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Abstract
Co-sufficient sampling refers to resampling the data conditional on a sufficient

statistic, a useful technique for statistical problems such as goodness-of-fit tests, model
selection, and confidence interval construction; it is also a powerful tool to generate
synthetic data which limits the disclosure risk of sensitive data. However, sampling
from such conditional distributions is both technically and computationally challenging,
and is inapplicable in models without low-dimensional sufficient statistics.

We study an indirect inference approach to approximate co-sufficient sampling,
which only requires an efficient statistic rather than a sufficient statistic. Given an
efficient estimator, we prove that the expected KL divergence goes to zero between
the true conditional distribution and the resulting approximate distribution. We also
propose a one-step approximate solution to the optimization problem that preserves the
original estimator with an error of op(n−1/2), which suffices for asymptotic optimality.
The one-step method is easily implemented, highly computationally efficient, and
applicable to a wide variety of models, only requiring the ability to sample from the
model and compute an efficient statistic. We implement our methods via simulations
to tackle problems in synthetic data, hypothesis testing, and differential privacy.
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1 Introduction

Suppose we have a sampleX = {X1, . . . , Xn}
i.i.d.∼ fθ from a parametric model, with unknown

parameter θ ∈ Θ. If there exists a sufficient statistic S(X) for this model, then co-sufficient

sampling (CSS) refers to resampling the data, conditional on S(X). We will write this

distribution as fnθ (x | S(X)), which does not depend on θ due to sufficiency. The term

co-sufficient sampling was introduced in the context of goodness-of-fit tests [Lockhart et al.,

2007]: by conditioning on a sufficient statistic for the null model, the resulting distribution

of the test statistic can be used to derive optimal hypothesis tests with calibrated type I

error rates. CSS has also been used to produce synthetic datasets, with the goal of limiting

disclosure risk while maintaining data utility.

Goodness-of-fit Tests: We consider a goodness-of-fit test to be any hypothesis where

the null hypothesis states that the distribution of the sample follows a parametric model,

which we may write as follows: H0 : X ∼ fθ | θ ∈ Θ0, and where the alternative hypothesis

can be of any form. While we use the term goodness-of-fit, there are in fact many types

of hypothesis tests that fit within this framework: classical goodness-of-fit tests propose

that the null model is a specified parametric model, model selection tests may propose

that the null model is a subset of a full model, and conditional independence tests set the

null model where the two random variables are independent given a third variable. Many

classical results of uniformly most powerful unbiased tests show that when the null model is

composite, an optimal test is based on the distribution of the test statistic conditional on a

sufficient statistic for the null model [Schervish, 2012, Chapter 4].

However, working directly with the co-sufficient distribution may be difficult. CSS allows

for an approximation to the true conditional sampling distribution and provides Monte

Carlo p-values. Some recent applications of CSS to hypothesis tests are Agresti et al. [1992],
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Engen and Lillegård [1997], Agresti [2001], O’Reilly and Gracia-Medrano [2006], Lockhart

et al. [2007], Lindqvist and Rannestad [2011], Stephens [2012], Broniatowski and Caron

[2019], Santos and Filho [2019]. Each of these works are limited to the case of a sufficient

statistic, and also often restrict their attention to a particular models.

Barber and Janson [2020] expanded the applicability of CSS to models where low-

dimensional sufficient statistics do not exist, using methods of approximate co-sufficient

sampling (ACSS) based on the asymptotic sufficiency of efficient estimators [Le Cam et al.,

1956]. However, implementing their methods requires computationally expensive Markov

chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques, besides the expensive run-time of these methods in

the best case scenario, MCMC methods also require careful tuning and diagnostics to ensure

convergence of the chains. Furthermore, MCMC methods require the ability to evaluate the

likelihood, which may not be possible in models with intractable likelihood functions.

Another numerical approach to goodness-of-fit testing problems is the parametric

bootstrap. With this approach, the model is fit under the null hypothesis, and samples are

drawn from the fitted model to approximate the sampling distribution of a test statistic.

While this approach is very popular due to its simplicity, Robins et al. [2000] show that in

many cases tests based on the parametric bootstrap have overly conservative type I error

rates, resulting in limited power. Barber and Janson [2020] on the other hand, showed that

ACSS guarantees accurate type I error rates, resulting in more powerful tests.

Synthetic Data: With advances in modern technology, government and other research

agencies collect massive amounts of data from individual respondents. These data are

valuable for scientific progress and policy research, but they also come with increased privacy

risk [Lane et al., 2014]. To publish useful information while preserving confidentiality of

sensitive information, numerous methods of generating synthetic data have been proposed

(see Hundepool et al. [2012, Chapter 3] for a survey). A major goal of synthetic data
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is to communicate the data structure to non-technical audiences such as sociologists,

demographers, and public policy experts who may not have a theoretic statistics background,

but still desire to study, analyze, and visualize the data [Hundepool et al., 2012, p99]. For

example, many area experts rely on synthetic data products published by the US Census.

