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ADAPTIVE SPECTRAL DENSITY ESTIMATION BY MODEL
SELECTION UNDER LOCAL DIFFERENTIAL PRIVACY

MARTIN KROLL

ABSTRACT. We study spectral density estimation under local differential privacy. Ano-
nymization is achieved through truncation followed by Laplace perturbation. We select
our estimator from a set of candidate estimators by a penalized contrast criterion. This
estimator is shown to attain nearly the same rate of convergence as the best estimator
from the candidate set. A key ingredient of the proof are recent results on concentration
of quadratic forms in terms of sub-exponential random variables obtained in [GSS19].
We illustrate our findings in a small simulation study.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let X = (X})tez be a stationary time series with autocorrelation function v: Z — R
defined via v = v(k) = Cov(Xy, Xi4) for any ¢ € Z. Then, under the assumption that
the series (yx)kez is absolutely convergent, its spectral density f can be represented by
the inversion formula as

@)= 5 Y, wel-mal (L)

keZ
The present paper treats the nonparametric estimation of f from a finite snippet X1., =
(X1,...,X,) of length n under privacy constraints. More precisely, we assume that each
Xi,t=1,...,n belongs to another data holder who is willing to publish an anonymized

version Z; of the actual value X; only. Then, the complete snippet X7i., is not accessible
to the statistician, and estimation can be done based on the privatized snippet Zi., =
(Z1,...,Zy) solely. Such a situation might, for instance, be of relevance for so-called
random walk survey designs [Ben+91, LR85] where people are successively interviewed
and the next person to be interviewed is determined by a precisely defined random walk
strategy. Hence, one might suppose that data of consecutively interviewed persons should
incorporate some amount of dependency since they live nearby each other. Since survey
interviews often aim at collecting data concerning sensitive social and biological data
concerning health [Fly+13] there is certainly need for anonymization.

As our mathematical setup for privacy we use the notion of local a-differential privacy
that has gained increasing popularity in the statistics community in recent years. Until
now, theoretical research in this framework has focused on models with independent ob-
servations and estimation tasks like density estimation [DJW18, But+20], estimation of
functionals [RS20, BRS20], testing [BB20, LLL20, BRS20], and classification [BB19]. To
the best of our knowledge, this work is the first one that applies the concept of differen-
tial privacy to time series data and the task of estimating the dependency structure of a
process under privacy restrictions.

Of course, in the classical scenario without any privacy restriction there exists an over-
whelming amount of literature on spectral density estimation from a snippet of finite
length in both parametric and nonparametric models [Com01, Dah89, Dav73, Efr98, FT86,
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Gol93, Neu96, Sou00, Tan87]. From a methodological point of view we explicitly point
out the paper [Com01] that is our point of origin and uses the penalized contrast approach
(that we will also use later in Section 4) in the non-private framework. For this reason,
we give in the following a recap of this technique.

The non-private model selection device from [ComO01] in a nutshell. The so-
called periodogram is the point of origin of many procedures for spectral density estimation
but it is has to be smoothed in order to obtain consistency or even rate optimal estimators.
The centred periodogram, based on n consecutive observations of the time series, is defined
via

n 2

Z(Xt _ Xn)e—itw
t=1
where X, is the sample mean of the observed snippet Xi.,,.
One possibility to obtain a smoothed version of the periodogram is projection of Iff to a
finite-dimensional subspace Sy, of L?([—7,7]), say Sm = span(y; )iz, , where (¢;)iez,, is an
orthonormal basis of L?([—m, 7)) and Z, a finite subset. We denote Dy, = dim(Sy) = |Zn|-
The choice of a subspace S might be interpreted as the choice of a finite-dimensional
model m (which explains the choice of the letter m here). Potential models include spaces
generated by trigonometric functions, regular piecewise polynomials, general piecewise
polynomials, regular compactly supported periodic wavelets, and general compactly sup-
ported periodic wavelets; see Section 2.2 in [Com01] for a detailed description of all of
these models. With such a model we associate the estimator

=Y @ty

1€Lm

—/I w)dw.

Note that so defined estimator minimizes the quantity

| ) - te)?aw,

—T

IX(w) =

1.2
2mn ’ (1.2)

with coeflicients

or, equivalently, the contrast Y, (t) = [™_t*(w)dw — 2 [™_t(w) X (w)dw, over all t € Sy,.
An upper risk bound for the estimator frff can be derived from the following decompo-
sition (defining fy as the projection of f onto the space Sy,):

Ellf = faI” = If = full® + Bl fa = full?
D
<If gl +0()- 22, (1.9
where the inequality is taken from Equation (5) in [Com01]. It is based on the following
assumption (Assumption 2 in [Com01]) that we will adopt for this work.

Assumption 1.1. The autocovariance function v of the time series X is such that
> kezlkl = M < 400 and ZkeZ“f’Y/%‘ = M; < 4o00.

From the results in [Com01] it is easy to see that the optimal rate that can be achieved
for smooth spectral density functions belonging to a Sobolev space with smoothness pa-
rameter s is =2/ (2571 However, as often in nonparametric statistics, the optimal model
from a set of potential models that has to be selected to reach this rate can be chosen
directly only if a priori knowledge concerning the smoothness is available. Since such
knowledge is usually not given, one has to find a method for model selection that is com-
pletely data-driven. A by now classical method for this purpose is model selection [BM97,
BBM99, Mas07]. This general toolbox has been used by F. Comte in [Com01] for adaptive
spectral density estimation in the non-private case where Xj., is observable. Her method
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consists in choosing a model as the minimizer m of a penalized contrast criterion over a
set M,, of potential models, that is,

@ = argmin T, (fX) + pen(m).
meM,,
Here T, is a contrast function (for instance, the one defined above) and pen: M,, — [0, c0)
a penalty function that penalizes too complex potential models. Usually, pen is a monotone
function in the dimension Dy, of the space Sp. In [Com01] it has been shown that, under
sufficiently mild assumptions, the estimator fA behaves nearly as well as the oracle given
by the optimal model from the collection:

CZ (1.4)

BIFE — /17 < C_inf {17 — full? + pen(m)} + =2
Here, the constant C7 is purely numerical whereas Cy might depend on f through its sup-
norm, and additionally on quantities related to the class M,, of potential models (but, of
course, not on n). If the penalty term can be chosen of the same order as the variance
term Dy /n in (1.3) (maybe up to logarithmic factors), then the adaptive estimator attains
the same rate as the best possible estimator over all potential models (up to logarithmic
factors).

Contributions of the paper. The principal purpose of this work is to derive an oracle
inequality in the spirit of (1.4) when only anonymized data are available. The main
difficulty in this scenario is that the periodogram IX is not directly available. Hence,
one approach would be to define differentially private Z; in a way such that a suitable
substitute IZ for IX can be defined in terms of the Z; only. We introduce a procedure to
define such Zj.,, in the framework of a-differential privacy by a combination of truncation
and Laplace perturbation. Using the privatized version of the periodogram, one can then
apply the general toolbox as in the non-private case. We first consider upper bounds in
the spirit of (1.3) for projections of IZ to finite-dimensional spaces Sy, for fixed models
m. In the specific case where the privacy level « is fixed and interpreted as a constant
whereas n tends to +00, the rate of convergence over Sobolev ellipsoids that we obtain is
the same as in the non-private setup up to logarithmic factors. Complementary to these
upper bounds, we also state some first lower bound results that show that in some cases
there might be a loss in the rate caused by the privacy level a when it is allowed to vary
with n. The main theoretical result of this paper is an oracle inequality in the spirit of
(1.4) for private data. For our completely data-driven estimator f fA with the model
m determined via a model selection device (with a penalty that is adapted to the privacy
framework), we derive

~ 11
BIIf — £I2 < 1 _inf, [If ~ fall® + pen(m)] + Cy max {n ‘fg;)}

where « is the privacy parameter (see Section 2 for the significance of this parameter). In
contrast to (1.4), also the penalty depends on the privacy parameter « in our case. How-
ever, as in the non-private setup, the adaptive estimator suffers at most from an additional
loss in extra logarithmic terms in contrast to the optimal possible estimator taken from
the considered collection of models. Remarkably, recent results on the concentration of
quadratic forms in sub-exponential random variables [GSS19] turn out to be useful for our
theoretical analysis. From a methodological point of view the present work might be of
interest since it is, to the best of the author’s knowledge, the first paper where model se-
lection has been used to perform adaptive estimation under privacy constraints ([But-+20]
uses wavelet estimators to achieve adaptation in the privacy setup).
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Notation. For real numbers a, b we set [a,b] = [a,b]NZ. By L£(b) we denote the Laplace
distribution with parameter b, by N (p,X) the normal distribution with mean p and co-
variance matrix . With Pyv we denote the projection of a vector v to some subspace H.
With E, we denote the n x n-identity matrix, with 0,, the n x n-zero matrix, and with ¢
the n x 1-vector containing only the value ¢ € R as entry. p(A) denotes the spectral radius
of a matrix A.

For any real-valued random variable X and > 0 define the (quasi-)norm

X =inf{t>0:E —‘XW <2
X1y, i=int £ > 03 Bexp (5 ) <

(as usual, one puts inf () = +00). The (quasi-)norms |[-[|y, are called exponential Orlicz
norms. By ||| we denote the usual L?mnorm, by ||-||op the operator norm of a matrix.

