and-conquer strategy, partitioning the population
into subgroups to generate independent estimates.
This strategy fails in the heterogeneous setting be-
cause it is non-trivial to ensure each subgroup has
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a statistically similar composition of privacy bud-
gets. For example, if a few users have very large
εi values, they cannot be distributed evenly. The
estimates from the subgroups containing them will
be fundamentally different from the others, thereby
breaking the statistical symmetry required for the
median-of-means approach to work.

While some prior work has studied heterogeneous
LDP (Fallah et al., 2024; Chaudhuri and Courtade,
2023; Chaudhuri et al., 2025), its error bounds only
hold in expectation. For the very reasons just de-
scribed—particularly the breakdown of repetition-
based approaches—these guarantees cannot be read-
ily converted into high-probability results, leaving the
challenge of achieving robust, high-probability guar-
antees in this setting unaddressed.

In this work, we initiate the first systematic study
that tackles these challenges simultaneously. We de-
velop methods for heterogeneous LDP that provide
tight high-probability error bounds without resorting
to computationally expensive or statistically loose am-
plification techniques. Specifically, for both single-
and multi-dimensional mean estimation, we establish
sharp characterizations of the trade-off between het-
erogeneous privacy budgets and estimation error. We
design computationally efficient algorithms and prove
matching lower bounds, demonstrating that our re-
sults are optimal up to constant factors. Moreover,
our bounds achieve the desired additive logarithmic
dependence on the confidence parameter β. Notably,
for the high-dimensional LDP mean estimation prob-
lem, to our knowledge, no prior analysis has estab-
lished optimal dependence on all parameters—even in
the standard uniform-privacy setting.

Furthermore, as a key application of our results, we
use our single-dimension mean estimator to address
the problem of distribution learning in ℓ∞-distance.
We apply our techniques to the framework of Bassily
and Smith (2015), which relies on multiple mean esti-
mation subroutines that must all be correct with high
probability. Our high-probability estimation tech-
niques naturally extend to this setting, yielding a new
upper bound for distribution learning under heteroge-
neous local privacy.

1.1 Problem Formulation

We begin by defining local differential privacy:

Definition 1 (Pure Local Differential Privacy (LDP)
(Kasiviswanathan et al., 2011)). An algorithm C :
X → Y is said to be ε-locally differentially private if
for any measurable setW ⊆ Y and every pair of points

X,X ′ ∈ X ,

Pr[[[C(X) ∈ W ]]] ≤ eε Pr[[[C(X ′) ∈ W ]]]. (1)

Consider a setting with n users, each holding a data
point Xi drawn i.i.d. from an unknown distribution P
with parameter θ = θ(P ). Each user specifies a pri-
vacy parameter εi, indicating the level of protection
they require. We denote the vector of these privacy pa-
rameters by ε := {εi}ni=1. They transmit a perturbed
report Yi, which is an εi-locally differentially private
version of Xi. The data curator receives {Yi}ni=1 and

computes an estimator θ̂ of θ.

Our goal is to design a protocol for estimating θ that
respects each user’s privacy constraint. Formally, we
construct n privacy channels {Ci}ni=1, where each Ci :
Xi → Yi satisfies εi-LDP with respect to user i’s data.

We measure the quality of our estimator by finding an
upper bound on the error of the estimation that holds
with probability 1 − β. In particular, for any given
β ∈ (0, 1), we are looking for the smallest t ≥ 0 for
which:

Pr
[[[
err
(
θ̂(C(X))− θ

)
≤ t
]]]
≥ 1− β, (2)

where C(X) := (C1(X1), . . . , Cn(Xn)). We examine
three specific variations of this problem. In each prob-
lem, the heterogeneous set-up remains the same, but
the nature of the underlying distribution or the pa-
rameter may be different.

Single-Dimensional Mean Estimation: Each
user i ∈ [n] holds a data point Xi drawn from a
distribution P with mean θ over a bounded single-
dimensional domain (either [−1,+1] or {−1,+1}).
The server estimates the mean of P by aggregating
each user’s privatized data and outputting ε-locally
differentially private estimator θ̂.

Multi-Dimensional Mean Estimation: Each
user i ∈ [n] holds a data point in the ℓ2 (Euclidean)
ball of radius r, Xi ∈ Bd (r), drawn from a distribu-
tion P with mean θ. The server estimates the mean
of P by aggregating each user’s data and outputting
ε-locally differentially private estimator θ̂.

Distribution Learning: Each user i ∈ [n] holds a
datapoint xi ∼ P , where P is a distribution over [d].
The server constructs an estimator P̂ : [d] → R such
that P̂ (v) approximates P (v) for all v ∈ [d].

1.2 Our Contributions

Single-Dimensional Mean Estimation. We
study mean estimation for single-dimensional
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bounded random variables, Xi ∈ [−1,+1]. Our
core contribution in this setting is an optimized
weighted average of Yi’s, where the weights are pro-
portional to the square of the users’ privacy budgets,
ε2i . This choice improves accuracy by down-weighting
noisier contributions from users with stronger privacy
requirements (smaller εi), whose privatized data
points are more distorted. Our approach leads to the
following high-probability error bound.

Theorem 1 (Informal version of Theorem 2.1 and
Theorem 2.2). Let ε = {εi}ni=1, where εi ≤ 1 for all i
and β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distributions P
such that for any X ∼ P , X is bounded almost surely.
Then, for all P ∈ P, there exists an ε-locally differen-
tially private estimator θ̂ such that with probability at
least 1− β,∣∣∣θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )

∣∣∣2 ≤ O(min

(
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

))
. (3)

We show this bound is tight in Theorem 2.3 using
a high-probability instance of Le Cam’s Lemma (Ma
et al., 2024). To establish the upper bound, we provide
two distinct algorithms. For general bounded distribu-
tions, Theorem 2.1 provides a formal guarantee for an
estimator (Algorithm 1) based on the Laplace mecha-
nism. As this mechanism requires communicating con-
tinuous values, which can be inefficient, we also present
a communication-optimal method for binary data. In
this setting, Theorem 2.2 proves the same tight bound
is achievable with an estimator (Algorithm 2) based
on Randomized Response.

Multi-Dimensional Mean Estimation. Our sec-
ond main contribution is to extend our analysis to
the multi-dimensional setting, where we provide the
first tight, high-probability bounds for mean estima-
tion over the Euclidean ball under heterogeneous Local
Differential Privacy (LDP).

Theorem 2 (Informal version of Theorem 3.1). Let
ε = {εi}ni=1, where εi ≤ 1 for all i and β ∈ (0, 1). For
all P ∈ P2,r such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ Bd (r)
almost surely, there exists an ε-locally differentially
private estimator θ̂ such that with probability at least
1− β,∥∥∥θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )

∥∥∥2
2
≤ O

(
r2 (d+ log (1/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
. (4)

We present an efficient algorithm (Algorithm 3) that,
similar to our one-dimensional estimator, computes an
optimized weighted average of privatized versions user
data. Each user privatizes their high-dimensional data
point using a mechanism of Duchi et al. (2013), which
projects data points onto one of two hemispheres based

on a randomized response selection. Again, our algo-
rithm weights each received signal proportionally to ε2i
to construct the final estimate.

The key novelty of our work lies in the high-probability
nature of our bound. While bounds on the expected er-
ror were known, converting them to high-probability
guarantees is not straightforward, and standard tech-
niques yield suboptimal error rates. Our main tech-
nical contribution is a refined analysis that overcomes
this challenge. We exploit the concentration of mea-
sure phenomenon that arises due to the privacy mech-
anism taking the form of a mixture of uniform distri-
butions over hemispheres. This allows us to obtain
an upper bound with an optimal additive dependence
on the dimension and the confidence parameter (i.e.,
d+ log(1/β)), a significant improvement over the sub-
optimal multiplicative dependence (d · log(1/β)) pro-
duced by standard approaches that do not take into
account the geometry of the private mechanism.

Finally, in Theorem 3.2, we prove that our algorithm
is optimal by establishing a matching lower bound.
This lower bound relies on minimax quantiles—high-
probability analogues of minimax risk—and is con-
structed via a combination of Assouad’s Lemma and
a high-probability version of Le Cam’s Lemma pre-
sented in Ma et al. (2024). This result solidifies our
upper bound and provides a complete characterization
of the high-probability error for this fundamental high-
dimensional estimation problem.

Distribution Learning. Our final contribution ad-
dresses distribution learning under heterogeneous local
privacy. We adapt the projection-based frequency es-
timation algorithm of Bassily and Smith (2015), orig-
inally designed for the homogeneous setting, to distri-
bution learning in the heterogeneous case. At a high
level, our algorithm applies a Johnson–Lindenstrauss
(JL) transform to compress user data into a lower-
dimensional representation, privatizes a randomly se-
lected coordinate via randomized response, and ag-
gregates the resulting reports with carefully chosen
weights to account for heterogeneous privacy lev-
els. This yields a communication- and computation-
efficient oracle to estimate the probabilities of the do-
main elements that enables distribution learning with
ℓ∞ error guarantees.

Theorem 3 (Informal version of Theorem 4.1). Let
ε = {εi}ni=1, where εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let P be the
family of distributions P over [d]. Then, for all P ∈ P,
there exists an ε-locally differentially private estimator
P̂ such that

∥∥∥P̂ (x1:n)− P
∥∥∥
∞
≤ O

(√
log (d)∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
. (5)
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This theorem shows that our method achieves optimal
dependence on the mixed privacy budgets, matching
the rates known for the homogeneous case.

1.3 Minimax Quantiles

Standard techniques for lower bounding the expected
error of an algorithm fail to capture the behaviour of
its tail and the dependence on β. Therefore, to es-
tablish our lower bounds, we must rely on minimax
quantiles (Ma et al., 2024).