Recently, there has been a push to provide formal privacy guarantees for synthetic data,

and differential privacy (DP) [Dwork et al., 2006b] is the leading framework to develop

formally private methods. For example, the 2020 decennial census will be released using

differential privacy [Abowd, 2018, Dwork, 2019]. Methods which satisfy DP require the

introduction of additional randomness, beyond sampling in order to obscure the effect of one

individual on the output. Intuitively, DP ensures plausible deniability for those participating

in the dataset. As the literature on DP has developed, there are now many privacy tools to

perform many standard statistical tasks such as hypothesis testing [Awan and Slavković,

2018, Awan and Slavković, 2020, Gaboardi et al., 2016, Acharya et al., 2018, Canonne

et al., 2019], empirical risk minimization [Chaudhuri et al., 2011, Reimherr and Awan, 2019,

Bassily et al., 2014, Kifer et al., 2012], regression [Zhang et al., 2012, Fang et al., 2019,

Chaudhuri and Monteleoni, 2008], and posterior inference [Williams and McSherry, 2010,

Karwa et al., 2016] to name just a few areas. There have also been several works developing

methods for DP synthetic data, which are included in the synthetic data literature below.

The two most common approaches to synthetic data are either the parametric bootstrap,

which samples from a fitted model [Liew et al., 1985, Machanavajjhala et al., 2008, Zhang

et al., 2017], or co-sufficient sampling, which produces samples conditional on a low-

dimensional summary statistic [Muralidhar and Sarathy, 2003, Burridge, 2003, Mateo-Sanz

et al., 2004, Ting et al., 2005, Chen et al., 2006, Karwa and Slavković, 2013, Slavković

and Lee, 2010, Karwa and Slavković, 2012]. There are also Bayesian methods of producing

synthetic data [McClure and Reiter, 2012, Liu, 2016], but the properties of these methods
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are often similar to one of the above paradigms. Of these works, the following satisfy the

formal privacy guarantee of DP [Machanavajjhala et al., 2008, Zhang et al., 2017, Karwa

and Slavković, 2012, McClure and Reiter, 2012, Liu, 2016].

The parametric bootstrap approach to synthetic data is limited by inferior asymptotics,

as we show in Section 3.1, whereas CSS approaches synthetic data are limited by being

either specific to particular distributions (e.g., Gaussian data [Burridge, 2003, Mateo-Sanz

et al., 2004, Ting et al., 2005]) or are computationally burden-some (e.g., MCMC methods

[Barber and Janson, 2020, Karwa and Slavković, 2013, Slavković and Lee, 2010]).

The synthetic data literature distinguishes between partially synthetic data and fully

synthetic data: in partially synthetic data, certain attributes or statistics are preserved

from the original dataset and the other attributes of the dataset are synthesized; for fully

synthetic data, all attributes are synthesized and there are no attributes or statistics in

common with the original dataset. Typically, the parametric bootstrap method of synthetic

data results in fully synthetic data, whereas CSS results in partially synthetic data, where

the sufficient statistic is held fixed. It is also possible to use CSS to produce fully synthetic

data, by incorporating a differentially private estimate of the summary statistic. However,

this is not possible with traditional CSS methods, as DP methods typically result in

distributions without low-dimensional sufficient statistics. However, it is possible to produce

asymptotically efficient estimators under differential privacy [Smith, 2011], for which ACSS

techniques can be applied to produce DP fully synthetic data.

Indirect Inference: The approach to ACSS that we study in this paper is based on

techniques from indirect inference. Indirect inference methods are tailored to models which

are easy to sample from, but which may have intractable likelihood functions [Gourieroux

et al., 1993]. Indirect inference is a simulation-based method of inference, which leverages

the ability to fix the seed that generates a sample. Recall that all random variables are
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measurable functions from a seed space to the space of possible observations. In real data,

we only have access to the observations, and do not know the initial seed or the measurable

function, which depends on the unknown parameter. However, in simulations, we can fix

the seed and vary the parameter value, resulting in different observations for the same seed.

Indirect inference methods are based on the assumption that for well-behaved models,

the resulting observations vary smoothly as the parameter value is varied. Determining

the parameter value which makes the simulated observations most similar to the real-data

observations gives a parameter estimate with certain properties such as unbiasedness or

robustness [Gourieroux et al., 1993, Heggland and Frigessi, 2004, Genton and Ronchetti,

2003, Guerrier et al., 2019]. See Drovandi et al. [2011] for an exploration of how indirect

inference is related to approximate Bayesian computing.

Co-sufficient Sampling via Indirect Inference: There have been some works

that develop CSS methods using the techniques of indirect inference, which we refer to

as indirect co-sufficient sampling (ICSS). However these works are not connected to the

indirect inference literature and use different terminology such as conditional Monte Carlo

[Lindqvist and Taraldsen, 2005, 2007, 2013], conditional parametric bootstrap [Lillegard

and Engen, 1999], and stochastic simulations conditioned on sufficient statistics [Engen

and Lillegård, 1997]. Besides the application of co-sufficient sampling, these methods have

also been applied to produce confidence intervals [Lillegard and Engen, 1999], and fiducial

inference Taraldsen and Lindqvist [2018].

The ICSS method used in these papers works as follows: given the original sample

X with sufficient statistic S(X), sample a new seed and then determine the parameter

value that produces a new sample Y with sufficient statistic S(Y ) = S(X). Lindqvist and

Taraldsen [2005] show that under certain assumptions, this process does indeed result in

co-sufficient samples. However, these previous works are greatly limited in their applicability.
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They assume that the distribution of the seed variable is known and easy to sample from and

that the transformation from seed space to the observation space is also known. However

for non-trivial models, this is often not the case. These works also only study the case

of exact CSS, which requires a low-dimensional sufficient statistic, which is also often

not the case in more complex models. Finally, they assume that it is possible to find

a parameter to solve S(Y ) = S(X) exactly, however it may be non-trivial to solve this

equation in θ, and a solution may not even exist. Due to these limitations, these CSS

methods are generally limited to simple models such as Gaussian [Lindqvist and Taraldsen,

2005, Taraldsen and Lindqvist, 2018], exponential [Engen and Lillegård, 1997], truncated

exponential [Lindqvist and Taraldsen, 2007], gamma [Engen and Lillegård, 1997, Taraldsen

and Lindqvist, 2018], inverse Gaussian [Lindqvist and Taraldsen, 2007], and Bernoulli

[Lindqvist and Taraldsen, 2005]. The most complex application of ICSS is to Poisson

processes [Lindqvist and Taraldsen, 2013].