We write a,, < by, if a, < Cb,, for some purely numerical constant C' and all sufficiently
large n. Throughout the paper, C' denotes a generic constant whose value might change
with every appearance. By writing C(...) we indicate the dependence of a numerical
constant on one or several parameters that are listed within the brackets.

Organization of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the
notion of a-differential privacy and we introduce our algorithm to anonymize time series
data. Section 3 is devoted to the derivation of upper risk bounds for fixed models m, and
we also give some lower bound results. In the main Section 4 we state the oracle inequality
for privatized time series data. A small sample simulation study is presented in Section 5
followed by a summary in Section 6 where we also indicate directions for further research.

2. Privacy
The notion of local a-differential privacy. Let us denote by X1, ..., X, the unanony-
mized random variables, that is X3., = (X1,...,X},) is a snippet from the stationary time

series X whose spectral density is the quantity of interest. We assume that each X; belongs
to a certain data holder who does not want to publish the value X; but only an anonymized
version of it, which will be denoted with Z;. A theoretical framework for formalizing the
vague catchwords anonymization and privacy is a-differential privacy which originally goes
back to [Dwo06] and has obtained increasing interest in the statistics community within
the last decade. There is a distinction between global differential privacy (for instance,
considered in [HRW13]) where a trusted curator is given access to the complete data (that
is, in our case, the snippet Xi.,) and a privatized version of standard estimators can be
published, and local differential privacy where the original data are anonymized directly by
the data holders and estimation has to be performed using the resulting private snippet
Z1.m. We will stick to this latter framework of local differential privacy in this paper.
Under local privacy, data are successively obtained applying appropriate Markov kernels.
More precisely, given X; = x; and Z; = z; for j = 1,...,¢ — 1, the i-th privatized output
Z; is drawn as

Zi~Qi( | Xi=xi, Zyv =21, .., Zic1 = %i—1) (2.1)

for Markov kernels Q; : 2 x (X x Zi=!) — [0,1] with (X, 2), (Z,2) denoting the
measure spaces of non-private and private data, respectively (cf. Figure 2 in [DJW18] for
a representation of this sampling scheme as a graphical model). In this paper, we propose
a non-interactive algorithm where the random value Z; depends on X; only: thus, there
is no dependence on previously generated Z;’s on the right-hand side of Equation (2.1).
We also dispense with the dependence of @); on 4, that is, we consider procedures with

Zi~Q(| X; = ;)
for all i € [1,...,n].
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The quantification of privacy is achieved via the notion of a-differential privacy. In our
context, this notion means that the estimate

SuUp —~—— =

Acr Qi(A| X; =)

is supposed to hold for all z,2’ € X. If there exist densities q(z | X = x) for the Markov
kernel for all x € X it is easy to verify that condition (2.2) is equivalent to

q(z| X; = x)

ez (2| Xy =)

< exp(a) (2.2)

< exp(a) (2.3)

for all z,2" € X.

Anonymization procedure. It well-known that adding centred Laplace distributed
noise on bounded random variables with sufficiently large variance guarantees a-differential
privacy [DJW18, RS20]. We will use this general technique but have to transform the X;
in a first step because we do not want to impose a boundedness assumption on the X; in
general since this is obviously not satisfied in the most important case of Gaussian time
series. This transformation consists in a truncation of the original X;. More precisely, we
put
Xi=(Xi A7)V (=7n), i€[1,n] (2.4)

where 7, > 0. Note that the truncation can be performed locally by the data holders once
all of them have agreed on the value 7,. Our estimators are quite sensitive to the choice
of the threshold 7,,. On the one hand, we want 7,, to tend to o0 in order to bound the
probability that truncation occurs for at least one variable X; by the rate of convergence
that we aim at. On the other hand, 7, arises in the rates of convergence and should be as
small as possible. For our purposes, a logarithmically increasing (in terms of the snippet
length n) sequence 7, will turn out to be convenient.

By construction, we trivially have )Z'Z € [~Tn,Tn], and the above mentioned Laplace
technique can be applied on the transformed data.

Lemma 2.1. The random variables

Zi=X;+& (2.5)
with & i.i.d. ~ L(27,/«a) are a-differentially private views of the original X;.
Proof. We only have to check (2.3). Recall that the density of a centred Laplace distributed

random variable with scale parameter b > 0 is given by 1/(2b)exp (—|z|/b). Put T =
(x A1p) V (—7) and 7' = (&' A 7,) V (—75,). By the reverse triangle inequality, we have
X — -~ -~
42| X = 2) (ca 281 =)

sup ——————~ = Sup exp
z€Z Q(Z | X = SC/) 2€Z 27, 21,

(50)
<exp|oa-

27,

< exp(a),
and (2.3) holds. O

Remark 2.2. Let use mention that the privacy mechanism defining the Z; in (2.5) is con-
venient for our purposes in this paper but not optimal in other scenarios. For instance,
imagine that the X; are i.i.d. and the statistician wants to estimate the underlying prob-
ability density function f. Then, apart from the additional threshold, (2.5) defines a
convolution model with Laplace distributed error density. Convolution models are well
studied and it is known that the rate of convergence for s-smooth functions based on
observations Z; is at least n~2%/(2+3) [Fan91]. However, the optimal rate under local
differential privacy (considering « as a fixed constant), that can only be attained using
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privacy mechanisms different from (2.5)), is n=*/(*1) as has been shown in [DJW18] and
[But+20]. This emphasizes the fact that the privacy mechanisms to be used should not
only depend on the available data but also on the statistical problem at hand.

3. RISK BOUNDS FOR FIXED MODELS

In this section, we propose an estimator of the spectral density f based only on obser-
vations of the privatized data Z; as defined in (2.5). In this case, we derive an upper risk
bound similar to (1.3) for any fixed model m. As a consequence we obtain that, regarding
the privacy parameter « as a fixed numerical constant, the proposed estimator attains the
nearly same rate of convergence in terms of the snippet length n as in the non-private
setup up to an additional logarithmic factor. Our estimator is based on the privatized

periodogram

n 2

Z(Zt o Zn)efitw

t=1

IZ(w) = 1

" 2mn

The function IZ formally resembles the definition of the periodogram in (1.2) with X;
being replaced with Z;. Put Z] = X; +¢&;. Then Z] = Z; holds whenever X; = X;, that is,
the value X; is not modified in the truncation step (2.4). It is intuitively clear that in this
'nice’ case one can hope to extract much more information from the dependency structure
of the time series than in the case where truncation leads to a value X; different from X;.
This 'nice’ event is formalized in the proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 4.4 below via the event
A ={X; = X for all i € [1,n]}. For i,j € [1,n], the covariance between Z; and Z; can
be calculated as

Cov(Z;, Zj) = Cov (X; + &, X; + &)
= Cov(Xy, Xj) + Cov(X, §5) + Cov(&i, X;j) + Cov(&s, &)

872
= Vi—j| 075 i,
where 6;; is the Kronecker delta. Thus, by the inversion formula (1.1), we have
’ 872
F7 (@) = () + 2 (3.1)

with fZ/ denoting the spectral density of the stationary time series (Z})cz. There is
only hope to be able to estimate this quantity if we can observe the Z/ for a significant
amount of ¢. This is the more likely the larger the threshold 7, is chosen. Under our
technical assumptions that will be introduced below, a logarithmically increasing sequence
7, guarantees that Z; = Z/ for all ¢ € [1,n] with sufficiently high probability. In this
scenario, it then turns out convenient to define
2
fuw) = IH(w) - o,

@

which can be seen as an substitute of the quantity I.X. Based on the definition of I, we
can now proceed as in the non-private case. For a fixed model m, we put

fo= Y @i, (3.2)
1€Sm
where
ai:/ Iy (w)pi(w)dw. (3.3)

The following assumption is used in the proof of Theorem 3.2 to bound the probability
of the event that Z; # Z! for at least one index i.
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Assumption 3.1. [Sub-Gaussianity, see Section 2.3 in [BLM13]] Let u denote the (un-
known) mean of the time series X. The marginals X; — u of the stationary time series
(Xt — p)tez are sub-Gaussian with variance factor v > 0, that is,

A2y
Yx,—u(A) < - VA € R,

where 1x, ,(\) = log EeNXt=#) denotes the logarithmic moment-generating function of
the random variable X; — p.

Note that we do not assume the mean p to be known for our analysis. A direct conse-
quence of Assumption 3.1 is the bound

P(|X:—p|>x) < 2¢~ /(%) for all x > 0, (3.4)

see, for instance, [BLM13], Theorem 2.1. We will only need this bound for our further
results.

Theorem 3.2 (Upper bound). Let Assumptions 1.1 and 3.1 hold. Further assume that
the model m is given by a subspace Sy of symmetric functions that satisfies ||il|co < Cyv/n
for alli € Tn,. Let Z; be defined as in (2.5) with 72 = 56vlog(n). Consider the estimator

fu defined through Equations (3.2) and (3.3). Then,

R 4
Blfa— SI? < I/ = fall? + CDn(1 + log()) |-V ] (35)

nat

where fm denotes the projection of f on the space Sy.

Remark 3.3. Of course, if the time series X is known to be bounded, say |X;| < K for all
t € Z, the quantity 7, in this section can be replaced with K which removes at least some
of the logarithmic factors (the ones arising via 7,,) in the upper bound.

Remark 3.4. In the proof of Theorem 3.2, Assumption 3.1 is only needed to bound the
probability of the event {3 : X; # X;}. For this purpose, the assumption of sub-
Gaussianity might be replaced with assuming subexponential tails for the marginals. This
would lead to a slightly different (but still logarithmic in terms of n) definition of the
truncation threshold 7,. However, for Theorem 4.4 we will have to impose Gaussian
marginals.