Definition 2 (LDP-Minimax Quantiles). Let ε =
{εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be
a family of distributions, where Pθ ∈ P is parametrized
by θ ∈ Θ. Let Qε be the set of all conditional distribu-
tions Q : X⊗n → Y⊗n guaranteeing ε-local differential
privacy. Let Θ̂ be the set of all measurable functions
θ̂ : Y⊗n → Θ. Then, we define the minimax quantile,
M (β,P, ε) as:

M (β,P, ε) := inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
P∈P

inf {t ∈ [0,∞) :

PrP,Q

[[[∥∥∥θ̂ (Y1:n)− θ (P )∥∥∥2
2
≤ t
]]]
≥ 1− β

}
. (6)

By lower bounding the minimax quantile for a given
problem by t, we are saying that no algorithm can
achieve error better than t with probability at least
1 − β on that problem and over all distributions in
family P.

Ma et al. (2024) also introduce methods that may
be used to lower bound minimax quantiles. Specifi-
cally, they introduce a high-probability analogue of Le
Cam’s Lemma and give results that allow us to trans-
late from expectation lower bounds to lower bounds on
minimax quantiles. Our results use these techniques,
among others.

1.4 Notation

We denote by [n] the set {1, . . . , n}. We denote by
Sd−1(r) and Bd(r) the Euclidean sphere and ball re-
spectively of radius r in to Rd. We use the no-
tation θ (P ) to indicate that the distribution P is
parametrized by θ. In the context of our work, this
means that θ is the expected value of P .

1.5 Related Works

Differential privacy, introduced by (Dwork et al.,
2006), has been extensively studied across both the
central and local model (Hsu et al., 2012; Bassily and
Smith, 2015; Bassily et al., 2017; Acharya et al., 2019;
Asoodeh et al., 2021; Canonne and Gentle, 2025). We
refer the reader to detailed surveys for more informa-

tion on the breadth of applications (Cormode et al.,
2018; Wang et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2024).

We are primarily interested in the heterogeneous set-
ting where users have an individual privacy preference.
Alaggan et al. (2017) and Jorgensen et al. (2015) in-
dependently introduced this notion of heterogeneous
differential privacy, also known as Personalized Dif-
ferential Privacy in the central model. Chen et al.
(2016) first extended this notion to the local model.
Canonne and Sun (2024) studied closeness testing un-
der the heterogeneous setting in the local and shuffle
models, although in their work there are only two pos-
sible privacy parameters.

Recent work has focused on mean estimation under
heterogeneous differential privacy. Fallah et al. (2022)
studied this problem under the Rényi DP setting in
both the local and central models, with results hold-
ing in expectation. Chaudhuri and Courtade (2023)
and Chaudhuri et al. (2025) proposed algorithms for
single-dimensional mean estimation under heteroge-
neous central differential privacy. They further pre-
sented the “saturation phenomenon” which demon-
strates that relaxing the privacy requirements for some
users while keeping the privacy parameter of the others
fixed beyond a critical point does not improve accuracy
of a heterogeneous mean estimator. Fallah et al. (2024)
provided optimal mean estimators for heterogeneous
privacy with matching minimax lower bounds in both
the central and local model. Their results apply to the
single-dimensional setting and hold in expectation. In
contrast, we propose high probability bounds for both
the single-dimensional and multi-dimensional settings.
Chaudhuri and Courtade (2025) also studied the het-
erogeneous differential privacy in the central model in
the case that the users’ data is correlated with their
privacy parameters.

In this work, we also study the problem of distribu-
tion learning, where we focus on estimating the true
proportion of an underlying population. This problem
is similar to count estimation, frequency estimation
and the identification of “heavy hitters”. Literature in
this area focuses on optimizing various parameters in-
cluding the worst-case error, time complexity for each
user, time complexity at the server, and communi-
cation complexity. Chen et al. (2016) provided the
first heterogeneous LDP algorithm for count estima-
tion over a spatial domain. Our work differs from this
result both in terms of setting and algorithm. While
their aggregation technique is tailored to the hierar-
chical structure of spatial data, we develop a protocol
well-suited to data from an arbitrary distribution.

Bassily and Smith (2015) presented the first LDP
heavy hitters algorithm with optimal worst-case er-
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ror. Bassily et al. (2017) then proposed an algo-
rithm which significantly improved both server and
user runtime. Both of these results rely on shared ran-
domness which is referred to as the “public-coin” set-
ting. Acharya et al. (2019) developed a “private-coin”
(i.e., no reliance on shared randomness) construction
that achieved sample order optimality, logarithmic
communication, and nearly linear runtime. Recently,
Canonne and Gentle (2025) examined the medium-
or low-privacy (large ε) regime departing from the
commonly studied high-privacy (small ε) regime and
presented near-tight bounds on error for distribution
learning.

2 MEAN ESTIMATION OF A
SINGLE DIMENSION

In this section, we study the heterogeneous LDP mean
estimation problem for bounded distributions of a sin-
gle dimension. We assume that each of n users holds
a data point Xi drawn from a distribution P over a
bounded domain [−1, 1]. Each user passes their data
through an εi-LDP channel before sending it to the
server. The server then estimates the mean of P , θ,
by aggregating each user’s data. We find that different
choices of εi across users would result in suboptimal
tail bounds on the error if the server were to output
an unweighted mean of the privatized data points. To
negate this effect, we propose that the server computes
an weighted average of the users’ data, with weights
chosen according to each user’s privacy parameter.

We give matching upper and lower bounds for the
heterogeneous-LDP mean estimation problem. We
provide two algorithms achieving our upper bounds:
the first, Algorithm 1, applies to all distributions over
[−1, 1]; and the second, Algorithm 2, specifically ap-
plies to binary distributions and achieves a low com-
munication cost. We construct a hard instance and
apply a high-probability instance of Le Cam’s Lemma
(Ma et al., 2024) to prove our lower bound.

2.1 Upper Bounds for Bounded Distributions

Algorithm 1 uses a Laplace mechanism to guarantee
the privacy of each user and outputs a weighted sum
of each user’s privatized data. Using standard concen-
tration bounds, we give tail bounds of its error. The
proof is deferred to Section B.1.

Theorem 2.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all
i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distribu-
tions P such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ [−1, 1] almost
surely. There exists an ε-locally differentially private
estimator θ̂ and a universal constant c such that, for

Algorithm 1 Laplace Mechanism for Heterogeneous
Local Differential Privacy

Require: Each user i has private data Xi ∈ [−1, 1]
and privacy parameter εi > 0.

Ensure: Estimate θ̂.
1: for each user i = 1, . . . , n do
2: Draw Zi ∼ Lap(2/εi).
3: Yi ← Xi + Zi.
4: Send Yi to the server.
5: end for

6: Server sets wi ←
(
1 + 1

ε2i

)−1

/
∑n
j=1

(
1 + 1

ε2j

)−1

for all i.
7: Server outputs θ̂ ←

∑n
i=1 wiYi.

all P ∈ P,

PrX1:n∼P⊗n

[∣∣∣θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )
∣∣∣2

≤ min

(
c
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]
≥ 1− β. (7)

Algorithm 1 achieves this bound.

2.2 Upper Bounds for Discrete Distributions

The guarantees of Algorithm 1 apply to any bounded
single-dimensional distribution, including binary dis-
tributions. However, this mechanism requires that
each user communicates a continuous value, Yi, with
the server, regardless of whether that user’s data was
originally continuous. When each user holds only
one bit of data, it is desirable to design a more
communication-efficient mechanism, wherein each user
only communicates one bit with the server.

To address this challenge, we propose a heterogeneous
LDP mean estimation mechanism, based on the ran-
domized response mechanism. Specifically, assume
each Xi ∼ P , where E[[[P ]]] = θ ∈ [−1, 1] and Xi ∈
{−1,+1}. We construct a mean estimation mecha-
nism that requires only one bit of communication per
user, while achieving the same high-probability error
guarantees as Algorithm 1.

As in the previous algorithm, the proposed mechanism
involves user i sending the server an εi-private copy of
their data. The server then outputs a weighted sum of
their data, with weights determined according to each
user’s privacy level. This mechanism is presented in
Algorithm 2. In Theorem 2.2, we establish tail bounds
on its error. This theorem is proved in Section B.2.

Theorem 2.2. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all
i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distribu-
tions P such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ {−1, 1} almost
surely. There exists an ε-locally differentially private
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Algorithm 2 Randomized Response Mechanism for
Heterogeneous Local Differential Privacy

Require: Each user i has private data Xi ∈ {−1, 1}
and privacy parameter εi > 0.

Ensure: Estimate θ̂
1: for each user i = 1, . . . , n do

2: Yi ←

{
Xi w.p. eεi

eεi+1

−Xi w.p. 1
eεi+1

.

3: Send Yi to the server.
4: end for
5: Server sets ci ← eεi+1

eεi−1 for all i.

6: Server sets wi ← (1/c2i )/
∑n
j=1(1/c

2
j ) for all i.

7: Server outputs θ̂ ←
∑n
i=1 wiciYi.

estimator θ̂ and a universal constant c such that, for
all P ∈ P,

PrX1:n∼P⊗n

[∣∣∣θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )
∣∣∣2

≤ min

(
c
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]
≥ 1− β. (8)

Algorithm 2 achieves this bound.

2.3 Lower Bounds

In Theorem 2.3, we establish a lower bound on the
high probability error of one-dimensional mean esti-
mation under heterogeneous LDP. Up to a constant
factor, the upper bounds presented in Theorem 2.1
and Theorem 2.2 for the heterogeneous Laplace mech-
anism and randomized response, respectively, match
this lower bound, thereby characterizing the tightness
of these results.

Theorem 2.3. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i.
Let β ∈ (0, 1/2). Let P be the family of distributions P
such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ {−1, 1} almost surely.
For the ε-locally differentially private mean estimation
problem over a single dimension, there exists an abso-
lute constant c such that the minimax quantile is lower
bounded as

min

(
c
log(1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)
≤M (β,P, ε) . (9)

where c > 0 is a universal constant.