Our Contributions: In this paper, we consider the ICSS algorithm and expand its

applicability as follows: 1) We show that rather than requiring the exact distribution of the

seed random variable, we can instead use numerical seeds which are applicable to many

more models. The use of numerical seeds is common in the indirect inference literature, but

has not previously been applied to CSS. 2) Based on the principle of asymptotic sufficiency

[Le Cam et al., 1956], we show that ICSS can be used for ACSS when there is an efficient

estimator of the parameter, even if there is no low-dimensional sufficient statistic. We prove

that when using an efficient estimator, the expected KL divergence between the distribution

of the ICSS samples and the true co-sufficient sampling distribution goes to zero as the

sample size increases. 3) We propose a simple one-step approximate solution to the ICSS

objective, which we call One Approximate-Step Indirect co-Sufficient (OASIS) sampling.

We show that OASIS sampling preserves an efficient statistic with error op(n−1/2), which is
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sufficient for optimal asymptotics. OASIS sampling is incredibly simple to implement and

highly computationally efficient, with running time comparable to the parametric bootstrap.

We apply our results to problems in goodness-of-fit testing, synthetic data generation, and

differential privacy through several simulations, illustrating the above asymptotic results

and demonstrating high finite sample utility as well.

From another perspective, our methodology can be viewed as an indirect inference ap-

proach to the ACSS methods of Barber and Janson [2020]. By working with an optimization-

based version of the sampling problem, we greatly increase the tractability of the sampling

problem, improving the ease of implementation as well as computational cost. In particular,

the OASIS algorithm only requires the ability to sample from the model, and evaluate

an efficient statistic for the model. As OASIS does not require any evaluatations of the

likelihood function, it is applicable to models with intractable likelihood functions, whereas

the MCMC approach of Barber and Janson [2020] is inapplicable.

Because of the increased computational efficiency, and applicability to a wide-variety

of models, our results allow for the powerful tools of ACSS to be applied to to produce

hypothesis tests with reliable type I errors, as well as synthetic data with high utility. We

also highlight applications of our methods to differential privacy: our results can be used

to produce differentially private synthetic data by incorporating a differentially private

estimator, and we develop valid hypothesis tests on differentially private releases, for which

standard asymptotic tests fail in practical sample sizes.

Finally, we note that methods for CSS have been studied in various subfields, but that

these fields tend to be disconnected. For instance, the literature on ICSS seems unfamiliar

with the connection between their methods and indirect inference, and the works on CSS for

synthetic data do not reference the other literature on CSS. It is also difficult for these fields

to make these connections as they often use different terminology for the same concepts.

8



We hope that this paper can help to bridge the gap between these sub-disciplines allowing

for each subfield to benefit from the unique insights and applications of the other areas.

Organization: In Section 2, we review some background and set the notation for the

paper. We recall some basic measure theory necessary to discuss indirect inference, and then

introduce the ICSS algorithm in Section 3. In Section 3.1 we discuss the limitations of the

parametric bootstrap, an alternative to CSS, for both synthetic data and hypothesis testing,

and prove that the parametric bootstrap results in inconsistent synthetic data. We give our

theoretical results in Section 4.1 measuring the closeness between the distribution of ICSS and

the true conditional distribution. In particular, we prove that when using an efficient statistic,

the expected KL divergence between the ICSS sampling distribution and the true conditional

distribution goes to zero. In Section 4.2 we propose the OASIS sampling algorithm, which

gives an approximate solution to the indirect inference optimization problem, preserving

the efficient statistic with error op(n−1/2), which is sufficient for asymptotic optimality. This

is in contrast to the exact ICSS methods which do not specify how to solve the indirect

inference optimization problem, and where an exact solution often does not even exist. In

section 5, we demonstrate the performance of the OASIS algorithm on several simulations.

In Sections 5.1 and 5.2, we produce partially synthetic data from the Burr distribution as

well as a log-linear model. In Section 5.3, we produce differentially private fully synthetic

data for the beta distribution. In Section 5.4 we use our methods to derive an asymptotically

valid test for the difference of proportions under differential privacy. In Section 5.5, we

compare the running time of OASIS compared to the MCMC approach of Barber and

Janson [2020] when implemented on a linear regression problem. We end in Section 6 with

some discussion. Proofs and technical lemmas are deferred to Section 7.2.
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2 Background and notation

In this section, we review some background and notations that we use throughout the paper.

For a parametric random variable, we write X ∼ fθ to indicate that X has probability

density function (pdf) fθ. To indicate that a sequence of random variables from the

model fθ are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), we write X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ.

Depending on the context, we use the following notation interchangeably: X = (Xi)
n
i=1 =

(X1, . . . , Xn)>. We write `(θ | x) =
∑n

i=1 log fθ(xi) to represent the log-likelihood function.

Given a vector ω = (ω1, . . . , ωn)> and a function F defined on each ωi, we write F (ω) :=

(F (ω1), . . . , F (ωn))>.

Let A be a random vector, An be a sequence of random vectors, and rn be a positive

numerical sequence. We write An
d→ A to denote that An converges in distribution to A.