Remark 3.5. The quantity v in Assumption 3.1 is usually not given to the statistician but
can be easily replaced by taking an estimator for this upper variance bound instead.

Example 3.6 (Sobolev ellipsoids and analytic functions). In order to illustrate the upper
bound (3.5), we consider the case where each model can be identified with a natural num-
ber: we have m € Ny, set 7, = [-m, m], and Sy = span(e;);ez, with ej(w) = exp(—ijw)
denoting the (complex) Fourier basis functions. In terms of these basis functions, smooth-
ness may be expressed by assuming membership of f to an ellipsoid

F(B,L)y=Sf=>_ fiej: f>0and Y f75; <L?
JET JEZ
where L > 0 and 8 = (f3;) jez is a strictly positive symmetric sequence such that 8y = 1 and
(Bn)nen, is non-decreasing. Typical examples of sequences include the cases where 3; =

171° (Sobolev ellipsoids) and (3; =< exp(p|j|) for some p > 0 (class of analytic functions).
Under our assumptions, the squared bias in the upper bound (3.5) may be bounded as

I = fIP= Y f7 <822 £282 < L8>

[>m lj|>m
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Thus, the trade-off between squared bias and variance is equivalent to the best compromise
between 8,2 and (2m+1)-(1+log(n)) [1/n V 71/(na*)]. In the polynomial case 3; = |j|*,

the best compromise is realized by choosing m* < [(1 + log(n)) (1/n V 71/(nat))] —H/@s )

leading to the rate [(1 + log(n)) (1/n V 71/(nat))] 2s/(st1) 1t is remarkable in the setup of
spectral density estimation that also the part of the rate in terms of the privacy parameter
« does not suffer from a loss in the exponent whereas in the setup of density estimation
the optimal non-private rate n~2% (1) deteriorates to n~2%/(5t1) v (na?)~*/(s+1) under
differential privacy. In the case where 8; = exp(p|j|), we take m* =< log(n) + log(«) to
obtain the rate (log(n) + log(a)) - (1 +log(n)) [1/nV 71/ (nat)].

Lower bounds. In this subsection, we derive minimax lower bounds for function classes
that can be written as ellipsoids in terms of the Fourier coefficients of the function, that is,
the classes F (3, L) introduced in Example 3.6. As discussed above, this general approach
includes Sobolev ellipsoids and classes of analytic functions. We determine both a non-
private and and private lower bound, the former one valid already in the framework where
a snippet from the original time series X can be observed, the second one being special to
the considered privacy scenario with observation Z7.,,.

Theorem 3.7 (Lower bound). Assume that the time series X is Gaussian, and consider
the class F (3, L) of potential spectral densities introduced in Example 3.6. Further assume
that anonymized data Z1., are generated via a (potentially interactive) channel @ ensuring
local differential privacy.

a) Assume that B := 3,y Bj_Q < 00. Define k) and ¥, via

2 1
ky = argmin {max </8k2’ kot )] ,

keN n
2kF +1
U, = max (ﬁk—f, n ) ,

and assume that there is a positive constant n such that

2k +1
O<771§\I'n1min{ 2 nt }

n

Then,
~ 2k +1
inf sup B|f - f|?z =
Jf feF(B,L)
holds where the infimum is taken over all estimators f of f based on the privatized
sample Z1.p.

b) It holds
~ s L?
Hlf sup EHf - f”2 z min Y a 1\20 4 (>
F feFBL) n(e® —1)*" 4
where the infimum is taken over all estimator f of f based on the privatized sample
Zl:n-

Remark 3.8. The proof of statement a) of Theorem 3.7 is based on a reduction to estimators
in terms of the original sample X1.,. Indeed, any lower bound valid for estimators in terms
of the original sample stays valid in the privacy case since working with differentially
private data can equivalently be interpreted as restricting the set of potentially available
estimators from the set of all measurable functions in terms of Xj., to the set of functions
of the form f o where () is a channel that yields differential privacy and f any measurable
function in terms of Zy.,. In the appendix, we give the complete proof since we were not
able to find a good reference in the existing literature (the articles [Ben85] and [Efr98]
consider different function classes).
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By combining the non-private and the private lower bound we directly obtain the fol-
lowing corollary.

Corollary 3.9. Under the Assumptions of Theorem 3.7 we have

o - ol
ll’}lvf fei—‘lzI,B),L) E| f — f||* 2 max {\Iln, min {1, PP
Remark 3.10. Up to logarithmic factors the lower bounds determined coincide with the
given upper bounds. However, our results here do not give a complete answer concerning
the exact dependence of the optimal convergence rate in terms of the privacy parameter
a. Intuitively, part b) states only the loss that can be explained from the constant basis
function when the spectral density is written in terms of the trigonometric basis. It can
already be seen here that a deterioration of the usual rate (given by part a)) is unavoidable
if a is too small. In this case, one can obtain a lower bound by comparing distributions
characterized by two different but constant spectral densities (see the proof of part b) in the
appendix). Then, there is no dependence between the Xy, that is, we have access to an i.i.d.
sample and the well-known information theoretic inequalities for differential privacy from
the paper [DJW18] are available. These data processing inequalities do not longer hold
for dependent X;. Developing tools in this direction that help to understand the exact
scaling behaviour represent an interesting point of departure for further investigations.
Note also that even for the Fourier coefficient associated with the constant basis function
we do not have coincidence for the scaling in terms of a: we have a term 1/(n(e® — 1))
in the lower bound (which behaves as 1/(na?) for small «) but a term of order 1/(na?)
in the upper bound (plus extra logarithmic factors). This last issue might be tackled by
publishing an anonymized version of X? in addition to the privatized version of X; since
for computation of the empirical correlation coefficient associated with the constant basis
function no interaction between the data holders is necessary.

4. RISK BOUND FOR THE ADAPTIVE ESTIMATOR

In Section 3 we have derived the upper risk bound (3.5) for fixed models m. The near
optimality for the class of Sobolev ellipsoids was equally illustrated in Example 3.6 and
the accompanying lower bounds established in Theorem 3.7. The performance of the rate
optimal estimators hinges on the choice of a suitable approximating model m the choice
of which depends on both the sample size n and the regularity of the functions in the
considered function class. Since such regularity assumptions are usually not realistic to
be fulfilled, there is need to obtain a suitable model in completely data-driven way.

In order to define the adaptive estimator, first introduce the contrast

To(t) = / 7; £2(w)dw — 2 /_ it(w)fn(w)dw.

Note that, the estimator fA'm associated with the fixed model m in Section 3 satisfies
T (fm) = min T ().
The model selection step is performed by putting
@ = argmin { Y, (fu) + pen(m)} (4.1)
meMy,
where M,, is some set of potential models, and pen: M,, — [0,00) a penalty function is
given by
4

pen(m) = €D max {i nod } (Lh+ In+log(m) - (1+ /1) (42)
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for some constant C' > 0 that has to be chosen large enough. Finally, the adaptive
estimator of the spectral density f is defined as

f=rs
Before we can state our main result, we have to impose the following assumptions on the

collection M,, of models. These assumptions are already present in the work of [Com01],
and no extra assumptions on the models are needed in the privacy framework.

Assumption 4.1. Each Sy, is a linear finite-dimensional subspace of L?([—,n]) con-
taining symmetric functions with dimension dim(Sw) = Dwn > 1. Moreover, D, :=
maxmem,, Dm < 1.

Assumption 4.2. Let (¢;);ez, be an orthonormal basis of Sy, and 8 = (8;)icz,, € RP™.
Set |Bloo = sup;ez,,|Bi|. Then, for all m € M,

_ 1 12 iz, Bivillo [
Tm = sup 2 < Cyy|—=.
" va B#£0 ‘5‘00 ' Dm

_LmDm

Assumption 4.3. > -\ € < Cf, < oo for some positive weights Ly,.

Remarks 2.3-2.6 from [Com01] show that Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3 are satisfied for the
models mentioned in the introduction for suitable values Cy and Ly,.

Theorem 4.4. Let Assumption 1.1 hold. Let Z; be defined as in (2.5) with 72 = 56v log(n).
Consider the estimator f = fx defined through Equations (3.2), (3.3), and (4.1) where the
penalty function is defined in (4.2). Let Assumptions 4.1-4.3 hold. Then,

~ 1 7_4
BIf = /12 S _inf [If = full® + pen(m)] + C(Cr, | £]) max {n n;;4} -

Remark 4.5. Unfortunately, the definition of the penalty function introduced above de-
pends on the unknown value ||f||o. In practise, one can replace this quantity by an
appropriate estimator. Theoretical results can be proved for this more realistic estimator
as well. We do not realize this here, and refer the interested reader to the papers [Com01]
and [Krol9] where this idea has been put into practise. The resulting fully-adaptive esti-
mator can be shown to satisfy an oracle inequality as in the case of known || f||oc under
mild assumptions.