The proof of Theorem 2.3 is given in Section B.3.
Briefly, our proof constructs a hard instance consisting
of a pair of distributions, P1 and P2, whose means dif-
fer by a fixed gap. We apply a strong data processing
inequality of Duchi et al. (2013) to show that pass-
ing these distributions through homogeneous privacy

Algorithm 3 Optimal Multi-Dimensional Mean Esti-
mation Mechanism under Heterogeneous Local Differ-
ential Privacy

Require: Each user i has private data Xi ∈ Bd (r),
Xi ∼ P , and privacy parameter εi > 0.

Ensure: Estimate θ̂ of E[[[P ]]].
1: for each user i = 1, . . . , n do
2: Yi ← output of Strategy A of Duchi et al.

(2013) (Algorithm 4) on Xi, εi.
3: Send Yi to the server.
4: end for
5: Server sets wi ← ε2i /

∑n
j=1 ε

2
j for all i.

6: Server outputs θ̂ ←
∑n
i=1 wiYi.

channels reduces their KL divergence, making them
harder to distinguish. We then invoke a high proba-
bility version of Le Cam’s Lemma, due to Ma et al.
(2024), which implies that, because the privatized dis-
tributions are nearly indistinguishable, no algorithm
can estimate their means accurately with high proba-
bility.

3 MEAN ESTIMATION OF
MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS

In this section, we study the heterogeneous LDP
mean estimation problem for distributions over the
Euclidean ball of radius r. We assume that each of
n users holds a datapoint Xi ∈ Bd (r), drawn from a
distribution P with mean θ. Each user passes their
data through a locally private channel before sharing
it with the untrusted server for aggregation. In The-
orem 3.1, we give an upper bound for this problem,
achieved by Algorithm 3. In Theorem 3.2, we prove a
matching lower bound.

3.1 Upper Bounds

Within Algorithm 3, each user employs a locally dif-
ferentially private mechanism proposed by Duchi et al.
(2013) (Algorithm 4). On input Xi ∈ Bd (r), and
given privacy parameter εi, this mechanism outputs
Yi ∈ Sd−1 (Bi) for some Bi = O(rd/εi). In par-
ticular, the mechanism picks either the hemisphere{
Y ∈ Sd−1(Bi) s.t. ⟨Y,Xi⟩ > 0

}
with some probabil-

ity pi ≥ 1/2, or its complementary hemisphere with
the complementary probability, and then samples uni-
formly from the chosen hemisphere. The choice of pi
ensures privacy, and together with the choice of Bi
makes the output unbiased, i.e., E[[[Yi ]]] = Xi. Lastly,
as in the single-dimensional setting, the server outputs
a weighted average of the users’ projections, with the
weight of user i being proportional to ε2i .
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Algorithm 4 Locally-Differentially Private Random-
izer of Duchi et al. (2013)

Require: Data point Xi ∈ Bd (r), privacy parameter
εi > 0.

Ensure: Yi, an εi-locally differentially private esti-
mate of Xi.

1: X̃i ←

{
rXi

∥Xi∥2
w.p. 1

2 +
∥Xi∥2

2r

− rXi

∥Xi∥2
w.p. 1

2 −
∥Xi∥2

2r

.

2: T ∼ Bernoulli
(

eεi

eεi+1

)
.

3: ci ← eεi+1
eεi−1 .

4: Bi ← cir
d
√
πΓ( d−1

2 +1)
Γ( d

2+1)
.

5: if T = 1 then

6: Yi ∼ Unif
(
Y ∈ Sd−1(Bi) s.t.

〈
Y, X̃i

〉
> 0
)
.

7: else if T = 0 then

8: Yi ∼ Unif
(
Y ∈ Sd−1(Bi) s.t.

〈
Y, X̃i

〉
≤ 0
)
.

9: end if
10: Output Yi.

Theorem 3.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all
i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P2,r be the family of distribu-
tions P such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ Bd (r) almost
surely. There exists an ε-locally differentially private
estimator θ̂ and a universal constant c such that, for
all P ∈ P2,r,

PrX1:n∼P⊗n

[∥∥∥θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )
∥∥∥2
2

≤ r2 min

(
c
(d+ log (1/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]
≥ 1− β. (10)

Algorithm 3 achieves this bound.

Proof Sketch (full proof in Section C.1). A natural
attempt, similar to what we did in the single-
dimensional case, would be to apply concentration
inequalities for high-dimensional random variables.
Given the boundedness of the output of the privacy
channel, i.e., Yi, two natural candidates are the Vector
Bernstein inequality (Gross, 2011) and subgaussian
bounds for bounded-support distributions. One can
verify that both approaches lead to an upper bound
with dependence on d log (1/β) (rather than what
we ultimately show, which is d + log (1/β)), which is
suboptimal in the high-probability regime.

We resolve this issue by taking advantage of the struc-
ture of the εi-LDP randomizer of Duchi et al. (2013)
(Algorithm 4)—specifically, that it draws Yi from a
mixture of uniform distributions over hemispheres. As

we will discuss, uniform distributions over spheres ex-
hibit the concentration of measure phenomenon, which
allows us to derive tighter concentration inequalities.

Our point of departure in the proof is to break the
problem of deriving high-probability bounds into two
separate tail bounds. The first concerns the sampling
(non-private) error of the algorithm, i.e., the difference
between the weighted average of the Xi’s and θ. The
second concerns the error due to privacy, i.e., the dif-
ference between the the weighted average of the Xi’s
and the weighted average of the Yi’s, for any realiza-
tion of the Xi’s.

To bound the sampling error, we use the norm-
subgaussian definition from Jin et al. (2019) (also
stated in the appendix for completeness). In partic-
ular, the norm of each vector Xi − θ is bounded by
2r, which implies that Xi − θ is a norm-subgaussian
random vector with parameter 2r. We can then apply
the Hoeffding-like concentration inequality developed
by Jin et al. (2019), which allows us to establish a
bound of r2 log(d/β)/

∑
i ε

2
i .

Bounding the tail of the privacy error (conditioned on
realization of Xi’s) is more nuanced. In particular,
we show that, for any fixed i, Yi −Xi is subgaussian,
with a subgaussian norm independent of d, which in
turn leads to the desired high-probability bounds by
applying norm concentration results for subgaussian
vectors (e.g., see (Wainwright, 2019; Liu et al., 2025)).
Recall that a random vector Z is subgaussian if ⟨Z, ℓ⟩
is subgaussian for all ℓ, and the subgaussian norm of Z
is defined as the supremum of the subgaussian norms
of ⟨Z, ℓ⟩ over all ℓ.

We establish this result using Lévy’s lemma, a
concentration-of-measure result on spheres that allows
us to prove the sub-Gaussianity of Lipschitz functions
of uniformly distributed random vectors on the sphere.

Lemma 3.1 (Levy’s Lemma (Vershynin, 2018, Theo-
rem 5.1.3)). Let Unif be the uniform distribution over
Sd−1(B). Let f : Sd−1(B)→ R be an η-Lipschitz func-
tion. For all t ≥ 0, there exists a universal constant c
such that

PrY∼Unif [[[ |f (Y )− E[[[f (Y )]]]| ≥ t]]] ≤ exp

(
−c dt2

B2η2

)
.

This lemma allows us to establish subgaussian tail
bounds on f(Y ) − E[[[f(Y )]]] with f(Y ) = ⟨ℓ, Y ⟩ when
Y is drawn uniformly over S = Sd−1(Bi). However, in
our setting, Yi is not uniformly drawn over S. That
said, we can interpret the distribution of Yi as a mix-
ture of a uniform distribution over S and a uniform dis-
tribution over S1, where S1 is the half-sphere of S de-
fined by ⟨Y,Xi⟩ ≥ 0. Our proof proceeds in two steps:



High-Probability Bounds For Heterogeneous Local Differential Privacy

first, we show that f(Y )−E[[[f(Y )]]] is subgaussian even
when Y is drawn uniformly from the hemisphere S1;
second, combining the two results, we establish that
the distribution of ⟨ℓ, Yi −Xi⟩ is subgaussian when Yi
is the output of the privacy channel of Algorithm 4.

To prove the first step, we define a function g(Y ) on
the entire sphere S as follows: on S1, let g(Y ) = ⟨ℓ, Y ⟩;
on S2, first reflect Y into S1 with respect to the
plane separating S1 and S2 to obtain Y ′, and then
let g(Y ) = ⟨ℓ, Y ′⟩. Applying Lemma 3.1 to the func-
tion g(·) implies that the centered version of ⟨ℓ, Y ⟩
is subgaussian when Y is drawn uniformly from the
hemisphere S1.

For the second step, while we have shown that f(Y )−
E[[[f(Y )]]] is subgaussian when Y is drawn uniformly
from S or from S1, the mean E[[[f(Y )]]] differs between
these cases. This difference prevents us from immedi-
ately combining the tail bounds of both distributions
to establish a tail bound on f(Y ) − E[[[f(Y )]]] when
Y = Yi. Instead, we use the definition of subgaussian-
ity based on moment-generating functions and show
that the error introduced by these different means can
be controlled by a constant factor. This, in turn, es-
tablishes the subgaussianity of f(Yi)−E[[[f(Yi)]]], com-
pleting the proof.

3.2 Lower Bounds

In Theorem 3.2, we give a lower bound on the high
probability error of multi-dimensional mean estima-
tion under heterogeneous LDP. This lower bound
matches the upper bound presented in Theorem 3.1,
demonstrating the optimality of Algorithm 3.

Theorem 3.2. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all
i. Let β ∈ (0, 3/20). Let r > 0. For all i ∈ [n], let
εi ∈ (0, 1). For the mean estimation problem over the
ℓ2 ball with radius r, there exists an absolute constant
c such that the minimax quantile is lower bounded as

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥

c r2 min

(
log(1/β) + d∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

,
log(1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

+
1√∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

, 1

)
.

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is given in Section C.2. This
proof involves constructing a hard instance, consist-
ing of distributions parametrized by the vertices of
the d-dimensional hypercube. We show that the dis-
tributions corresponding to any two adjacent vertices
become nearly indistinguishable after they are passed
through privacy channels. This allows us to apply As-
souad’s Lemma, therefore lower bounding the minimax
risk of mean estimation over this class of distributions.