We write An = op(rn) to denote that An/rn
d→ 0. We write An = Op(rn) to denote that

An/rn is bounded in probability.

For multivariate derivatives, we will overload the d
dθ

operator as follows. For a function

f : Rp → R, we write d
dθ
f(θ) to denote the p× 1 vector of partial derivatives ( ∂

∂θj
f(θ))pj=1.

For a function g : Rp → Rq, we write d
dθ
g(θ) to denote the p× q matrix ( ∂

∂θj
gk(θ))

p,q
j,k=1.

For X ∼ fθ, we denote the score function as S(θ, x) = d
dθ

log fθ(x), and the Fisher

information as I(θ) = Eθ
[
S(θ,X)S>(θ,X)

]
. An estimator θ̂ : X n → Θ is efficient if for

X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ, we have

√
n(θ̂(X)− θ) d→ N(0, I−1(θ)).

Let f and g be densities with respect to a common base measure µ. The total variation

distance between f and g is TV(f ||g) = 1
2

∫
x
|f(x) − g(x)| dµ(x); the Hellinger distance

between f and g is H(f ||g)2 = 1
2

∫
x

(√
f(x)−

√
g(x)

)2

dµ(x); the KL divergence from g

to f is KL(f ||g) = Ex∼f log(f(x)/g(x)). For random variables X ∼ f and Y ∼ g, we write

TV(X||Y ), H(X||Y ) and KL(X||Y ) to mean TV(f ||g), H(f ||g) and KL(f ||g), respectively.
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3 Methodology

In this section, we recall some basic measure theory about random variables in (R0)

in order to formalize the approach of indirect inference and the ICSS algorithm. After

properly introducing the ICSS algorithm, we discuss how numerical seeds can be used in

computational platforms such as R to simulate the measure theory of (R0). We also give a

pseudocode implementation of the ICSS algorithm using numerical seeds in Algorithm 1.

Consider sample X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ for a parametric model, where θ is unknown, and let

θ̂ be an estimator for θ. Our goal is to produce a new sample Y1, . . . , Yn whose distribution

is approximately fnθ (y | θ̂(y) = θ̂(X)). In Section 4, we focus on the case where θ̂(·)

is an efficient estimator of θ. Recall that when θ̂(X) is a sufficient statistic, that the

above conditional distribution does not depend on θ; in this case, it is at least conceivably

possible to sample exactly from this distribution. If θ̂(X) is an efficient estimator, then it is

asymptotically sufficient [Le Cam et al., 1956], and we prove in Section 4.1 that ICSS can

provide an asymptotic approximation to the desired distribution.

Barber and Janson [2020] produce approximate co-sufficient samples by substituting

θ̂(X) for θ. The density function of fn
θ̂(X)

(y | θ̂(y) = θ̂(X)) can be expressed up to the

normalizing constant, and then MCMC methods can be used to generate samples. there is

still a computational challenge of sampling from this distribution, often involving MCMC

techniques. Furthermore, for models with latent variables, the likelihood may be intractable

rendering MCMC methods inapplicable.

In this paper, we study an indirect inference based method of sampling such distributions,

which replaces the sampling problem with an optimization problem. This makes the problem

much more computationally efficient and easier to implement, requiring only the ability

to sample from the model and compute an efficient estimator for the model parameters.
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Indirect inference is based on the idea that by first fixing the seed, we can study the

deterministic process of the random variable, by modifying the parameter values. We give

the formal definition of the seed in terms of measure theory in the following assumption.

Assumption 3.1. (R0) Let (Ω,F , P ) be a probability space of the seed ω. Let Xθ : Ω→ X

be a measurable function, where (X ,G) is a measurable space and θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rp. We assume

that there exists a measure µ on (X ,G) which dominates PX−1
θ for all θ ∈ Θ. Then there

exist densities fθ : X → R≥0 such that
∫
A
dPX−1

θ =
∫
A
fθdµ for all A ∈ G.

Assumption (R0) tells us that to produce a sample X ∼ fθ, we can first sample the seed

ω ∼ P and then transform the seed into Y := Xθ(ω). This procedure results in a sample

equal in distribution: X d
= Y . Next, assuming some regularity conditions on fθ (formalized

in Assumption 4.1), we have that the mapping Xθ(·) is smooth as θ is varies.

The ICSS algorithm works as follows: given θ̂(X) computed from the original dataset,

we first sample the seeds ω1, . . . , ωn
i.i.d.∼ P , and then while holding ω1, . . . , ωn fixed, solve

for the value θ∗ which satisfies:

θ̂(Xθ∗(ω)) = θ̂(X), (1)

thereby ensuring that the new sample has the same value of θ̂ as the original sample X.

Finally, we can produce our synthetic data Yi = Xθ∗(ωi), which can be used for limited data

disclosure or for statistical inference.

When implementing the ICSS algorithm in computing software, the use of numerical

seeds is incredibly useful. For example in R, the command set.seed fixes the initial

numerical seed, which is used to generate pseudo-random numbers. After setting the seed,

sampling from a probability model with parameter θ is a deterministic function of the

seed. Importantly, under the conditions of Assumption 4.1, for a fixed seed the sample
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varies smoothly as θ is varied. See Algorithm 1 for R pseudo-code demonstrating how to

use numerical seeds to solve Equation (1). In Algorithm 2, we give R pseudo-code for the

one-step approximate solution to (1), which we develop in Section 4.2.