5. NUMERICAL STUDY

In this section, we illustrate our findings by a small simulation study. The code that
can be used to (re)produce the results is available under
https://gitlab.com/kroll.martin/adaptive-private-spectral-density-estimation.
We consider the same time series model as [Neu96] and [ComO01], that is, we consider the
time series (Xi)icz defined as

X = XPHMA 4 g x VN
where X/ARMA is an ARMA(2,2)-process,
XtARMA + alXﬁI}MA + CLQX{S%MA = boes + biet_1 + bacr_o,

and (g¢)¢ez and (XVN);ez are independent Gaussian white noise processes with unit vari-
ance. From the cited papers we also adopt the choices of the parameters (a; = 0.2,
ap = 0.9, bp = 1, by =0, b = 1, and 0 = 0.5). We consider time series snippets of
length n € {10000,20000} and simulate 7" = 100 replications of each setup. In contrast
to the mentioned papers, which consider a non-private framework, our principal aim is to
illustrate the effect of the privacy level a. For this purpose, we consider a € {+00,5,2.5}
where formally putting o = +00 corresponds to the case without any privacy constraint.


https://gitlab.com/kroll.martin/adaptive-private-spectral-density-estimation
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Note that these choices of the privacy parameter are very conservative and provide only
a moderate anonymization of the data (see, for instance, Figure 3 in [DJW18] where the
link between the privacy parameter and a hypothesis testing problem is illustrated).

For each parameter setup, we computed the mean L2-risk over the 7" = 100 replications,
its standard deviation ¥, and the +95% confidence intervals defined as 1.965/v/T (see
[Com01, Neu96]). We slightly modified the method considered in Sections 3 and 4 for
the theoretical analysis in order to perform our simulation experiments. Instead of a
logarithmically increasing sequence 7, (which was principally introduced to control the
probability of the event A® introduced in the analysis in the appendix), we took 7, = 4
after some calibrations. As [Com01], we restricted ourselves to histogram estimators of
the spectral density. For a given dimension Dy, = d, the orthonormal basis functions are
defined as

d d .
<P§ ) = \/;1[7rj/d,7r(j+1/d)> Jjef0,d—1]

(we define the basis functions only on [0, 7) and extend the final estimator on the interval
[—7, w] by exploiting the symmetry of the target spectral density). For the model m, the
estimator fy is then

d—1
r ~(d) (d
fo= Sy
=0

where the estimated coeflicients are calculated via the formula

n—1 . .
@) _ [dfeco 1 Cr( (W(J+1)7‘)_ . <7T]7")>
e _\/;[2d+7r;r S s g

for j € [0,d—1] where ¢, = ¢, p, r € [0,n — 1] are the empirical covariances of the masked
data Zi.,, that is,

1 n—r _ _
Crn = — Z(Zk: - Zn)(Zk’-i-r - Zn)
"=
(the value ¢, has to be modified by subtracting 872 /a? afterwards). Ignoring logarithmic
factors and constants in the theoretical penalty in Section 4, this leads to the following
form of the penalized contrast criterion:

d—1 4
_ E :(agd))Q + ﬁlmaX {1, TZ}
— n «

J_

(we took k = 1). We minimized this criterion over potential dimensions d € [1,50].
The results of our simulation study are summarized in Table 1 and illustrated in Figures
1, 2, and 3 (note the different scaling of the y-axes in the plots). A profound loss of
performance is encountered for decreasing values of a which can be compensated with
taking considerably longer snippets from the time series only. This might make inference
from privatized data difficult in applications where only samples of moderate size can be
collected.

6. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have extended the model selection approach for adaptive nonparamet-
ric spectral density estimation to the framework of local a-differential privacy. We were
able to derive an oracle inequality similar to the one in the non-private setup. Since the
proposed adaptive procedure is limited to Gaussian time series it might also be of inter-
est to study whether known adaptive estimators that work in non-Gaussian frameworks
(for instance, the wavelet estimator considered in [Neu96]) can also be transferred to the
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TABLE 1. Results of the simulation study. The table contains the mean of the L?-risk
over T' = 100 replications of the experiment, and the £95% intervals computed as in
[Neu96] as 1.960/v/T where v is the standard deviation.

n = 10000 n = 20000
a +o00 5.0 2.5

‘ +o00 5.0 2.5
L2-risk 0.00216 0.01316 0.13629‘0.00159 0.00734 0.07126

+95% CI 0.00012 0.00048 0.00464 | 0.00007 0.00022 0.00243

oa = +oo

1.0 1.0

0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4

02 02 M
1
[ fi i

0.0 0.0
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

a) Snippet length n = 10000 b) Snippet length n = 20000

FIGURE 1. The figures show for the two considered snippet sizes n € {10000, 20000} the
mean of the estimator (red solid line) and both the 0.95 and 0.05 pointwise quantile (red
dotted lines) over T' = 100 replications for the case a = 400 (this corresponds to the
case without privacy constraints). The true spectral density is represented as a black
dashed line.

a =5.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0 ST 0.0

-0.2 -0.2
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

a) Snippet length n = 10000 b) Snippet length n = 20000

FIGURE 2. The figures show for the two considered snippet sizes n € {10000, 20000} the
mean of the estimator (red solid line) and both the 0.95 and 0.05 pointwise quantile (red
dotted lines) over T' = 100 replications for the case o = 5.0. The true spectral density is
represented as a black dashed line.

framework of the present paper. The exact dependence of minimax rates of convergence
on the privacy parameter as well as the unclear necessity of logarithmic factors in these
rates is a remaining open problem that hopefully stimulates the development of further



13

0.0

-1.0 -0.5
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

a) Snippet length n = 10000 b) Snippet length n = 20000

FIGURE 3. The figures show for the two considered snippet sizes n € {10000, 20000} the
mean of the estimator (red solid line) and both the 0.95 and 0.05 pointwise quantile (red
dotted lines) over T' = 100 replications for the case o = 2.5. The true spectral density is
represented as a black dashed line.

theoretical results. In addition, a more detailed series of simulation experiments seems to
be necessary in order to calibrate an estimator that produces reliable results in practise.

APPENDIX A. PROOFS OF SECTION 3

The following result (which is valid without any distributional assumptions on the sta-
tionary time series) has been proven in [Com01].

Proposition A.1 ([Com01], Proposition 1). Let X be a stationary sequence with autoco-
variance function satisfying Assumption 1.1. Then

(f(@) — B(I, (w)))?dw < Mz

- 2mn n

s 2
/ < My + 39M

This result can also be applied to the time series Z’. Then the constant M; does not
change but for the constant M we have MZ = MX + 872 /0.

A.1. Proof of Theorem 3.2 (Upper bound for fixed model m). Let us introduce
the event A and its complement defined as follows:

A= {Xi=X;}, A=|J{Xi# X}
=1 =1

As above, let us denote with f,, the projection of f on the space Sn,. We have the
decomposition

EHfm - fH2 = Hfm - f”2 + EHJ?m - fm||2
= Hfm - f”2 + E”J?m - mezlA + EHJ?m - mezlAc- (A-l)

The first (pure bias) term on the right-hand side is already in the form of the statement
of the theorem, and we have to study the terms including 14 and 1 4c only.

Bound for E||]?m — full?14: By the very definition of A we have X; = X; on A, and
hence Z; = Z! = X; + &; for & ~ L(27,/«). Hence, on the event A the identity

I (w) = 17 (w)
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holds (with I7" defined exactly as IZ with Z replaced with Z'), and we have
1fon = fullP1a = DO 1F = s o) *1a

1€Lm
872
= > |{f - (IF(w) - 73),@¢>I21A
1€Lm
/ 87—2
= > [{f - U7 (w) - 075)7%>|21A
1€Lm
/ 87—2
< YU - 07 @) - T 0P
1€Lm
= Y7 =17 e
1€Lm

where the last identity is established in (3.1). From this we get

1 = fulP1a <2 3" (7 —BI7 )P + (BT - 17 o))

1€Lm
=2|(f” —BI)ul? +2 Y (BIY — 17 ¢i)?
1€1Lm
<2f” —ELF|P+2 )Y KB —I7, o)l
1€Lm

in order to bound the term | f%" — EIZ||?, we use Proposition A.1 in order to obtain:

M, 39(MZ’)2>

™’ ™

If7 —BIZ|? = / (7~ B ())dw < max (

Note that Assumption 1.1 can also be applied to the time series Z’ instead of X with
!/ ’ 2
My = M{" = M{X and with M = M* replaced with M%" = MX + %% Hence,

1% — BIZ||? < max o 1) (A.2)
w nat’ n

Let us now consider the expression EzideEIf, — 17 p)|?. We write

Igl(w) - I;i( +IS +I~n7

where
1 2
IX — X, — XTL —itw
" 2mn ;( t Je ’
1| ?
If — _ —itw
n 27TTL ;(& En)e ) and
T 1 . —itw ¢ itw
I =5 (Z(Xt — X,)e ) (Z(& — &)t > +
™m \i=1 =1
1 n B ) n B )
X, — Xn itw —&, —itw )

Hence, by exploiting that El, = 0, we obtain

S B — 17 o) < 3 IBL - 1Y o)
1€Tm 1€Tm
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+ Y B — IS, o) + Y (B — L, @)

1€Lm 1€Lm
Put
Gix(m) = sup (I} —EIL;,(pi),
¢e{£1}

Gie(m) = sup (I§ — EIS, (i),
¢e{+£1}

Gi(m) = sup (I, Cpi).
¢cef{£1}

Then, for any constant kx > 0, we have

<(Gm(m))2 xR0+ 03>> ]
;

n

EEL ~ I, ¢)" <E

L AexfI5.(+ GF)
- .
Hence, by Lemma C.3' we get
C(Cr
n

provided that rx is sufficiently large. Analogously, for the terms incorporating I§ and I,
we obtain with sufficiently large constants k¢, K > 0 by using Lemmata C.5 and C.7

il +logn) | O(Colrd

E(EIS — IS <k
( S0t < . Aol

and

B(BT, — T, <R3 +47/)"(1 + 1121+ log() - (O I e)8 + A/

respectively. Putting the obtained estimates together, we get

7_4
E Y IEBLY — I7 )] < DuC(Cr, [ fllo0) (1 + log(n)) [711 v ] . (A3)