To connect this bound on minimax risk to minimax
quantiles, we apply Theorem 6 (Ma et al., 2024).

4 DISTRIBUTION LEARNING

Algorithm 5 Distribution Learning Mechanism Un-
der Local Heterogeneous Differential Privacy

Require: Each user i has private data xi ∈ [d] and
privacy parameter εi > 0. Server has a global
confidence parameter β ∈ (0, 1).

Ensure: Estimates P̂ (v) for all v ∈ [d].

1: ci ← eεi+1
eεi−1 for all i.

2: γ ←
√

log(2d/β)∑n
i=1 1/c2i

.

3: m← log(d+1) log(2/β)
γ2 .

4: Server generates Φ ∼ Unif
(
{− 1√

m
, 1√

m
}m×d

)
.

5: for each user i = 1, . . . , n do
6: zi ← local-randomizer (xi, εi,Φ, ci)
7: Send zi to the server.
8: end for
9: Server sets wi ← (1/c2i )/

∑n
j=1(1/c

2
j ) for all i.

10: Server computes z̄←
∑n
i=1 wi zi.

11: Server outputs P̂ (v) = ⟨z̄,Φev⟩ for all v ∈ [d].

The following subroutine is due to Bassily and
Smith (2015).

12: procedure Local-Randomizer(xi, εi, Φ, ci)
13: yi ← Φexi .
14: Sample j ∼ Unif ([m]).
15: if yi ̸= 0 then

16: zij ←

{
cim yij w.p. eεi

eεi+1

−cim yij w.p. 1
eεi+1

.

17: else
18: zij ∼ Unif ({−ci

√
m, ci

√
m}).

19: end if
20: Set ziℓ = 0 for all ℓ ̸= j.
21: Send zi to the server.
22: end procedure

In this section, we demonstrate an adaptation of
the projection-based homogeneous locally private fre-
quency estimation algorithm of Bassily and Smith
(2015) for heterogeneous locally private distribution
learning. Their algorithm produces a computation-
and communication-efficient frequency oracle by em-
ploying a Johnson-Lindenstrauss (JL) transform to
project the histogram of observed values to a lower-
dimensional space.

More precisely, each user compresses their
data point via a random m × d matrix
Φ ∼ Unif {−1/

√
m, 1/

√
m}. Each user then selects
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Figure 1: Comparison of mean-squared error for one-dimensional (left) and 10-dimensional (right) mean estima-
tion on worst-case distributions under heterogeneous local differential privacy. Error is plotted as a function of
α, the fraction of users with ϵi = 0.1. The optimal weighting scheme proposed in this paper (blue) consistently
outperforms the uniform weighting scheme (orange).

one bit of their compressed vector, runs randomized
response to privatize this bit, and shares the resulting
bit with the server, which aggregates all bits. The
Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma (Lemma 4.1) ensures
that the error due to this projection is not too large.

Lemma 4.1 (Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma). Let
0 < λ < 1 and d ∈ N. For any set V of t points

in Rd and m ≥ 8 log(t)
λ2 , there exists a linear map

Φ : Rd → Rm such that for all x,y ∈ V, we have
both:

(1− λ) ∥x− y∥22 ≤ ∥Φ(x− y)∥22 ≤ (1 + λ) ∥x− y∥22 ,

and |⟨Φx,Φy⟩ − ⟨x,y⟩| ≤ O
(
λ
(
∥x∥22 + ∥y∥

2
2

))
.

Since we work in the heterogeneous LDP setting, we
must adjust the server’s aggregation step compared
to the homogeneous case. We present the modified
algorithm in Algorithm 5. In Theorem 4.1, we give
guarantees on its ℓ∞-error for distribution learning.
This theorem is proved in Section D.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i.
Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distributions P
over [d]. There exists an ε-locally differentially private
estimator P̂ and a universal constant c such that, for
all P ∈ P,

Prx1:n∼P⊗n

[∥∥∥P̂ (x1:n)− P
∥∥∥
∞

≤ min

(
c

√
log (d/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]
≥ 1− β. (11)

Algorithm 5 achieves this bound.

We note that Algorithm 5 is not necessarily a proper
learning algorithm, as there is no guarantee that the

output P̂ is a valid probability distribution. However,
in Theorem 4.1, we show that it closely approximates
the true distribution P in ℓ∞ distance. To transform
P̂ into a probability distribution, one could project
it onto the probability simplex without increasing the
algorithm’s error or sacrificing privacy.

We also remark that Algorithm 5 can be employed
either to provide an estimate of the entire pmf of P
or as an oracle for estimating the density of any given
value, v, on demand. To perform the latter task, the
algorithm does not need to execute Line 11 for all v ∈
[d], therefore improving its computational efficiency.

5 EXPERIMENTS

We empirically demonstrate the utility of our opti-
mal weighting technique for both one-dimensional and
10-dimensional mean estimation. We draw 1000 sam-
ples from the worst-case distributions described in our
lower bounds, which are information-theoretically the
most challenging. We consider a heterogeneous setting
in which an α-fraction of the users demand strong pri-
vacy guarantees (εi = 0.1), while the remaining (1−α)-
fraction of the users have weaker privacy requirements
(εi = 1). We compare the mean estimates produced by
our algorithms with optimal weights to those obtained
using uniform weights.

The results, given in Figure 1, show that our optimal
weighting scheme achieves a lower error than uniform
weights as more users demand higher privacy. Across
all experiments, our algorithm effectively leverages the
information contributed by users with lower privacy
requirements (ϵi = 1), leading to improved accuracy.
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A BACKGROUND RESULTS

In the following, we list useful facts, definitions, lemmas and theorems used throughout our proofs.

A.1 Subgaussian and Subexponential Random Variables

We give the definitions and key properties of subexponential and subgaussian random variables, as well as
norm-subgaussian random vectors, used throughout our work. For further background on subexponential and
subgaussian random vectors, see (Vershynin, 2018). For further background on norm-subgaussian random vectors,
see Jin et al. (2019).

Definition 3 (Subexponential random variable). (Vershynin, 2018) Let ν, α > 0. A random variable with mean
E[[[X ]]] = µ is (ν2, α)-subexponential, denoted X ∈ subE(ν2, α) if

E
[
eλ(X−µ)

]
≤ e ν2λ2

2 (∀λ : |λ| ≤ 1
α )

Fact 1. If X ∈ subE(ν2, α) then, for all t > 0,

Pr[[[ |X − E [X]| ≥ t]]] ≤ exp

(
−1

2
min

{
t2

ν2
,
t

α

})
.

Definition 4 (Subgaussian random variable). (Vershynin, 2018) Let ν1 > 0. A random variable X is said to
be ν1-subgaussian if it satisfies:

Pr[[[ |X| ≥ t]]] ≤ 2 exp

(
−t2

ν21

)
∀t ≥ 0. (12)

If E [X] = 0, the property given in (12) is equivalent to the following for ν2 = O(ν1):

E [exp (λX)] ≤ exp
(
ν22λ

2
)
∀λ ∈ R. (13)

We say that ν1 (or ν2) is the variance proxy of X. We note that in (12), the constant 2 can be any absolute
constant greater than 1. Similarly, in (13), a multiplicative constant other than 1 may be had. Changing these
constants changes the variance proxy by a constant factor. (Remark 2.6.3 of Vershynin (2018)).

Definition 5 (Subgaussian random vector). (Vershynin, 2018) Let ν > 0. A random vector X ∈ Rd is said to
be ν-subgaussian if ⟨ℓ,X⟩ is ν-subgaussian for all ℓ ∈ Sd−1.

Fact 2 (Norm of subgaussian random vectors). (Wainwright, 2019; Liu et al., 2025) For a subgaussian vector
X ∈ Rd with variance proxy σ2, there exist constants C1, C2 such that for all β ∈ (0, 1),

Pr
[[[
∥X∥2 ≤ σ

√
C1d+ C2 log (1/β)

]]]
≥ 1− β. (14)

Definition 6. Let σ > 0. A random vector X ∈ Rd is σ-norm-subgaussian if it satisfies, for all t ∈ R,

Pr[[[∥X − E[[[X ]]]∥2 ≥ t]]] ≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2σ2

)
. (15)

Fact 3. Let σ > 0. Let X ∈ Rd be a random vector such that ∥X∥ ≤ σ. Then, X is σ-norm-subgaussian.

Fact 4. (Jin et al., 2019) Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let X1, . . . , Xn ∈ Rd be random vectors. Assume Xi is σi-norm-
subgaussian for all i ∈ [n]. Then, there exists a constant c such that:

Pr

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

Xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ c

√√√√ n∑
i=1

σ2
i log (2d/β)

 ≥ 1− β (16)
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A.2 Lower Bound Techniques

Lemma 1 (Assouad’s Lemma (Yu, 1997; Ma et al., 2024)). Let k ≥ 1. Let V = {−1, 1}k. For all ν, ν′ ∈ V,
write ν ∼ ν′ if ν and ν′ differ in only one coordinate and ν ∼j ν′ when that coordinate is j. For ν ∈ V, let
Pν ∈ P. Suppose there are k pseudo-distances d1, . . . , dk on Θ such that for any θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ:

d (θ1, θ2) =

k∑
j=1

dj (θ1, θ2) . (17)

Then,

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

max
ν∈V

EX1:n∼P⊗n
ν

[[[
d
(
θ̂ (X1:n) , θ (Pν)

)]]]
≥ k

2
· min
j∈[k],ν∼jν′

dj (θ(Pν), θ(Pν′)) · min
ν∼ν′

(1− dTV (Pν , Pν′)) .