Algorithm 1: Indirect approximate co-sufficient sampling Pseudo-code in R
Input: Seed ω, efficient estimator θ̂(X), function theta_hat(y) to compute θ̂(y),

function rsample(θ) to sample n i.i.d. samples from fθ.
1 Function objective(θ):
2 set.seed(ω)
3 Y = rsample(θ)
4 θ̂(Y ) = theta_hat(Y )
5 return ‖θ̂(Y )− θ̂(X)‖2

6 θ∗ = argMinimum(objective)
7 set.seed(ω)
8 Y = rsample(θ∗)

Output: Y1, . . . , Yn

Remark 3.2 (Related Methods). While using different terminology and notation than we

do here, similar methods to Equation (1) have been proposed previously in the literature

[Lindqvist and Taraldsen, 2005, 2007, 2013, Lillegard and Engen, 1999, Engen and Lillegård,

1997]. One key difference between these past works and the present paper is that they

are limited to the case of sufficient statistics, whereas we show in Theorem 4.5 that the

conditional distribution can be approximated even when θ̂ is an efficient statistic. The

previous works also assume that the distribution P is known and easily sampled, whereas

in Algorithm 1 we show that numerical seeds can be more easily used. Lastly, the previous

methods do not discuss algorithmic methods of solving Equation (1). We show in Example

4.6 that an exact solution may not exist, and propose in Algorithm 2 an efficient one-step

algorithm that produces an approximate solution to Equation (1).
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We end this section with two examples illustrating the ICSS algorithm in simple settings

such as location-scale families and continuous real-valued random variables.

Example 3.3 (Location-Scale Example). In the case where fθ is a location-scale family, it

is easy to illustrate the seed, the function Xθ, and how to compute the parameter value

θ∗. Let θ = (m, s) be the parameter vector, where m is the location parameter and s is the

scale parameter. Let θ0 = (0, 1) be a default parameter. To produce a sample from fθ=(m,s),

we can draw a seed ω ∼ fθ0 and apply the function Xθ=(m,s)(ω) = ω · s+m. Given a sample

x = (x1, . . . , xn)>, let m̂(x) and ŝ(x) be location and scale estimators, respectively, which

satisfy m̂(ax+b) = am̂(x)+b and ŝ(ax+b) = aŝ(x), where (ax+b) := (ax1+b, . . . , axn+b)>.

Suppose we are given X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ and ω1, . . . , ωn

i.i.d.∼ fθ0 . It is easy to verify that

θ∗ = (m̂(X)− m̂(ω)ŝ(X)/ŝ(ω), ŝ(X)/ŝ(ω)) is the solution to Equation (1). So, we produce

the sample Yi = Xθ∗(ωi), which satisfies m̂(Y ) = m̂(X) and ŝ(Y ) = ŝ(X).

Example 3.4 (Continuous Real-Valued Example). For continuous real-valued random

variables, we can be more explicit about the “seeds.” Recall that for U ∼ U(0, 1), F−1
θ (U) ∼

fθ where F−1
θ (·) is the quantile function. So in this case, the distribution P can be taken as

U(0, 1), and Xθ(·) = F−1
θ (·).

3.1 Limitations of Parametric Bootstrap

The parametric bootstrap is a popular alternative to co-sufficient sampling, which has

been popularly used both for synthetic data as well as for hypothesis testing. However,

the parametric bootstrap has considerable weaknesses compared to co-sufficient sampling,

in that it results in significantly worse approximations to the true sampling distribution.

In this section, we prove that the parametric bootstrap results in “inconsistent” synthetic

data, where we show that the total variation distance between the true distribution and the
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parametric bootstrap approximation does not go to zero as n→∞. We also recall other

limitations of the parametric bootstrap as related to hypothesis testing.

From the perspective of synthetic data, the goal is to produce a new dataset Y such

that Y
d
≈ X, where the approximation could be measured by a metric or divergence. At

minimum, we may expect that the distribution of Y approaches the distribution of X

as the sample size n grows. We begin with an example that show that the parametric

bootstrap results in suboptimal asymptotics, calling into question the appropriateness of

the parametric bootstrap for the generation of synthetic.

Example 3.5. Suppose that X1 . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ N(µ, 1). We estimate µ̂(X) = n−1

∑n
i=1 Xi

and draw Z1, . . . , Zn|µ̂(X)
i.i.d.∼ N(µ̂(X), 1). We can compute Var(µ̂(X)) = n−1, whereas

Var(µ̂(Z)) = 2n−1. By using the synthetic data Z, we have lost half of the effective sample

size. We can also derive (Z1, . . . , Zn)> ∼ N(µ1, In + n−11 1>), where 1 = (1, . . . , 1)> is a

vector of length n. It is easily calculated that the Hellinger distance between the samples

X and Z is H(X||Z) = 1 − 21/4/(3/2)1/2 ≈ .029, by using the formula in the proof of

Proposition 3.6. This demonstrates that the samples X and Z are fundamentally different,

and that their distributions do not approach each other as n grows.

While a simple example, the implications of Example 3.5 are quite general. In fact,

when θ̂(·) is an efficient estimator, we show that a similar result holds in Proposition 3.6:

θ̂(Z) is an inefficient estimator for θ, and that the distribution of Z is “inconsistent” in that

the distance between the distributions of Z and X does not go to zero as n→∞.

Proposition 3.6. Let X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ, let θ̂(X) be an efficient estimator for θ. Sample

Z1, . . . , Zn|θ̂(X)
i.i.d.∼ fθ̂(X). Then

1.
√
n(θ̂(Z)− θ) d→ N(0, 2I−1(θ)), whereas

√
n(θ̂(X)− θ) d→ N(0, I−1(θ)), and
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2. TV(X1, . . . , Xn||Z1, . . . , Zn) does not converge to zero as n→∞.