4
1€Lm ne

Combining (A.2) and (A.3), we obtain

EHfAm - fm||21A S Du(1 + log(n))

1, |
n  not
Bound for EHfm — ful?14c: By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
E|fa = full?1ac < (B[ fa — ful )2 - (P(A)"2, (A.4)

and we analyse the two factors on the right-hand side separately. First,
2

Efo—ful*=E || S_1(f - In, o)

€T

1Admittedly7 using Lemmata C.3, C.5, and C.7 here is like using a sledgehammer to crack a nut. At
least for the term containing I;X we can directly refer to p. 294 in [Com01] for an alternative reasoning. For
the other terms, one could perform in the same manner with some tedious calculations but we do currently
not see how one could establish an upper bound without any logarithmic terms and a better dependence
on « than in our current estimate. Note that instead of Assumption 4.2 we only need to assume that
llpille < C+/n for the an orthonormal basis (¢;)icz,, of the considered model. In addition, we can also
put L = 1 here since in contrast to the proof of Theorem 4.4 no summation over all potenial models is
performed.
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- E (Z|f+ 17,01 )

€lm

1€Lm

<E (ZHH IZIF)2

=E Hf+ - IZ)

Now,
8T, 8T,
I+ =5 = IZI* < an® 7 + =5 — IZA

<somt 7+ S, 4 322

kEZ

4
2
33%2( > (ke |+) + 327 | 17 |-

Furthermore, using | X;| < 7,

E[Hffnio]:E[Mng;@t X +g —E,)e -WHS]
< (;;),E[H;(&—Xme“wnio +( lHZ (& —Ey)e WHS]
o7 o ® 97 n _\°
_(27m)4‘E (;’Xt Xn|> +(27m) (;\&"Hﬂﬁn\)]

915,88 o7 [/ n 8
< n -E 2
~ (2mn)* + (2n)4 tz::l‘ft’
ol1,4.8 915 [/ n 8
=1

C2MpdrS 2978 (n 4+ 7) - (n46)-...-n
B miniad
< ntr8
~M 1A
where we have also used that Y ;" || ~ I'(n,a/(27,)) together with the fact that the
k-th moment of a I'(n, 3)-distributed random variable is equal to (n+k —1)-...---n/gk.
Thus,
4
4 2 ™ n'r,
EHfm full® < Dy - 2’7 + 1 S| - (A.5)
keZ na

Putting this bound into (A.4), we note that it is sufficient to show that P(A°) < n=% to
obtain a bound that is bounded from above by the rate obtained for the term E||fn —
fm||?1.4 above. We will derive such a bound in the following by means of Assumption 3.1.
For n sufficiently large (namely 7,, > 2u has to hold) we have by 3.4

P(AS) =P(Ji: X; # X;)
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IN
t

@
Il
-

P(X; # X;)

P(‘XZ’ > Tn)

I

ﬁ
I
—

P(1Xi — pl > 7./2)

IN

=1
n -2
<oy e®
i=1
2
-
< 2ne s

With 72 = 561 log(n) (our definition), we obtain P(A¢) < n~%. Combining this estimate
with (A.4) and (A.5), we obtain desired bound for E| fo — fu||214c. Putting the obtained
bounds for the terms E| fam — fu|?14 and E|| fu — fu||*14¢ into the right-hand side of (A.1)
yields the claim of the theorem.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 3.7 (Lower bounds).

Proof of statement a). First, note that the minimax risk based on the sample Z;.,, can be
bounded from below by the one based on the sample X7.,:

inf  sup E[|f-f|*=  inf sup E[f — f|
. feFBL) ! feF(B.L)
f=F(Z1:n) F=f(Q(X1:n))
> inf  sup E[f—fI
_F feF@BL)
f:f(Xln)

because the original infimum on the right-hand side is taken over a smaller set of potential
estimators.

Put ¢ = min{1/(Bn),1/(2n),7/2}. For any § = (0;)o<j<k: € {£1}»*1 we consider
the function f? defined through

oL 2e\'"? fr2e\"?
0
f —3+"°<9n> o) 2 e

1<j|<k;,
1/2
2L L%¢
=5+ <9n ) > e

0<jI<k};

Let us first check whether the functions f¢ belong to the set (3, L) of admissible functions
for any § € {£1}*»+1. First, f? is a real-valued function since f]?o = f0 ; holds for all j and

all @ by construction. Second, f? is non-negative since

L2 1/2 L2 1/2
<9n> > e §<9n> > 1

0<jI<k3; 0<lj|<k;,

1/2 1/2
LQC 1/2 B 52
(%) (zowr) (=2
0<lj|<k;; 0<|j|<ky,

2B\ [, 2k 11\ V2
< (B - -

o0

9
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L2CBn 1/2
9
L
3 )

and hence we even have f¢ > L/3 > 0 (the fact that the functions f? are uniformly
bounded from below will be exploited later).
Third, Zj€Z|ff|2ﬁj2 < L2 for any # € {£+1}*»*1 thanks to the estimate

SRR = 118

IN

IN

JEZ 0<5|<k;,
1/2 2

2L L?

= |3 <9C> C > o

" 1<|j|<k:

8L? 2L2< L2§ 2k

< —

=9 T, B
8L? 2L2§ 2k:*+1

< — . n

<5 - Bis -

< L%

Combining the three derived properties ensures f? € F (8,L). Denote with Py the law
of the snippet X1., when (X;)ez is a stationary time series with zero mean and spectral
density f?. Now, let f be an arbitrary estimator defined in terms of the snippet Xi.,.
Its maximal risk can be bounded from below by reduction to a finite set of hypotheses as
follows:

sup E|f - fI° = sup  Egllf - )
feF(B,L) fe{+1}Fnt?

1 7
> k1 Z EOHf - f H2
fe{£1}kntt
1

ZW Z Z EGHf]_fJe’Q]

ge{£1}rn+1 0<[j|<k};

= Y X Belf— AP Bl - 1P (A6)

0<|j|<k} ge{£1}rn+1

where for 6 € {+1}*2+1 and j € [k, k*] the element 617! is defined by Hljl = O, for k # |j]

n»''n
and 9‘| ‘| = —0); ('flip in the j-th coordinate’). Recall the notion of Hellinger affinity which

is defined via p(Pg,Py;) = [ /dPpdPy;. For any estimator f, we have

5= 1) !f i
p(Pg, Pgij) < If"] M’\/ PydPy + [ == 9‘]||\/dPedP9m

1/2 1/2
0 glil

< |f] - fj |2 dP n |f3 B fj ’ |2de
S\ gt )

from which we obtain using the elementary estimate (a + b)? < 2a% + 2b2

*|f0 17 PP Py) < Eolfy — ]+ Equllf - ] 1 (A7)
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For the squared Hellinger distance between the laws Py and Py; we obtain
H*(Pg,Pyiji) < K(Py, Pyyy)

dPy

< |Eglog

olil
n

= 47 (ming inf, ff(w))

In 0 olil 2 0 0lil |2
< ey [‘fj A e S VA ke }

by using Equation (2.21) from [Tsy04], Lemma 3.4 from [Ben85], and the fact that f¢ >
L/3 (the latter was en passant established above). Thus, by the very definition of ¢

1 L2
H?(Py,Pyp;) < s ( C) <1,

N

L2 \ 9n

and consequently p(Pg,Py,;) > 1/2. Putting this estimate into (A.7) and combining it
with (A.6) yields

3 L2¢  L* 2k;+1

= 1
swp B I 2 e

fer 8D 0<lj|<k;

which is the claim assertion.

Proof of statement b). Set

1 s L?
2 .
Uia= 4m1n{n(€a_1)2, 4} .
Grant to the general reduction principle for the proof of minimax lower bounds (see
Chapitre 2.2 in [Tsy04]) it is suffcient to find two candidate functions f°, f! such that
(i) f°, f' € F(B,L),
(i) [[f°— fHI3 2 497, and

(iii) KL(P%, PgZ ) < C for some constant C' < co depending neither on « nor n.

Then, for any estimator f

sup E|f - fI3=2 W5, swp P(If — f] = ¥ya)

JeF(B,L) feF(B,L)
>0, sup P(|f =) > Una)
0e{0,1}
> w2
> W), o inf o, Py(T # 0)

where the last infimum runs over all tests 7 with values in {0,1} and Py denotes the
distribution of Z when the true spectral density is f7.
Let us define the functions f? for 6 € {0,1} via

=1,

flzfo—min{L_mi’ﬂ} :L—min{m,L/2}7

and we need to verify the conditions (i)—(iii). Condition (i) is trivially satisfied and (ii)
follows from the identity

T L?
Hfo - fIH% = (fg - fol)2 = min{n(ea_l)Qa 4} = 4‘1’2,04'
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It remains to prove (iii). First note that the fact that both candidate spectral densites
f% are constant ensures, by Gaussianity, that the random variables X7, ..., X,, are inde-
pendent. Thus, we can apply Corollary 1 from [DJW18] together with Lemma 3.4 from
[Ben85] and the bound TV? < KL (see (2.21) in [Tsy04], for instance) in order to obtain

KL(PF,P7) < 4(e” — 1) > TV (P, PYY)

i=1

<4(e” —1)2 Y KL(PJ", P)
i=1

= 4(e* — 1)’KL(P{, Py)

< (e* —1)%n

~ m(ming—o,1 inf,, f%(w))

4(e* —1)%n

= a2 (fo—go)2

B 4(e* —1)%n ) T 2
== -mln{1 /M,L/Q}

=4/1°.