Theorem 4 (Pairwise upper bound on Kullback-Leibler divergences (Duchi et al., 2013, 2018)). Let ε ≥ 0.
Consider any pair of distributions µ(1) and µ(2). Let P (1) and P (2) be the pair of distributions induced by passing
samples drawn from µ(1) and µ(2) through a ε-LDP channel. Then we have

KL
(
P (1)

∥∥∥ P (2)
)
+KL

(
P (2)

∥∥∥ P (1)
)
≤ min

{
4, e2ε

}
(eε − 1)

2
d2TV (P1, P2) . (18)

A.2.1 Minimax Quantiles

Ma et al. (2024) introduce the concept of minimax quantiles (Definition 2), which we use to construct our lower
bounds. They further develop tools and techniques for working with minimax quantiles. Among these tools are
lower minimax quantiles, defined in Definition 7. Lower minimax quantiles are particularly useful as they lower
bound minimax quantiles, as stated in Theorem 6, and may be easier to work with. Corollary 1 and Theorem 6
give examples of techniques which may be used to lower bound lower minimax quantiles. Corollary 1 lower
bounds this quantity whenever there exist two distributions in the family with sufficiently small KL divergence.
Theorem 6 establishes a relationship between lower minimax quantiles and minimax risk.

Definition 7 (Lower minimax quantile (Ma et al., 2024)). Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi > 0 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1).
Let P be a family of distributions, where Pθ ∈ P is parametrized by θ ∈ Θ. Let Qε be the set of all conditional
distributions Q : X⊗n → Z⊗n guaranteeing ε-local differential privacy. Let Θ̂ be the set of all measurable
functions θ̂ : Z⊗n → Θ. Then, we define the lower minimax quantile,M (β,P, ε) as:

M (β,P, ε) := inf

{
t ∈ [0,∞) : inf

Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
P∈P

PrP,Q

[[[∥∥∥θ̂ (Z1:n)− θ (P )
∥∥∥2
2
≤ t
]]]
≥ 1− β

}
. (19)

Theorem 5 (Theorem 4 of (Ma et al., 2024), adapted to our notation). For all β ∈ (0, 1], families of distributions
P and privacy budgets ε = {εi}ni=1,

M (β,P, ε) ≤M (β,P, ε) . (20)

Corollary 1 (Corollary 6 of Ma et al. (2024), adapted to our setting). Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ∈ (0, 1] for all i.
Let β ∈ (0, 1/2). Let C be an ε-privacy channel. Suppose that P1 ∈ P and P2 ∈ P satisfy KL (C (P1) ∥ C (P2)) <
log (1/(4β(1− β))). Then,

M (β,P, ε) ≥
(
θ (P1)− θ (P2)

2

)2

. (21)
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Theorem 6 (Theorem 8 of Ma et al. (2024), adapted to our setting). Let Θ0 ⊆ Θ be non-empty. Let P0 ⊆ P
such that for all P ∈ P0, θ(P ) ∈ Θ0. Define D2 as

D2 := sup
P1,P2∈P0

∥θ (P1)− θ (P2)∥22 . (22)

Let ∆ ∈ [0,∞) be such that

inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
P∈P0

EP,Q
[[[∥∥∥θ̂ (Z1:n)− θ (P )

∥∥∥2
2

]]]
≥ ∆. (23)

Then, if D ̸= 0, for every φ > 0 and β ∈
(
0, ∆−φ2D2

(1+φ)2D2

)
, we haveM (β,P, ε) ≥ φ2D2.

B MISSING PROOFS FROM SECTION 2

B.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Theorem 2.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distributions P such

that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ [−1, 1] almost surely. There exists an ε-locally differentially private estimator θ̂ and a
universal constant c such that, for all P ∈ P,

PrX1:n∼P⊗n

[[[∣∣∣θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )
∣∣∣2 ≤ min

(
c
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]]]
≥ 1− β. (7)

Algorithm 1 achieves this bound.

Proof. Consider Algorithm 1, wherein each user i adds Lap(2/εi) to their data, and the server generates an

estimate, θ̂, by computing a weighted sum of the users’ data, weighted by wi ∝ ε2i for each user i.

We are hoping for a high-probability bound on the error of this algorithm,
∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣2 . By the triangle inequality

and a union bound, we have:

Pr

[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣2 > t2
]]]
= Pr

[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ > t
]]]
≤ Pr

[[[∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∣∣∣∣∣ > t

2

]]]
+Pr

[[[∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wiZi

∣∣∣∣∣ > t

2

]]]
. (24)

We begin by bounding the first term of (24). Observe that E[[[
∑n
i=1 wiXi ]]] = θ, as

∑n
i=1 wi = 1. Therefore,

bounding the difference between
∑n
i=1 wiXi and its expectation bounds the first term of (24). As Xi ∈ [−1, 1]

almost surely, wiXi ∈ [−wi, wi] and we can apply a Hoeffding bound. This results in:

Pr

[[[∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∣∣∣∣∣ > t

2

]]]
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

8
∑n
i=1 w

2
i

)
. (25)

To bound the second term of (24), define Z̃i := wiZi. Given that Zi is a Laplace random variable with scale 2/εi,
Z̃i is Laplace with scale 2wi/εi. A standard argument from Chan et al. (2011) using the moment-generating
functions of Laplace random variables shows that

E
[[[
exp

(
λZ̃i

)]]]
≤ exp

(
8λ2

w2
i

ε2i

)
∀ |λ| < 1

4wi

εi

. (26)

As such, each Z̃i, and consequently
∑
i Z̃i, is a subexponential random variable (Definition 3). In particular, we

have that:
n∑
i=1

Z̃i ∈ subE

(
16

n∑
i=1

w2
i

ε2i
, 4max

i∈[n]

wi
εi

)
. (27)
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We can therefore apply Fact 1 to show the concentration of the sum of wiZi:

Pr

[[[∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wiZi

∣∣∣∣∣ > t

2

]]]
≤ 2 exp

−min

 t2

128
∑n
i=1

w2
i

ε2i

,
t

16maxi∈[n]
wi

εi


 . (28)

Combining the tail bounds ((25) and (28)) of both terms in (24), we have:

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ > t

]]]
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

8
∑n
i=1 w

2
i

)
+ 2 exp

−min

 t2

128
∑n
i=1

w2
i

ε2i

,
t

16maxi∈[n]
wi

εi


 (29)

≤ 4 exp

−1

8
min

 t2∑n
i=1 w

2
i

,
t2

16
∑n
i=1

w2
i

ε2i

,
t

2maxi∈[n]
wi

εi


 . (30)

We can combine the first and second arguments of the minimum into one argument such that, for some constant
c, we have:

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ > t

]]]
≤ 4 exp

−cmin

 t2∑n
i=1 w

2
i

(
1 + 1

ε2i

) , t

2maxi∈[n]
wi

εi


 . (31)

Further, as εi ≤ 1, we know wi/εi ≤ wi(1 + 1/ε2i ). This allows us to bring a (1 + 1/ε2i ) term into the second
argument, resulting in the expression:

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ > t

]]]
≤ 4 exp

−cmin

 t2∑n
i=1 w

2
i

(
1 + 1

ε2i

) , t

2maxi∈[n] wi

(
1 + 1

ε2i

)

 . (32)

Substituting each wi for its realization in Algorithm 1, we have:

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ > t

]]]
≤ 4 exp

(
−c

n∑
i=1

(
1 +

1

ε2i

)−1

min
{
t2, t

})
. (33)

For εi ≤ 1,
(
1 + 1

ε2i

)−1

≈ ε2i . Incorporating this approximation into (33) leads to:

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ > t

]]]
≤ 4 exp

(
−c

n∑
i=1

ε2i min
{
t2, t

})
. (34)

Altogether, this implies that with probability at least 1− β,∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣2 ≤ max

{
O

((
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)2
)
,O
(
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)}
. (35)

When O
(

log(1/β)∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
≤ 1, we achieve the desired bound. If this quantity is greater than 1, outputting θ̂ = 0

suffices to achieve error 1.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2

Theorem 2.2. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distributions P such

that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ {−1, 1} almost surely. There exists an ε-locally differentially private estimator θ̂ and
a universal constant c such that, for all P ∈ P,

PrX1:n∼P⊗n

[[[∣∣∣θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )
∣∣∣2 ≤ min

(
c
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]]]
≥ 1− β. (8)

Algorithm 2 achieves this bound.
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Proof. Consider Algorithm 1, wherein user i runs εi-LDP randomized response on their data, and the server
generates a estimate, θ̂, by computing a weighted sum of the users’ private data, weighted by wi ∝ ε2i for each
user i.

Under this construction, E
[
θ̂
]
= E [

∑n
i=1 wiciYi] = θ. Further, as Xi ∈ {−1, 1} for all i, wiciYi ∈ {−wici, wici}.

Therefore, we can apply Hoeffding’s Inequality to find a high-probability bound for
∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣:

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ ≥ t]]] ≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2
∑n
i=1 w

2
i c

2
i

)
. (36)

Given wi ∝ 1/c2i and under the assumption εi ≤ 1 for all i, we have:

n∑
i=1

w2
i c

2
i =

(
n∑
i=1

1

c2i

)−1

= O

( n∑
i=1

ε2i

)−1
 . (37)

Combining (36) and (37) yields

Pr
[[[∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣ ≥ t]]] ≤ 2 exp

(
O

(
−t2

n∑
i=1

ε2i

))
, (38)

implying that with probability at least 1− β,∣∣∣θ̂ − θ∣∣∣2 ≤ O( log (1/β)∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
. (39)

Note that if O
(

log(1/β)∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
≥ 1, we can simply output θ̂ = 0 to achieve error 1.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 2.3

Theorem 2.3. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1/2). Let P be the family of distributions P
such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ {−1, 1} almost surely. For the ε-locally differentially private mean estimation
problem over a single dimension, there exists an absolute constant c such that the minimax quantile is lower
bounded as

min

(
c
log(1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)
≤M (β,P, ε) . (9)

where c > 0 is a universal constant.

Proof. Let θ ∈ [−1, 1], to be defined later. For all i ∈ [n], define distributions P1
(i) and P2

(i) constructively by

drawing X ∼ P1
(i) or Y ∼ P2

(i) such that:

X =

{
1 w.p. 1+θ

2

−1 w.p. 1−θ
2

Y =

{
1 w.p. 1−θ

2

−1 w.p. 1+θ
2

.