Proposition 3.6 demonstrates that the parametric bootstrap is not ideal for the generation

of synthetic data. We show in Section 4 that our approach to approximate so-sufficient

sampling offers improved asymptotics over the parametric bootstrap.

The parametric bootstrap also has limitations when applied to hypothesis testing prob-

lems. Indeed, Robins et al. [2000] show that if the test statistic T (X) is asymptotically

normal with mean a(θ), then the parametric bootstrap p-values are asymptotically conser-

vative if a(θ) is not a constant in θ; this results in tests with low power. On the other hand,

if a(θ) is constant in θ, then the p-values are asymptotically uniform under the null. See

Boos et al. [2003] for an intuitive discussion of this phenomenon.

For complex models, it may be difficult to construct a test statistic with the necessary

properties to ensure that the p-values are appropriately calibrated. On the other hand,

Barber and Janson [2020] showed that using approximate co-sufficient sampling methods

similar to those in this paper guarantee asymptotically uniform p-values under the null

hypothesis, no matter which test statistic is used. We show in Section 4.1 that our method

also results in approximate co-sufficient samples, and demonstrate in in Section 5.4 that for

a DP testing problem, samples from our method have calibrated p-values whereas samples

from the parametric bootstrap result in overly conservative p-values and limited power.

4 Main results

In this section, we prove the main results related to the indirect inference approach to

approximate co-sufficient sampling. The results fit into two categories: in section 4.1, we

assume an exact solution to Equation (1) and prove distributional results of the resulting

ICSS samples, when using an efficient estimator. In Section 4.2, we address the practical
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problem of finding a numerical solution by proposing a one-step approximate solution to (1),

which only requires fitting the model, sampling from the model, and computing an efficient

statistic. We show that whether there exists an exact solution to (1) or not, the one-step

algorithm is guaranteed to preserve the original efficient statistic θ̂(X) up to op(n−1/2),

thereby maintaining efficiency.

4.1 Distributional results

In this section, we prove results comparing the distribution of the ICSS synthetic data when

using an efficient estimator and the original sample. We begin by introducing additional

assumptions on the data generating distribution, which ensure that an efficient estimator

exists, as well as an assumption ensuring that the efficient estimator is well-behaved. Next,

we prove a basic result expressing the phenomenon of asymptotic sufficiency [Le Cam et al.,

1956] in terms of KL divergence in Theorem 4.2. This result essentially shows that the

KL divergence between ACSS samples and the true data distribution goes to zero, so long

as the plug-in value satisfies θn = θ + O(n−1/2). After this preliminary work, we prove

two lemmas about the ICSS algorithm in the case of an efficient estimator, expressing the

conditional distribution of the ICSS samples as well as the asymptotic performance of θ∗,

the solution to Equation (1). Finally, we combine our lemmas with Theorem 4.2 to show

that the expected KL divergence between the approximate samples via ICSS and the true

CSS distribution goes to zero as the sample size goes to infinity.

Assumptions (R1)-(R3) below consists of standard regularity conditions to ensure that

an efficient estimator exists, see for example Serfling [1980]. These assumptions will be

required to establish properties of the conditional distribution fnθ (x1, . . . , xn | θ̂(x)), and

the efficiency will imply asymptotic sufficiency. While (R4) is not a standard regularity

condition, it ensures that the efficient estimator is well-behaved.
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Assumption 4.1. (R1) Let θ0 ∈ Θ ⊂ Rp be the true parameter, where Θ is a compact set.

Assume there exists an open ball B(θ0) ⊂ Θ about θ0, the model fθ is identifiable,

and that the set {x ∈ X | fθ(x) > 0} does not depend on θ.

(R2) The pdf fθ(x) has three derivatives in θ for all x and there exist functions gi(x), gij(x),

gijk(x) for i, j, k = 1, . . . , p such that for all x and all θ ∈ B(θ0),∣∣∣∣∂fθ(x)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣ ≤ gi(x),

∣∣∣∣∂2fθ(x)

∂θi∂θj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ gij(x),

∣∣∣∣ ∂3fθ(x)

∂θi∂θj∂θk

∣∣∣∣ ≤ gijk(x).

We further assume that each g satisfies
∫
g(x) dx < ∞ and Eθgijk(X) < ∞ for

θ ∈ B(θ0).

(R3) The Fisher information matrix I(θ) = Eθ[( d
dθ

log fθ(X))( d
dθ

log fθ(X))>] consists of

finite entries, and is positive definite for all θ ∈ B(θ0).

(R4) Let θ̂(X) be an efficient estimator of θ. Let gθ,n(θ̂) be the marginal distribution of

θ̂(X) based on the sample X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ. Assume there exists functions Gijk(θ̂)

such that
∣∣∣ ∂3

∂θi∂θj∂θk
log gθ,n(θ̂)

∣∣∣ ≤ nGijk(θ̂) for all θ̂, all n ≥ 1, and all θ ∈ B(θ0), where

Eθ̂∼θGijk(θ̂) <∞.

Theorem 4.2 shows that when using ACSS with plug-in value of θn for θ, the KL distance

between the approximate samples and the true sampling distribution goes to zero so long as

θn = θ +O(n−1/2). This result heavily relies on the efficiency of the estimator. Recall that

Le Cam et al. [1956] show that an efficient estimator is asymptotically sufficient. Theorem

4.2 illustrates this phenomenon by showing that the dependence on θn is small, as n grows.