5 117 = FHI3

Now, application of Théoréeme 2.2., (iii) from [Tsy04] yields the bound

. 1 42 1—\/§/L
> — /L P S
ll%f gg%’)ﬁ Py(T #6) > max{4e , 5 }

which finishes the proof.

APPENDIX B. PROOFS OF SECTION 4

We define the event A (and its complement) exactly as in the proof of Theorem 3.2,
namely

n
A= {Xi =X},
and consider the decomposition .
El|f = fIP = EIf = fI’1a + E|f = f*Lac.
Upper bound for E||f — f||214: We can write the contrast as

To(t) = [[E* = 2(Tn,t) = It = fI* = 2(Tn = £,) = | fI>

By the definitions of f and mcombined with the fact that fm minimizes the contrast over
the space Sy the estimate

T0n(f) + pen(m) < T (fm) + pen(m)
holds for all m € M,,, we obtain
1f = FIP = 2(Tn = £, ) + pen(m) < [|f = full* = 2(In = £, fu) + pen(m).
Then, by elementary algebraic manipulations,
1f = FIP < I1f = full® + 2(T0 = £, f = fu) + pen(m) — pen(f)
<N = ful® +2(f = By, fo — f) + 2(In — B, f — fu) + pen(m) — pen(i).
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VA TTQL _ 1z ST,,QL
On the event A, we have Z{., = Z1., and I, = I7 — =% =17 — 7%. Hence, on A the

identity

<1 —EL, f = fu) = (I7 —EI7 [ — fu)

holds. By definition of IZ', we have

17 (w)

1 n — :
= o Z(Zé —Z,)e

= S - e
- (Xt —1w+ e itw

2

T

t=1 t=1
2

27rn <zn: 1tw> (i(gt _ gn)e—itw> + ﬁ i(& —
t=1 t=1

t=1

= IX 4+ I, + 1§

(as above I,, is defined as the sum of the two 'mixed’ terms). For m,m’ € M,,, set

Gx(m,w') = sup (I —BIX u),
uEBm w!
Ge(m,m') = sup (I§ — EIS,u),
ueB

é(m,m/): sup <fn,u>,
u€eB,

m,m/

where By, n denotes the unit ball in Sy + S5, and we write Gx(m), G¢(m), and G(m)
when m = m’. We have Gx(m,m’) < Gx(m)+Gx(m’'), and the same type of bound holds
for G¢ and G. As a consequence, using the estimate 2zxy < 722 + 77 1y? for 7 = 16 we

have

1f = FIP1a < (IF = Sl + 2(f = BIZ, foo = ) + 2(17 = BIZ', f = fu) + pen(m) — pen(i)) 14

Hence,

= (If = full® +2(f = BIZ, fu = ) + 21X = ELY, f = fu) + 21§ — EIS, f — fu)
+2(I, [ = fu) + pen(m) — pen(@)) 1.4
< (IF = fal®+ 20f = BIZ', foo = ) + 20 F = fullGx(m, @) + 21| = finl| G (m, )

+2]f = full G(m, ®) + pen(m) — pen(f) ) 14

= (If = fal®> + 7Uf = BIT PP + 477 fo = FIP + 7G5 (m, @) + 7GE(m, )

+ 7G?(m, @) + pen(m) — pen(f))14

/ 1 ~ ~ ~
= (If = full® + 16 f = BLT|? + 4 fm = fI* + 3265 () + 32GE(w)

+32G2 (M) + 32G% (m) + 32G#(m) + 32G*(m) + pen(m) — pen(f))14

/ 1 ~ ~ ~
< BIf = full*/2416]f = BLT|* + SEIf = f]* + 32G5% () + 32GE(w)

+ 32G2 (W) + 32G% (m) + 32GE(m) + 32G*(m) + pen(m) — pen(fit))1 4.

I = FIP1a < BIIf = ful® + 32| f — EIZ' | + 64G% () + 64GE(m)
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+64G2 () + 64G% (m) + 64GE(m) + 64G*(m) + 2 pen(m) — 2 pen(f))1.4.

If the numerical constant in the definition of the penalty is large enought, we can write
pen(m) = pen x(m) + peng(m) + pen(m) such that

Din(1 4 Ly)?

peny (1) > 320 | f]loo(1 4+ C2) =m0

TffDm(Lﬁ1 + Ly + log(n))

peng(m) > 32r¢

nat

, and

_ - D
pen(m) > 32041+ | f o AL + L + log(n)) ="

holds for any model m € M,,. Summing over all potential models and taking expectations

implies

Ellf — f171a < 3|If — full® + 32|l — BL7|* + 4pen(m)

1128 Y E (G%(m)—penx(m)/32>+]
meM, :

+128 3 E (Gg(m)—per1€(1n)/z),2)+
meM, -

+128 3 E _(CNJQ(m) —ﬁe,vrl(m)/32)+].
meM,, -

The expectations are bounded by Lemmata C.3, C.5, and C.7, combined with Assump-
tion 4.3 in order to obtain

E|f — flI*1a < 3|If — full® + 32| f — EIZ'|* + 4 pen(m)

7.4

1 n
+ C(Cfa ”f”oo) max {na TL30¢4} :

Finally, by Proposition A.1 we get (using the same argument as in the proof of Theo-
rem 3.2)

- |
Ellf — fIP1a S|If = full? +ma><{"4, — ¢ +pen(m)
nat’ n

£ CCr | flloe) max { L, T
/) oo ) MaXx — .
n’ n3a?

Since, this estimate holds for any fixed model m, we can take the infimum over all potential
models which yields

. 11
_ 2 < s _ 2 Tn 1
E|f ~ fI"1a < inf [If ~ fal pen(m)] +max{m4, n}

1 T;%
n’ n3ad |’

Upper bound for E|[f — f||21 4c: This term can be bounded exactly as in the upper bound

+C(Cr, HfHoo)max{

for any fixed model (the only property of the model that we have exploited in that proof
was the fact that Dy, < n which holds true also for the randomly selected model m):

~ 1
EHfm - me21A° S E
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APPENDIX C. CONCENTRATION RESULTS FOR THE PROOF OF THEOREM 4.4

C.1. A general chaining argument. Let S be a finite dimensional subspace of L?’NL>®
spanned by some orthonormal basis (¢;)icz. We denote the dimension |Z| of S with D,
and define the quantity

S [Serfile
? " VD perp pr0 1Bloo

In addition, we define 7 as the infimum of 7, taken over all possible orthonormal bases of

S.

Proposition C.1 (Proposition 1 from [BM98]). Let S be a D-dimensional linear subspace
of L? N L™ with its index 7 defined as above. Let B be any ball of radius o in S and
0 < 6 < a/5. Then there exists a finite set T C B which is simultaneously a §-net for
B with respect to the L>-norm and an 76-net with respect to the L>®-norm and such that

IT| < (60/6)P.

We will apply Proposition C.1 with ¢ = 1 which reduces the choice of § to § < %

In the sequel, we will use the following chaining argument. For 0 < §p < 1/5 and any
k € N, we set 0, = 2778, and consider a sequence of Jj-nets (T )ken with Ty, = T5,. Then,
for any u € By (By is defined in the proof of Theorem 4.4 as the unit ball in the space
Sm), we are able to find a sequence (ug)r>0 with uy € T} such that |lu — ug||?> < 67 and
v — uplloo < 7mdx. Moreover, one can achieve |Tj| < (6/0;)”™. We have the following
decomposition:

o)
u:uo+2(uk — Uk_1)- (C.1)
k=1
From the above properties it follows that |ug| < do, ||uollcc < Tmdo, and, for & > 1,
lug — up—1]|* < 2(0% 4+ 62_;) = 507_,/2 and |lug — uk—1lloo < 37mdk—1/2. These estimates
will be used below without further reference.

Let us finally note that we will work with different definitions of dg below. For the purely
Gaussian terms in Subsection C.3 it will turn out convenient to choose 0 < dy < 1/5 as
a numerical constant independent of n whereas for the analysis of the Laplace term in
Subsection C.4 and the mixed term C.5 we will need to choose &y =< n~! in order to get
better rates (at the cost of slightly worse logarithmic terms). We put Hy = log(|7%|).
Then

Hy, < Dunlog(6/64) = Dullog(6/d0) + klog 2]

which will be used below without further reference.

C.2. The Toeplitz matrix T, (u). In the following three Subsections C.3-C.5 we will
consider the following Toeplitz matrix T}, (u) associated with the function u that is given
by the entries

[T (u)ljn = / u(w)e“V R dw, 1<j4,k<n.

The matrix T, (u) is always Hermitian but since we consider only symmetric u, the same
holds true for T}, (u) (which is then real-valued).