Let Q1
(i) and Q2

(i) be the pair of distributions induced by passing P1
(i) and P2

(i) through an εi-differentially
private channel, C(i). Formally, define Q1

(i) and Q2
(i) as

Q1
(i) = C(i)

(
P1

(i)
)

and Q2
(i) = C(i)

(
P2

(i)
)
. (40)

Let Q1 and Q2 be the concatenation of the n distributions Q1
(1), . . . , Q1

(n) and Q2
(1), . . . , Q2

(n), respec-
tively. Consider the KL divergence of Q1 and Q2. Without loss of generality, assume that KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) =
min (KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) ,KL (Q2 ∥ Q1)). As Q1 and Q2 are product distributions, their KL divergence is the sum of
the divergences of their marginals. This leads to the following bound:

KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) = min (KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) ,KL (Q2 ∥ Q1)) (41)
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≤ 1

2
(KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) + KL (Q2 ∥ Q1)) (42)

=
1

2

n∑
i=1

(
KL
(
Q1

(i)
∥∥∥ Q2

(i)
)
+KL

(
Q2

(i)
∥∥∥ Q1

(i)
))

. (43)

By Theorem 4, as the distributions induced by εi-privacy channels on samples from P1 and P2, Q1
(i) and Q2

(i)

satisfy

KL
(
Q1

(i)
∥∥∥ Q2

(i)
)
+KL

(
Q2

(i)
∥∥∥ Q1

(i)
)
≤ min

(
4, e2εi

)
· (eεi − 1)2 · d2TV

(
P1

(i), P2
(i)
)
. (44)

By construction, dTV

(
P1

(i), P2
(i)
)
= θ. Combined with the fact that εi ≤ 1, we can bound (44) as

KL
(
Q1

(i)
∥∥∥ Q2

(i)
)
+KL

(
Q2

(i)
∥∥∥ Q1

(i)
)
≤ 4 · (2εi)2 · θ2. (45)

Combining this bound with (43) gives:

KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) ≤ 8θ2
n∑
i=1

ε2i . (46)

To satisfy the assumption of Corollary 1, choose θ as:

θ2 = min

 log
(

1
4β(1−β)

)
8
∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

, 1

 . (47)

Then, KL (Q1 ∥ Q2) < log
(

1
4β(1−β)

)
and we can apply Corollary 1, resulting in a bound for all β ∈ (0, 1/2) of:

M (β,P, ε) ≥ 1

2
|θ (Q1)− θ (Q2)|2 =

1

2
|θ + θ|2 = θ2. (48)

Finally, by Theorem 5, we can lower bound the minimax quantile M (β,P, ε) by the lower minimax quantile
M (β,P, ε). Ultimately, we have the following lower bound onM (β,P, ε) for β ∈ (0, 1/2):

M (β,P, ε) ≥M (β,P, ε) ≥ θ2 = min

 log
(

1
4β(1−β)

)
8
∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

, 1

 . (49)

C MISSING PROOFS FROM SECTION 3

C.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Theorem 3.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P2,r be the family of distributions P

such that for any X ∼ P , X ∈ Bd (r) almost surely. There exists an ε-locally differentially private estimator θ̂
and a universal constant c such that, for all P ∈ P2,r,

PrX1:n∼P⊗n

[[[∥∥∥θ̂ (X1:n)− θ (P )
∥∥∥2
2
≤ r2 min

(
c
(d+ log (1/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]]]
≥ 1− β. (10)

Algorithm 3 achieves this bound.

Proof. Consider Algorithm 3, wherein each user i generates an εi-LDP estimate Yi of their data point Xi

according to Algorithm 4, and the server outputs a weighted average θ̂ =
∑
i wiYi. Note that Algorithm 4
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produces an unbiased estimate of Xi and recall that E[[[Xi ]]] = θ. Applying Cauchy-Schwarz and a union bound,
we can bound the tail of this algorithm as:

Pr
[[[∥∥∥θ̂ − θ∥∥∥

2
≤ t
]]]
≥ Pr

[[[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiYi −
n∑
i=1

wiXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t

2
,

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t

2

]]]
. (50)

It follows from the law of total probability that:

Pr
[[[∥∥∥θ̂ − θ∥∥∥

2
≤ t
]]]
≥ Pr

[[[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiYi −
n∑
i=1

wiXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t

2
| X1, . . . , Xn

]]]
·Pr

[[[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t

2

]]]
. (51)

We will establish tail bounds on each of these terms separately.

First term of (51). First, consider the first term. We begin by showing that, for all i, Yi − Xi conditioned
on Xi is a subgaussian random vector with variance proxy independent of d. Equivalently, we show that for any
ℓ ∈ Sd−1, ⟨ℓ, Yi −Xi⟩ is subgaussian.

Fix i ∈ [n]. Without loss of generality, let Xi = ed. Let S1 = {Y ∈ Sd−1(Bi) s.t. ⟨Y,Xi⟩ > 0}, and let
S2 = S∁

1 = {Y ∈ Sd−1(Bi) s.t. ⟨Y,Xi⟩ ≤ 0}. Let Q1 be the uniform distribution over S1, and let Q2 be the
uniform distribution over S2. Denote by Q the distribution of Yi. Then, Q is a mixture of Q1 and Q2.

Let p be the probability that Yi ∼ Q1, and let 1 − p be the probability that Yi ∼ Q2. The event Yi ∼ Q1 can
occur in two ways: first, in Line 1 of Algorithm 3, we choose X̃i ∝ −Xi and then, in Line 8, we have T = 0; or,
in Line 1 of Algorithm 3, we choose X̃i ∝ Xi and then, in Line 8, we have T = 1. Given the probabilities of each
of these events, we can find p to be:

p =
1

2
+
∥Xi∥2
2r

(
eεi − 1

eεi + 1

)
. (52)

Define a mirroring function mirror : S2 → S1 as:

mirror ((x1, . . . , xd−1, xd)) = (x1, . . . , xd−1,−xd). (53)

Now, for an arbitrary ℓ ∈ Sd−1, let f : Sd−1 (Bi) → R be such that f(Y ) = ⟨ℓ, Y ⟩. By construction, f is a
1-Lipschitz function over the sphere of radius Bi. Similarly, define g : Sd−1 (Bi)→ R as follows:

g (Y ) =

{
f (Y ) Y ∈ S1

f (mirror (Y )) Y ∈ S2

. (54)

Because f is 1-Lipschitz, g is also 1-Lipschitz. If two points lie on the same hemisphere, their distance under g
is the same as under f , whereas if they lie on different hemispheres, the mirroring operation brings them closer
together, so their distance under g is less than that under f .

We will now prove that the distribution of f − EQ[[[f ]]] has subgaussian tail bounds. If Q was uniform over the
entire sphere, we could apply Levy’s Lemma immediately to establish this result. However, Q is a mixture of two
uniform distributions over the sphere. To prove subgaussianity, we will show that the distribution of f −EQ1[[[f ]]]
over Q1 is subgaussian, re-express Q as a mixture of the uniform distribution and Q1, and prove that, because
of the subgaussianity of its parts, f − EQ[[[f ]]] over Q is subgaussian.

Subgaussianity over Q1. Let Unif denote the uniform distribution over Sd−1 (Bi). We begin by relating the
distribution of f − EQ1

[[[f ]]] over S1 with the distribution of g − EUnif [[[g ]]] over Unif . First, because Unif can be
expressed as an equal mixture of Q1 and Q2, we have:

PrY∼Unif [[[ |g(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[g(Y )]]]|]]] (55)

=
1

2
PrY∼Q1

[[[ |g(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[g(Y )]]]|]]] + 1

2
PrY∼Q2

[[[ |g(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[g(Y )]]]|]]]. (56)

For Y ∼ Q1, we know g(Y ) = f(Y ). Additionally, we can find the expectation of g over Unif to be:

EY∼Unif [[[g(Y )]]] =
1

2
EY∼Q1

[[[g(Y )]]] +
1

2
EY∼Q2

[[[g(Y )]]] (57)
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=
1

2
EY∼Q1

[[[f(Y )]]] +
1

2
EY∼Q2

[[[f(mirror(Y ))]]] (58)

=
1

2
EY∼Q1

[[[f(Y )]]] +
1

2
EY∼Q1

[[[f(Y )]]] (59)

= EY∼Q1[[[f(Y )]]]. (60)

Combining these facts with (56), we have:

PrY∼Unif [[[ |g(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[g(Y )]]]|]]] (61)

=
1

2
PrY∼Q1

[[[ |f(Y )− EY∼Q1
[[[f(Y )]]]|]]] + 1

2
PrY∼Q2

[[[ |g(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[g(Y )]]]|]]] (62)

=
1

2
PrY∼Q1

[[[ |f(Y )− EY∼Q1
[[[f(Y )]]]|]]] + 1

2
PrY∼Q1

[[[ |f(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[f(Y )]]]|]]] (63)

= PrY∼Q1[[[ |f(Y )− EY∼Q1[[[f(Y )]]]|]]]. (64)

Because g is 1-Lipschitz over Sd−1 (Bi), we can apply Levy’s Lemma (Theorem 3.1), resulting in:

PrY∼Q1[[[ |f(Y )− EY∼Q1[[[f(Y )]]]|]]] ≤ 4 exp

(
−2Cdt2

B2
i

)
. (65)

Therefore, f(Y )− EY∼Q1
[[[f(Y )]]] is O

(
B2

i

d

)
-subgaussian over Q1. Similarly, by Levy’s Lemma (Theorem 3.1),

PrY∼Unif [[[ |f(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[f(Y )]]]|]]] ≤ 2 exp

(
−2Cdt2

B2
i

)
, (66)

implying that f(Y )− EY∼Unif [[[f(Y )]]] is also O
(
B2

i

d

)
-subgaussian over Unif .