Theorem 4.2. Under assumptions (R0)-(R4), let θ ∈ Θ and let θn be a sequence of values in

Θ. Let θ̂(·) be a randomized estimator based on a sample X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ, with conditional
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distribution gn(θ̂ | X) and marginal distribution gθ,n(θ̂). Then the KL divergence between

the sample X1, . . . , Xn and Y1, . . . , Yn ∼ fnθn(y1, . . . , yn | θ̂(y) = θ̂(X)) is

KL (X1, . . . , Xn||Y1, . . . , Yn) = o(n)‖θn − θ‖2 +O(n)‖θn − θ‖3.

In particular, if θn − θ = O(n−1/2), then the above KL divergence goes to zero as n→∞.

Next we return to the ICSS algorithm. In Lemma 4.3, we give a formula for the

conditional distribution of the ICSS algorithm, and show that it can be written in terms of

the data generating distribution conditioned on the efficient statistic.

Lemma 4.3. We assume (R0) and use the notation therein. Let X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ0 and

let θ̂ ∈ Θ. We assume that there exists a unique solution θ to the equation θ̂(Xθ(ω)) = θ̂

for all values of ω1, . . . , ωn ∈ Ω. Let ω1, . . . , ωn
i.i.d.∼ P , let θ∗ ∈ Θ, and call Y θ∗

i = Xθ∗(ωi).

Then Y θ∗
1 , . . . , Y θ∗

n

∣∣∣ (θ̂(Y θ∗) = θ̂
)
∼ fnθ∗(y1, . . . , yn | θ̂(y) = θ̂).

We will combine Lemma 4.3 and Theorem 4.2 to address the performance of the ICSS

algorithm, but first we need to characterize the rate of convergence of θ∗ to θ. It will be

convenience to call hθ,n(θ∗) the marginal distribution of θ∗, where the random variable θ∗ is

generated as follows: Assuming (R0)-(R4), that there exists a unique solution to Equation

(1), and using the notation of Theorem 4.2, sample θ̂ ∼ gθ,n(θ̂), where gθ,n(·), and sample

ω1, . . . , ωn
i.i.d.∼ P . Then θ∗ is defined to be the solution to the equation θ̂(Xθ∗(ω)) = θ̂.

Lemma 4.4. Assume (R0-R4) and that there exists a unique solution to Equation (1). Let

θ∗ ∼ hθ,n(θ∗). Then θ∗ = θ +Op(n
−1/2).

Finally, we combine our results to prove Theorem 4.5. Connecting Theorem 4.5 with

Lemma 4.3, we interpret Theorem 4.5 roughly as follows: the conditional distribution

generated by ICSS using an efficient statistic approaches the true conditional distribution in
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terms of the expected KL divergence, as the sample size goes to infinity. Based on Theorem

4.5, we expect that any test which tries to distinguish between Y and X will have power

approaching the type I error as n→∞. We confirm this through simulations in Section 5.1.

Theorem 4.5. Assume (R0)-(R4) and that there is a unique solution to Equation (1). Let

θ∗ ∼ hθ,n(θ∗). Then

Eθ̂∼gθ,nKL
(
X1, . . . , Xn|θ̂(X) = θ̂

∣∣∣∣∣∣Xθ∗(ω1), . . . , Xθ∗(ωn)|θ̂(Xθ∗(ω)) = θ̂
)

= op(1),

where Xi
i.i.d.∼ fθ, ωi

i.i.d.∼ P , and gθ,n(·) is defined in Theorem 4.2.

Theorem 4.5 follows from the proof of Theorem 4.2 in combination with Lemma 4.4.

Note that in Theorem 4.5, θ∗ is not included in the expectations on the left hand side, so

the expression is a function of the random variable θ∗. Similarly, the op(1) term depends on

the randomness in the random variable θ∗.

4.2 A computationally efficient one-step estimator

So far, we have developed distributional properties of the ICSS algorithm when applied to

efficient statistics. However, solving the optimization problem in Equation (1) is can be

challenging. In fact, as we demonstrate in Example 4.6 it may be the case that an exact

solution does not exist for many models. In this section, we propose a One Approximate-

Step Indirect co-Sufficient Sampling method (OASIS Sampling), which gives a “one-step”

approximate solution to equation (1). We prove in Theorem 4.7 that OASIS results in a

sample with θ̂(Y ) = θ̂(X) + op(n
−1/2).

Example 4.6. [No solution to Equation (1)] Suppose that Xi = Wi + Ni, where Wi
i.i.d.∼

Bern(θ) and Ni
i.i.d.∼ U(0, 1) and Wi |= Ni. Note that θ̂(X) = n−1

∑n
i=1 Xi − 1

2
is an efficient
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estimator. Using the notation of (R0), Ω = U(0, 1)2 and Xθ : Ω → R, defined by

Xθ(u1, u2) = F−1
θ (u1) + u2, where F−1

θ (·) is the quantile function for Bern(θ). Then,

for any value θ∗ ∈ [0, 1], θ̂(Y ) = θ̂
(
Xθ∗(u

(1)
1 , u

(1)
2 ), . . . , Xθ∗(u

(n)
1 , u

(n)
2 )
)

only takes n + 1

possible values:
{
n−1

∑n
i=1 u

(i)
2 − 1

2
+ i

n

∣∣∣i ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , n}}. As such, given θ̂(X) from

an independent sample, the probability that θ̂(X) is in this set is zero. From another

perspective, the decimal value of nθ̂(Y ) is completely determined by n−1
∑n

i=1 u
(i)
2 , and is

not influenced by θ∗.