C.3. Gaussian terms.
Proposition C.2. Put ZX(u) = (I.X — EIX,u). For any symmetric function u,

A3nt? 2mnt ) ]

P(EX (u) > t) < 2exp l—cmin ( ,
" M 1136 llull®” 301 fllool[eelloo
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Proof. Denote X = (X1,...,X,)". First, we can write
- 1 S S o o T
X (u) = g (X = X 1) " T (u) (X — Xn1) — E(X — X, 1) T T (u) (X — X, 1))
Let H be the hyperplane orthogonal to the linear subspace generated by the vector T
in R”. Note that X — X,,I = PgX = PHE;/ZY where Y ~ N(0, E,) and Xx is the
covariance matrix of Xj.,. Now, we the Hanson-Wright inequality (Proposition D.1) with
A= (Z¥2)TP;Tn(u)PHE¥2. Since the Y; are i.i.d. ~ N(0,1), we have ||Y;||y, < /8/3 <
V3 = K. For the given choice of A, we need to bound the quantities ||A|lgs and || Al|op
appearing on the right-hand side of the Hanson-Wright inequality. First,
|A|%s = tr(AT A) = tr(SY2 P T (u) Py S x P T (w) PeEY?)

= tr(PyXx Py T (u) P x Py T (u))

< 1% - tr(Tu()?)

< 0| flI3o lull?,
where we have used the bound tr((AB)?) < p(A)?tr(B?), and the fact that tr(T),(u)?) <
nlul|? from p. 284 in [Com01]. Second,

1/2 1/2
|Allop = 1155 P T () PerSlop

1/2 1/2
<=2 lop - 1T (@) lop - 155 llop

= [1Exlop - T (w)llop
= p(Xx) - p(Tn(u))
< [ flloo - lulloo-

Using these estimates, application of the Hanson-Wright inequality (Proposition D.1)
yields

Am?nt? 2mnt
P(E%(u) >t) < 2exp l—cmin ( ik m )] .

A1 1l 311 f Moo [l 0
O

Lemma C.3. For any fired model m € M,, and a sufficiently large constant kx > 0, we
have

EK@WWVHWM@GH% < etntn . R W ]o)

N .
n

Di(1 +Lm)2>

+

Proof. We consider a sequence (1,)x>0 of positive numbers and 7 > >~;~ 7 (these quan-
tities will be specified later on). Then, using the decomposition (C.1),

P(sup ZX(u) >n) =P

I I(ur)kzo0 € [] Th s 2 (w0) + Y Z5 (wg — 1) > 1m0+ D 7w
UEbm

k>0 k>1 k>1

< P+ Py,

where

P =Y P(Z (u) > o),

ug€Ty

Po=>" > PE(ur—up—1) > m).
k>1up_1€T—1
up €Ty
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For any ug € Ty, we obtain from Proposition C.2 that

Am’nnd 2mnng
P(EX (ug) > no) < 2exp [ —emin o, - ,
(S (o) = o) 072,03 3T lordo

and hence

4r2nmd 2wnng
P, <2exp(Hp)exp [ —cmin , — .
(o) O /%08 3T/ oo

For A > 0, we consider 7y such that

2
. no n7o
¢min ) — > Hy+ LD + A,

<9HfH§o5§ 3\|fuoormao> wDuw

that is,

n n

o = C”f” dp - max <\/HO + Lin D + A fm(HO + LiwDy + A))

for some sufficiently large constant C' > 0. For any k > 1, we get from Proposition C.2
with ugp_1 € Tp_1 and ug € T},

8m2nn? 4nng
P(EX(Uk —Up_1) > M) < 2exp | —cmin k , - .
! 45)| f112:07_1 " 9 f loomOr—1

Here, for A > 0, we choose the 7 such that

8m2nn} 4mnny,
cmin , — >Hp_ 1+ Hp,+kDy+ LyDy + A
(45||f|!?>o5;31 9| fllocTmOr—1 P moomem

which in turn is satisfied whenever

N = CHfH 5k | max (\/Hk—l + Hk + kDm + LDy + A fm(Hk—l + ch + kDm + LDy + A))
= )

)
n n

for some sufficiently large constant C' > 0. Under this choice of (1)r>0, we obtain for
1 > > i (using the assumption that Dy > 1)

P(sup ZX(u) >n) < P+ Py

UE By

< 2exp(—LmDy — A) + 2 Z exp(—kDm — LinDy — \)
k>1

1+ Ze_kD“‘

k>1

= 2exp(—Lm Dy —

< 3.2exp(—LyDm — A).

We compute a bound for >, 7, and take 0 < dp < 1/5 as a purely numerical constant
from now on.

2
Hy+ LoD+ A Hy_ 1+ Hp +k Dy + LnDiy + A
(}jnk) SCIIfIIio( J +D 0k ¢ .
n n

k>0 E>1

+50

2
(H0+LD +A) Z(s m(Hk—1 + Hi + kD + Lin Dy +)\))
k— 1
n

k>1

1
< C|IflI1% (n(50 + Z5k—1)(50(H0 + LD+ A) + Z Ok—1(Hk—1 + Hp + kD + Ly Dy + X))
k>1 >1
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2
2
+:l—“21 (50(H0 + LD + A) + Z Or—1Hy—1 + Hy + kD + Lin D + A)
k>1

D+ DLy + A 72
<Clf | (PEPetn ) o el 4 D2r2 4 a0

< ClIfII5%

{Dm(l + L) n A N C2?Dn(1+L2) N r‘?n;\T
n n n n
Dun(14 Ly)? Lo [A Y fs;v]
n

< w121+ C3) AN

for some numerical constant xx. Then,

E

(<Gx<m>>2 — kx| f% (1 + cg)Dm<1:Lm>2>

+

= [T (@ my > axliiia o2y Pn+ Ln)” u)
0 n

o] 2K Hf“io/Fi\
< ¢~ InDu (/ e—nu/(meHino)du_,_/ " e—n\/ﬂ/(2\/§Fm|f|oc)du>
2

wx 1% /7% 0

2 o0 — [e’e)
< ¢ EmDm 26x ||f15 </ edu + 2Tm 6\/5(1@)
n 0 nJo

< 15 CCr 1/ ]10)
~ n

which is the claim. O

C.4. Subexponential terms.

Proposition C.4. Let =5 (u) = (IS — EIS,u). For any symmetric function u,

1 “nt?at 2mnt
P(Z5(u) > t) < 2exp | —— min T 71 042’ 7m172 .
c 647 |ull®” 4z, |u)| 2

Proof. Let H be the hyperplane orthogonal to the space generated by the vector 1 in R™.

Then, for & = (€1,...,&,) ", € = €,1 = Pyé. We have
=6 () = = [(Pu€) To(w) Pt — E(Pué) To(u) Pyé).

21

We will now use Proposition D.2 from Appendix D which is taken from [GSS19]. More
precisely, we would like to apply this result with our &; playing the role of the X;, with
A = PT,(u)Py, and B = 1. We have E¢? = 02 = 872/a? for all i € [1,n]. Moreover
II€illw, < 47,/a which will play the role of M. The last estimate is easily derived using
the fact that |¢;| obeys an exponential distribution with parameter A = a/(27,) and then
considering the moment generating function for the exponential distribution. It remains
to bound the quantities || A||us and [|Al|op. First,

|A||4g = tr(AT A) = tr( Py Ty, (u) Py Pey T (u) Pyy)
= tr((Py Py T, (u))?) [cyclic property]
— p(PuPH)? - tr(Tu(w)?)  [since tr(MN)?) < p(M)?r(N?)]
< tr(T(u)?).
Using the same argument as on p. 284 in [Com01], we have tr(T},(u)?) < n|lul|?, and hence

1Al < nllull®.
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Second, for ||Al/op have the bound

[Allop = p(A) < p(Tn(u)) < ||ulloo-
Thus, we finally obtain

P(Z5(u) > t) < 2exp <—é min (

2nt2at  V2mnta ))

6473 [[ull®” 47, || 22
which is the claim assertion. U
Lemma C.5. For any fized model m € M,, and a sufficiently large constant k¢ > 0, we

have
E [((Gf (m))? — oDt Lt log(”))> 4
.

S.; e*LmDm C(gf);—n )
n-o

nat

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma C.3 we consider

up) € T T - Z5 (o) + > =5 (ug, — upe 1)>770+Z77k]

k>0 k>1 k>1

P(sup =5(u) > ) = P
u€EBm

<P +P
with

Z P >770>

ug€Ty

Z Z P( (uk — Uk— 1) > 771@)'
k>1ug_1€T,_1
ukETk

Now, for any ug € Ty, we obtain from Proposition C.4 that

1 onngat  2mnnoa
P (=5 > 1ng) < 2 —— mi o
(Ep(uo) > no) < 2exp ( C Imin (6477%”%”2 A7 w0l os

2.2 4
< 2exp (—1min <7r nngo \/27rm]0a>>

c 647,205 " 47\/Tmbo

and hence

1 . ™n 2a4 2o
Py < 2exp(Hyp) exp <—C min < o1 252 . 777]050))
Trn 00 n m

We choose 19 such that

2,724
V2
min (77 nngo TN

647,205 7 AT /760

which in turn is satisfied whenever

26 Ho+ LywDm + X
77020-7220max{\/ 0t * Tm(HU—I—L D+ \)?

n n

for some sufficiently large constant C' > 0. By Proposition C.4 for any choice of ug_1 and
Uk,

P (=5 (u, — ug—1) > mi) < 2exp <

1 m2nntat V2o

o™ (6473||U1cuk—1||2747'n||uk —uk_1||ééz>>
1 m2nniat V2o

¢ min (1607,315,3_1’ 4\/?727”\/m>> '