Subgaussianity over Q. Recall that Q is a mixture of Q1 and Q2:

Q = p ·Q1 + (1− p) ·Q2. (67)

However, because Unif is also an equal mixture of Q1 and Q2, we could alternatively express Q as a mixture of
Q1 and Unif as follows:

Q = (2p− 1) ·Q1 + 2(1− p) ·Unif . (68)

We continue to prove that f − EQ[[[f ]]] is subgaussian by proving that it satisfies the second property described
in Definition 4.

Manipulating the expression given by the second property of Definition 4 for Unif and Q1, respectively, we have,
for some constants c1 and c2:

EY∼Unif [[[ exp (t · f(Y ))]]] ≤ exp

(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
exp (t · EY∼Unif [[[f(Y )]]]) (69)

EY∼Q1
[[[ exp (t · f(Y ))]]] ≤ exp

(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
exp (t · EY∼Q1

[[[f(Y )]]]) . (70)

Applying these bounds and the law of total expectation yields, for any t ∈ R,

EY∼Q[[[ exp (t (f(Y )− EY∼Q[[[f(Y )]]]))]]] (71)

≤ exp (−t EY∼Q[[[f(Y )]]])

(
2(1− p) exp

(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
exp (t · EY∼Unif [[[f(Y )]]]) (72)

+(2p− 1) exp

(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
exp (t · EY∼Q1

[[[f(Y )]]])

)
. (73)

As f represents an inner product between BiY and ℓ and the expected value of Y drawn uniformly from the
sphere is the zero vector, we have EY∼Unif [[[f(Y )]]] = 0. Additionally, conditioned on Xi, the expected value of
Y drawn from Q is Xi (Duchi et al., 2013). Therefore,

f(Xi) = EY∼Q[[[f(Y )]]] = (2p− 1)EY∼Q1
[[[f(Y )]]], (74)
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implying EY∼Q1[[[f(Y )]]] = ⟨ℓ,Xi/(2p − 1)⟩. Recall that p was the probability that Yi was drawn from the
hemisphere on which ⟨Yi, Xi⟩ > 0, described in (52). Substituting for p gives us a bound on (73) of:

EY∼Q[[[ exp (t (f(Y )− EY∼Q[[[f(Y )]]]))]]] (75)

≤ exp (−t ⟨ℓ,Xi⟩) exp
(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
·
(
1 + exp

(
tr

(
eεi + 1

eεi − 1

)
⟨ℓ,Xi⟩
∥Xi∥2

))
. (76)

Taking absolute values, along with the facts that
eεi+1
eεi−1 = O(1/εi) and |⟨ℓ,Xi⟩ / ∥Xi∥2| ≤ 1 leaves us with:

EY∼Q[[[ exp (t (f(Y )− EY∼Q[[[f(Y )]]]))]]] ≤ exp

(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
·
(
exp(|t| r) + exp

(
|t| r
εi

))
≤ 2 exp

(
O
(
B2
i t

2

d

))
·
(
exp

(
|t| r
εi

))
.

Given B2
i ≤ r2d/εi, this is:

EY∼Q[[[ exp (t (f(Y )− EY∼Q[[[f(Y )]]]))]]] ≤ 2 exp

(
O
(
r2t2

ε2i

))
·
(
exp

(
|t| r
εi

))
(77)

≤ 2e · exp
(
2O
(
r2t2

ε2i

))
. (78)

Therefore, by Definition 4, f(Yi)− EYi∼Q[[[f(Yi)]]] = ⟨ℓ, Yi −Xi⟩ is O
(
r2/ε2i

)
-subgaussian for all i, ℓ.

Error bound from subgaussianity.

The properties of subgaussianity and the fact that
∑
i wi = 1 then imply that ⟨ℓ,

∑n
i=1 wi (Yi −Xi)⟩ is itself

subgaussian, with variance proxy at most O
(
r2
∑n
i=1

w2
i

ε2i

)
. Therefore,

∑n
i=1 wi (Yi −Xi) is an O

(
r2
∑n
i=1

w2
i

ε2i

)
-

subgaussian random vector. As such, we can apply Fact 2 to find tail bounds on its norm, therefore implying
that, conditioned on Xi, . . . , Xn, with probability at least 1− β/2,∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

wi (Yi −Xi)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ O

√√√√r2
n∑
i=1

w2
i

ε2i

(
d+ log

(
2

β

)) . (79)

Finally, as each wi is chosen proportionally to ε2i , with probability at least 1− β/2, conditioned on Xi, . . . , Xn,∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wi (Yi −Xi)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ O

(√
r2 (d+ log (2/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
. (80)

Second term of (50). To bound the second term of (50), we apply a Hoeffding-like bound for norm-subgaussian
random variables (Jin et al., 2019). First, note that, as

∑
i wi = 1, we can express this term as the norm of a

sum of centered random vectors Zi := wiXi − E[[[wiXi ]]]:∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiXi − E[[[wiXi ]]]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

Zi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

. (81)

Each of these random variables has a bounded norm. Specifically, ∥Zi∥2 ≤ 2wir. This implies that Zi is
4w2

i r
2-norm-subgaussian by Fact 3 . Therefore, by Fact 4, with probability at least 1− β/2,∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= O

√√√√r2 log (2d/β)

n∑
i=1

w2
i

 . (82)

Plugging in wi = ε2i /
∑
j ε

2
j , we have, with probability at least 1− β/2,∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ O

(√
r2 log (2d/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
≤ O

(√
r2 (d+ log (2/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
. (83)
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Both terms. Setting t
2 in (51) to be O

(√
r2(d+log(2/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
, we have by (80) and (83),

Pr

[[[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiYi −
n∑
i=1

wiXi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t

2
| X1, . . . , Xn

]]]
·Pr

[[[∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

wiXi − θ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ t

2

]]]
≥
(
1− β

2

)2

≥ 1− β. (84)

Combined with (51), this implies that with probability at least 1− β,

∥∥∥θ̂ − θ∥∥∥
2
≤ O

(√
r2 (d+ log (1/β))∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
. (85)

An upper bound of r2 can be achieved by outputting the zero vector.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Theorem 3.2. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 3/20). Let r > 0. For all i ∈ [n], let εi ∈ (0, 1).
For the mean estimation problem over the ℓ2 ball with radius r, there exists an absolute constant c such that the
minimax quantile is lower bounded as

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥ c r2 min

(
log(1/β) + d∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

,
log(1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

+
1√∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

, 1

)
.

Proof. By Theorem 2.3, we have

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥ r2 min

(
log

(
1

β

)
, 1

)
. (86)

To establish the remaining terms, we begin by proving a lower bound on the minimax expected error of the
multi-dimensional mean estimation problem. Specifically, for all k ∈ [d], we will construct P(k) ⊆ P2,r such that:

inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
Pν∈P(k)

EPν ,Q

[[[∥∥∥θ̂ (Z1:n)− θ (Pν)
∥∥∥2
2

]]]
≥ Θ

(
r2 min

(
1

k
,

k∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

))
. (87)

To do so, let ψ ∈ (0, 1], to be specified later in the proof. Let k ∈ [d]. Construct P(k) ⊆ P2,r as follows. Let

Vk = {−1, 1}k. For all ν ∈ Vk and for all i ∈ [n], define a distribution P
(i)
ν ∈ P(k) constructively by first drawing

j ∼ Unif ([k]), then drawing X such that

X =

{
rej w.p.

1+ψνj
2

−rej w.p.
1−ψνj

2

,

where ej is the j
th basis vector in Rd. For all ν ∈ Vk, let Q(i)

ν be the distribution induced by passing P
(i)
ν through

an εi-differentially private channel, C(i). Formally, Q
(i)
ν = C(i)

(
P

(i)
ν

)
. Let Qν be the concatenation of the n

distributions Qν
(1), . . . , Qν

(n). For all ν, ν′ ∈ Vk, we write ν ∼ ν′ if ν and ν′ differ in exactly one coordinate. If
ν and ν′ differ only in coordinate j, we write ν ∼j ν′.

Then, under Assouad’s Lemma (Lemma 1), we have

inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
Pν∈P(k)

EPν ,Q

 k∑
j=1

(
θ̂ (Z1:n)j − θ (Pν)j

)2
≥ k

2
min

j∈[k],ν∼jν′

(
θ (Qν)j − θ (Qν′)j

)2
min
ν∼ν′

(1− dTV (Qν , Qν′)) . (88)
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Consider the total variation distance between Qν and Qν′ for ν ∼ ν′. By Pinsker’s Inequality, we can bound the
square of this total variation distance by the KL-divergence of Qν and Qν′ as follows:

d2TV (Qν , Qν′) ≤ 1

2
min (KL (Qν ∥ Qν′) ,KL (Qν′ ∥ Qν)) (89)

≤ 1

4
(KL (Qν ∥ Qν′) + KL (Qν′ ∥ Qν)) (90)

=
1

4

n∑
i=1

(
KL
(
Q(i)
ν

∥∥∥ Q(i)
ν′

)
+KL

(
Q

(i)
ν′

∥∥∥ Q(i)
ν

))
, (91)

where the equality is due to Qν and Qν′ being product distributions. By Theorem 4, as the distributions induced

by εi-privacy channels on samples from P
(i)
ν and P

(i)
ν′ , Q

(i)
ν and Q

(i)
ν′ satisfy:

KL
(
Q(i)
ν

∥∥∥ Q(i)
ν′

)
+KL

(
Q

(i)
ν′

∥∥∥ Q(i)
ν

)
≤ min

(
4, e2εi

)
· (eεi − 1)2 · d2TV

(
P (i)
ν , P

(i)
ν′

)
. (92)

By the construction of P
(i)
ν and P

(i)
ν′ and given that ν and ν′ differ in exactly one coordinate, dTV

(
P

(i)
ν , P

(i)
ν′

)
=

ψ/k. Combined with the fact that εi ≤ 1, we can bound (92) as

KL
(
Q(i)
ν

∥∥∥ Q(i)
ν′

)
+KL

(
Q

(i)
ν′

∥∥∥ Q(i)
ν

)
≤ 4 · (2εi)2 · ψ2

k2
. (93)

Combining this bound with (91) gives:

d2TV (Qν , Qν′) ≤ 4
ψ2

k2

n∑
i=1

ε2i . (94)

Choose ψ2 = min
(
k2/

(
16
∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
, 1
)
. Then, dTV (Qν , Qν′) ≤ 1/2. As a result, we can lower bound (88) as:

inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
Pν∈P(k)

EPν ,Q

 k∑
j=1

(
θ̂ (Z1:n)j − θ (Pν)j

)2 ≥ k

4
min

j∈[k],ν∼jν′

(
θ (Qν)j − θ (Qν′)j

)2
, (95)

Consider now, for all j ∈ [k], minν∼jν′

(
θ (Qν)j − θ (Qν′)j

)2
. For all ν, by the construction of Qν , θ (Qν)j =

E[[[Qν ]]]j = ψr
k νj . Given Qν and Qν′ such that ν ∼j ν′, we have:(

θ (Qν)j − θ (Qν′)j

)2
= ⟨ej , θν,j − θν′,j⟩2 =

ψ2r2

k2
⟨ej , ν − ν′⟩

2
=

4ψ2r2

k2
. (96)

Substituting this equality into (95) leads to:

inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
Pν∈P(k)

EPν ,Q

 k∑
j=1

(
θ̂ (Z1:n)j − θ (Pν)j

)2 ≥ ψ2r2

k
. (97)

Ultimately, as the sum inside the expectation of (97) is upper bounded by the ℓ22-norm of θ̂ − θ(Pν), we have a
lower bound on the minimax risk for the class P(k), given by:

inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
Pν∈P(k)

EPν ,Q

[[[∥∥∥θ̂ (Z1:n)− θ (Pν)
∥∥∥2
2

]]]
≥ inf
Q∈Qε

inf
θ̂∈Θ̂

sup
Pν∈P(k)

EPν ,Q

 k∑
j=1

(
θ̂ (Z1:n)j − θ (Pν)j

)2 ≥ ψ2r2

k
.

(98)

To translate this local minimax risk bound into a bound on the related minimax quantile, we will apply Theorem 6.
Let D2 = supPν ,Pν′∈P(k) ∥θ (Pν)− θ (Pν′)∥2. We can calculate D2 as:

D2 = sup
Pν ,Pν′∈P(k)

∥θ (Pν)− θ (Pν′)∥22 =
ψ2r2

k2
sup

ν,ν′∈Vk

∥ν − ν′∥22 =
4ψ2r2

k
(99)
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Therefore, by Theorem 6 with φ = 1/4, we have, for all β ∈
(
0, 3

20

)
,

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥
ψ2r2

4k
. (100)

By Theorem 5, we can lower bound the minimax quantile M (β,P2,r, ε) by the lower minimax quantile
M (β,P2,r, ε), yielding:

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥
ψ2r2

4k
. (101)

Substituting for ψ2 = min
(
1, k2

16
∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
, we have

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥
r2

4
min

(
1

k
,

k

16
∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
. (102)

Given that (102) holds for all k ∈ [d], we can lower boundM (β,P2,r, ε) by a maximization over all k as follows:

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥
r2

4
max
k∈[d]

min

(
1

k
,

k

16
∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
=
r2

4
min

(
1,

d

16
∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

,
1

4
√∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

)
. (103)

Finally, combining Theorem 2.3 and (103), we find, for some constant c2 > 0,

M (β,P2,r, ε) ≥ c2 · r2 min

(
1,

log (1/β) + d∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

,
log (1/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

+
1√∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
. (104)

D MISSING PROOFS FROM SECTION 4

D.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Theorem 4.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Let P be the family of distributions P

over [d]. There exists an ε-locally differentially private estimator P̂ and a universal constant c such that, for all
P ∈ P,

Prx1:n∼P⊗n

[[[∥∥∥P̂ (x1:n)− P
∥∥∥
∞
≤ min

(
c

√
log (d/β)∑n

i=1 ε
2
i

, 1

)]]]
≥ 1− β. (11)

Algorithm 5 achieves this bound.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 relies on the following claim.

Lemma D.1. Let ε = {εi}ni=1, with εi ≤ 1 for all i. Let β ∈ (0, 1). Fix Φ ∈ {−1
√
m, 1
√
m}m×d. Let v ∈ [d].

Let z̄ be the result of Line 10 of Algorithm 5. Then, for v ∈ [d], z̄ satisfies:

Pr



 |⟨z̄− E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩| ≤

√√√√2 log

(
2

β

)
·

(
n∑
i=1

1

c2i

)−1


 ≥ 1− β, (105)

where the probability is taken over the randomness in sampling j and zi for each user.

Proof of Claim D.1. Rewriting z̄ as
∑
i wizi, we have:

|⟨z̄− E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩| =

∣∣∣∣∣
〈

n∑
i=1

wizi − E

[[[
n∑
i=1

wizi

]]]
,Φev

〉∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
〈

n∑
i=1

wizi,Φev

〉
−

〈
E

[[[
n∑
i=1

wizi

]]]
,Φev

〉∣∣∣∣∣
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=

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩ − E

[[[
n∑
i=1

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩

]]]∣∣∣∣∣ .
We have that, for each i,

⟨zi,Φev⟩ =
d∑
j=1

zijΦjv.

Each zi is non-zero for one index j′ ∈ [d]. This implies that ⟨zi,Φev⟩ = zij′Φj′v. By construction, zi ∈
{−ci

√
d, 0, ci

√
d}m for all i and Φ ∈ {−1/

√
m, 1/

√
m}m×d. As a result, we know that ⟨zi,Φev⟩ ∈ {−ci, ci} and

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩ ∈ {−wici, wici}. We can thus apply a standard Hoeffding bound and observe that, for all t > 0,

Pr

[[[∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩ − E

[[[
n∑
i=1

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩

]]]∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t
]]]
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2
∑n
i=1 w

2
i c

2
i

)
. (106)

As each wi is chosen proportionally to 1/c2i , (106) is:

Pr

[[[∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩ − E

[[[
n∑
i=1

wi ⟨zi,Φev⟩

]]]∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t
]]]
≤ 2 exp

(
− t

2

2

n∑
i=1

1

c2i

)
. (107)

Setting t2 = 2 log
(

2
β

)
·
(∑n

i=1
1
c2i

)−1

in (106) completes the proof.

Given Claim D.1, we can now prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. For all values v ∈ [d], let P (v) be the true probability of observing v under P and let
P̂ (v) be Algorithm 5’s estimate of that probability given the observed values x1, . . . , xn. By definition,∥∥∥P̂ (x1:n)− P

∥∥∥
∞

= max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣P̂ (v)− P (v)∣∣∣ . (108)

Our algorithm constructs P̂ (v) as P̂ (v) = ⟨z̄,Φev⟩. As
∑
i wi = 1, we can rewrite P (v) as Ex1:n

[[[ ⟨
∑
i wiexi

, ev⟩]]].
This leads us to:

max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣P̂ (v)− P (v)∣∣∣ = max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣⟨z̄,Φev⟩ − Ex1:n

[[[〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi
, ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣
= max

v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣⟨z̄− E[[[ z̄]]] + E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩ − Ex1:n

[[[〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi
, ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣
= max

v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣⟨z̄− E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩+ ⟨E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩ − Ex1:n

[[[〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi , ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣ .
We can separate these terms by applying Cauchy-Schwarz:

max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣P̂ (v)− P (v)∣∣∣ ≤ max
v∈[d]

|⟨z̄− E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩|+max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣⟨E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩ − Ex1:n

[[[〈
n∑
i=1

wiev, ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣ . (109)

Applying Claim D.1 and a union bound, with probability at least 1 − β/2, the first term of Equation (109)
satisfies, for all v ∈ [d]

max
v∈[d]

|⟨z̄− E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩| ≤

√√√√2 log

(
4d

β

)
·

(
n∑
i=1

1

c2i

)−1

. (110)

To bound the second term, we can express E[[[ z̄]]] as Ex1:n[[[E[[[ z̄ | x1:n ]]]]]], where x1:n ∈ [d]n is the vector of values
observed by the algorithm. Conditioned on knowing x1:n, the expected value of z̄ is:

E[[[ z̄ | x1:n ]]] = E

[[[
n∑
i=1

wizi | x1:n

]]]
= Φ

n∑
i=1

wiexi .
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Therefore, the second term of Equation (109) is:

max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣⟨E[[[ z̄]]],Φev⟩ − Ex1:n

[[[〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi , ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣
= max

v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
Ex1:n

[[[
Φ

n∑
i=1

wiexi

]]]
,Φev

〉
− Ex1:n

[[[〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi
, ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣
= max

v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣Ex1:n

[[[〈
Φ

n∑
i=1

wiexi
,Φev

〉
−

〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi
, ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣ .
By the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma (Lemma 4.1), with probability at least 1− β/2,

max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣Ex1:n

[[[〈
Φ

n∑
i=1

wiexi
,Φev

〉
−

〈
n∑
i=1

wiexi
, ev

〉]]]∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣∣γ · Ex1:n

O
∥∥∥∥∥

n∑
i=1

wiexi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ ∥ev∥2
∣∣∣∣∣∣

= O(γ). (111)

Recall that we choose

γ = O


√√√√log

(
d

β

)( n∑
i=1

1

c2i

)−1
 .

Combining Equation (110) and Equation (111), along with this choice of γ and the fact that 1
c2i

= O
(
ε2i
)
for

all i, the following bound on the error of our mechanism for histogram estimation holds with probability at least
1− β:

max
v∈[d]

∣∣∣P̂ (v)− P (v)∣∣∣ ≤ O(√ log (d/β)∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

)
. (112)

The upper bound of 1 on the error described in the theorem statement follows by outputting P̂ (v) = 0 for all v
but one v′, for which we output P̂ (v′) = 1.