< 2exp<
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Thus,

1 7r2n77,%oz4 V2o
P2 < 2 Z eXp(kal) eXp(Hk-) exp _6 min 1607’45]% ) 3 4anm
0% _

k>1

Here we choose the n such that

2.9 4
V2
UL/ T > Hy_1 + Hi + kDw + LinDiy + A

PN\ 1607407 7 4/3/2m/imn

which in turn is satisfied whenever

n

25 H Hp+kDm+LmDm+XA =
nk>c7-nak21max{\/ bt P TR O P D 7T(Hk1+Hk+kDm+LmDm+A)2}

for some sufficiently large constant C' > 0. Under this choice of (ny)x>0, we obtain for
n > > ni (under the assumption that Dy > 1)

P(sup Z5(u) >n) < P+ P
uEBm
< 2exp(—LnDm — A) + 2 exp(—kDp — LD — )
k
=2exp(— LD — A) |14 Y e #Pm
k
< 3.2exp(—LmDy — A).
Let us now find a bound for 3~ nx. We have

2 2 _
(Zkzo 77k) 5(ngo [ /H0+L12Dm+k+Tm(HO+LmDm+)\)2

T?L Hy_1+Hp+kDm+LmDm+A ’7m<Hk,1+Hk+kDm+LmDm+)\)2 2
+ﬁ kék—l + )

n n

4
o / Ho+ Lo D+ Hyj,_ 1 +Hp+kDm+LmDm+A
=% [(50 n +Zk21 5k—1\/ )

2
4 m (50(H0+mem+x)2+zk>l Si1 (Hk,1+Hk+kDm+LmDm+A)2)}

n

2
4 / H +Hp +kDm+LmDm+X
<Tn Hop+LmDm+T k—1 k m mbPm
N;éf (60 n +Zk21 6k_1 n

_2 2
+74 g (60(Ho+LmDm+A)2+Zk>1 6k71(Hk71+Hk+kDm+LmDm+A)2)

4
S (80+3, 6k-1) <50(H0+LmDm+)\)+Ek21 S—1 (Hk_1+Hk+kDm+LmDm+A))
4

+ T8 52 [H+(Ln Do) +22+ 30 27 (=D (H2_ | + H2+k> D2 + L2 D3+ 2?)]
4
n

<T—~§§(H0+LmDm+)\+Ek21 2= (=1 (Hp_14+Hp+kDn+LinDn+)))

~nad

4 -2
+ 287867 D2 1og? (1/60)+ L3 DA+ A+ L3 D3 +A?]

[N

S 62 (Ho+Lin Dm+-A+ D 10g(1/80)+Lin Dm+X)

~nat

42
+ 77 52 [L2 D2+ D2 log?(1/50)+32]*

7120(

~

4
S22 -88 [Ln Dm+Dm log(1/60)+A]
442 42 4.4:2
TCE 5L D3 TAF 57 log (1/60) D3+ 2 Fapm 62,

T
n 0~ m nat

+
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Now, taking 6y = ¢/n for some numerical constant 0 < ¢ < 1/5, we obtain (note that we
assume Dy, < n for all m € M,,)
)
n

2 7_4 7_4
S gfag{ N (Lt L + log () Dy +

4 34
E>1 no n-«o

for a sufficiently large constant k¢ = r¢(Cr). Finally,
Tp D (L + Lin + 10g4(”))> 1

3
+

nat

E

((G‘g(m))2 K

o] 4 4 4
- / P <(Gg(m))2 s e T DL +n§1‘+10g (n)) +u> ”
0

[e%¢) n/72)1/3 .
< G*LmDm (/ . efna/(rn Fm).(u/(2n§))1/4du+ /( /T%) eun5a4/(2,{§ﬁ4{)du>
(n/Fm)l 3 0

42 4
< o~ LmDn . 2K¢Ty T 4 2keTy,
- ntat n3at

which finishes the proof. O

C.5. Mixed terms.

Proposition C.6. For any symmetric function u,

~ 1 t2n nt 12
P(=Z,(u)>1t) <2exp | ——= min ,
( (u) ) ( C (2M4llu|!2-||f||oo (Mzuu”oo-ufuéé?) ))

where M = 3 + 41, /a.

Proof. In order to deal with the mixed term, we first write

(6) - o &) ()

3 0, E,/\¢

where Y = (Y1,..., Yn)T is a vector of i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables. Then,
the term of interest can be written as

() (i o) (E) =07 ) O m) (et o) (o 1) ()
=" ) (g o) ()

= 94()

Since all components of the vector (YT &) are independent, and the matrix A is sym-
metric, we can apply Proposition D.2 again with 8 = 1 as in the proof of Proposi-
tion C.4. We have EY? = 1, E€? = 872 /a?. As seen above ||&|ly, < 47,/a and moreover
1Yillgy < Ity - 1¥illy, < (log2)~'/2.4/3 < 3. Hence, we can take M = 3 + 47,/a.
Application of Proposition [GSS19] yields

~ 1 . 4A72t2n? 2mnt 1/2
P (:n(u) > t) < 2exp (_C min (M4”A”%187 <M2||A||op> )
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and we have to find appropriate bounds for the quantities || A||ys and ||Al/op. Now, using
the estimate H.1.g in Section I1.9 from[MOA11], p. 341, we have

Al = tr(AT4) = (@T”éfyﬂ T me )

= tr(vV/Ex T (u)?VEx) + tr(Th (u) Sx T (u))
= 2tr(2XTn(u) )
< 2nlull? - || f]loo-
Finally, in order to bound || A||op, note that
[Allop < 1T (w)llop - [[VEx lop
< lullos - [1£115%-
U

Lemma C.7. For any fixed model m € M,, and a sufficiently large constant k > 0, we
have

B K(a(m))? — ML+ (oL + L+ log() 27 ]
.

< ot C(Cr ] o) M*
where M = 3 + 47, /a.

Proof. We define P; and P» in analogy to the definition in the proof of Lemma C.5, and
using Proposition C.6 we obtain

2menng v 2mnmng > )

- 1
P(=,(ug) > < 2exp | ——= min
(Enltto) = m) p( c (llfllooM4lluoll2 M

< 2exp (—1mi ( 20 nng 3> 217/?77 >>,
C 1 lloaM205" M || £1152% v/ Fmdo

and hence

r . 2menng 2w /nng
P <2 H —— .
1> GXp( 0) exp ( C min (Hf”OOMZL(;g’ MHle/2 fméo

We choose 19 such that

L. 7o Vv V0 )
~ min , > Hy + LDy + 0
C <2||f||ooM458 M| 11X /Fmdo '"m

which in turn is satisfied whenever

Mo > CM200(1+ || floc) max NHO LoD+ A Tn(Ho + LD +2)° }
i} o0 n , n

for some sufficiently large constant C' > 0. From Proposition C.6 we obtain for any choice
of up_1 and wuy that

272 nnk V2Tnng

1
P(E,(ur — up—1) > nik) < 2exp | —= min
(Zn( ) > k) C 1 oo M* 1wk — wer[I?” M| #1122 gy — wge1 ||

2
< 2exp (—1mi < i mzfz 1\//2W )) :
C 5| flloo M ™05, MHfH NEE

)
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As a consequence,

nn? 2./Tnn
Py <2 exp(Hy_1) exp(H},) exp T L

1 .
—— min , .
= ( C <5llfllooM45i1 M||f|yéé2\ﬁ3fm5k_1>>

Here we choose the 7 such that

1 Am?nn} 2,/Tnn

— min UL , Tk >Hp 1+ Hp+kDy + LnDyy + A,
452 1/2

C S| f loo M85 _y " M || £1155% /3Fm0h—1

which in turn is satisfied whenever

_ 2
ﬂkZCM25k—1(1+HfHoo) max{ \/Hk_1+Hk+kfm+LmDm+>\7Tm(Hk_1+Hk+k;le+LmDm+A) }
Apart from the dependence of the leading numerical constant on || f||s and the different
dependence in terms of « (which is hidden in the quantity M), the obtained expressions
for ng, kK > 0 are the same as in the proof of Lemma C.5. Taking dy = ¢/n for some
numerical constant 0 < ¢ < 1/5 again, we obtain
)\4f2
AV —2| 5.
n

2
(Z nk) <REMA(1+ | flloo)? {?(Lm + L +1og(n)) + +%

k>1

A calculation similar to the one in the proof of Lemma C.5 yields
~ B D

E [((G(m))? ~ ML+ | 1) (Em + Ly + log(m) ) ]

+

- 4
S e_LmDm 0(07"7 ||J;”OO)M ‘
n

APPENDIX D. AUXILIARY RESULTS

Proposition D.1 (Hanson-Wright inequality, [RV13], Theorem 1.1). Let X = (X1,...,X,) €
R™ be a random wvector with independent components X; which satisfy EX; = 0 and
| Xl < K. Let A be an n x n-matriz. Then, for every t >0,

t2 t
P(|X"TAX —EX"AX|>t) < 2exp [—cmin( )]
( ) K Alls” K[ Allop
The following result generalizes Proposition D.1 because it can also deal with other
exponential Orlicz norms than ||-||y,. This permits to apply the result to subexponential
random variables as the Laplace noise used for our anonymization algorithm.

Proposition D.2 ([GSS19], Proposition 1.1). Let Xi,..., X, be independent random
variables satisfying EX; = 0, EX? = o7, | Xilly; < M for some 8 € (0,1] U {2}, and A
be a symmetric n X n matriz. For any t > 0 we have

o, 1 2 t\?
Pl|> a;jX;X; =) ofaii| >t] <2exp | —— min , .
2oy ; o C M4 Allgs (MQHAHop)

/[:7].
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