Based on Example 4.6, we cannot expect to always find an exact solution to Equation

(1). In Theorem 4.7 and Algorithm 2, we propose a one-step approximate solution which

is based on the following intuition: Call Zi = Xθ̂(X)(ωi) and Yi = Xθ∗(ωi), where θ∗ is the

exact solution to Equation (1). Since Z and Y use the same seeds, we expect that the

differences θ̂(Y )− θ∗ = θ̂(X)− θ∗ and θ̂(Z)− θ̂(X) should be similar, especially for larger

sample sizes. Solving θ̂(X)− θ∗ = θ̂(Z)− θ̂(X) for θ∗ gives the solution θ∗ = 2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z),

which is exactly the one-step estimator of Theorem 4.7.

The following Theorem shows that regardless of whether a solution to Equation (1)

exists, the OASIS sampling algorithm preserves the efficient statistic up to op(n−1/2). Note

that the assumption (R4) is not necessary for Theorem 4.7.

Theorem 4.7. Assume that (R0)-(R3) hold. Let X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ0 and let ω1, . . . , ωn

i.i.d.∼

P . Set θ∗1 = ProjΘ(2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z)), where ProjΘ(·) is the projection operator onto the set Θ,

θ̂ is an efficient estimator, and (Zi)
n
i=1 = (Xθ̂(X)(ωi))

n
i=1. Then for (Yi)

n
i=1 = (Xθ∗1

(ωi))
n
i=1,

we have θ̂(Y ) = θ̂(X) + op(n
−1/2).

In combination with the results of Section 4.1, Theorem 4.7 is very powerful. With only

a constant multiple increase in computational time compared to the parametric bootstrap,

OASIS sampling is able to produce samples which preserve an efficient statistic with
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asymptotically negligible error. In Algorithm 2, we give an R pseudo-code implementation

of the OASIS method, demonstrating how the method is very easily implemented.

In Theorem 4.7 and Algorithm 2, the role of the projection operator is to address

parameter spaces that may not be closed under linear combinations. For example, in

multinomial models, the parameter space is a probability simplex. The projection operator

ensures that θ∗1 always lies within Θ. Note that the exact projection used does not affect

the asymptotic result of Theorem 4.7, since for large n, 2θ̂(X) − θ̂(Z) will lie in Θ with

probability one.
Algorithm 2: OASIS Sampling Pseudo-code in R

Input: Seed ω, efficient estimator θ̂(X), function theta_hat(y) to compute θ̂(y),
function rsample(θ) to sample n i.i.d. samples from fθ.

1 set.seed(ω)
2 Z = rsample(θ̂(X))
3 θ̂(Z) = theta_hat(Z)
4 θ∗1 = 2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z)
5 if θ∗1 6∈ Θ then
6 θ∗1 = ProjΘ(θ∗)

7 set.seed(ω)
8 Y = rsample(θ∗1)

Output: Y1, . . . , Yn

Remark 4.8 (Intractable Likelihood Functions). Another strength of ICSS, and the OASIS

method in particular, is that it can be applied to problems which are easy to sample, but

which have intractable or expensive likelihood functions. This may occur when there are

latent variables that must be marginalized to evaluate the likelihood. A notable example

of this is in differential privacy: the private sample X1, . . . , Xn is drawn from fθ, and

then the privatized result S is drawn from a privacy mechanism Q(S|X1, . . . , Xn). At

this point, the analyst only has access to the privatized result S. Deriving the marginal

distribution of S can be computationally intractable, as it requires integrating over all
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possible datasets X1, . . . , Xn. This phenomenon of differential privacy was first noted in

Williams and McSherry [2010]. In Karwa et al. [2016], a variational approximation was used

to approximate the intractable likelihood for a privatized log-linear model. Note that the

MCMC methods of Barber and Janson [2020] are inapplicable in such settings as MCMC

methods require evaluations of the likelihood function for each step of the Markov chain.

5 Examples and simulations

5.1 Burr type XII distribution

The Burr Type XII distribution, denoted Burr(c, k), also known as the Singh–Maddala

distribution, is a useful model for income [McDonald, 2008]. The distribution has pdf

f(x) = ckxc−1(1 + xc)−(k+1), with support x > 0. Both c and k are positive. The Burr

distribution was chosen for our first simulation because 1) it is one-dimensional, allowing

for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test to be applied, and 2) as it is not exponential family

or location-scale, the conditional distribution is non-trivial. The goal of the following

simulation is to verify that the samples generated using OASIS sampling to preserve the

efficient statistic with negligible error, and that the samples are indistinguishable from the

original unknown distribution, as tested via the K-S test.

For the simulation, we set c = 2 and k = 4, and denote θ = (c, k). Let θ̂MLE be the

MLE. We draw Xi
i.i.d.∼ Burr(2, 4), Zi

i.i.d.∼ Burr(θ̂MLE(X)), and (Yi)
n
i=1 from Algorithm 2.

The simulation is conducted for n ∈ {100, 1000, 10000} with results averaged over 10000

replicates for each n.

Over the replicates, we compute the MLE and report the average squared `2-distance

to the true parameters, which estimates the variance. The results are in Table 1. When
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sampling from the the fitted model, θ̂(Z) has about twice the variance as θ̂(X), whereas

θ̂(Y ) has very similar variance as θ̂(X).

We also calculate the empirical power of the K-S test, comparing each sample with the

true distribution Burr(2, 4), at type I error .05. The results are presented in Table 2. We see

that the (Xi) have empirical power approximately .05, confirming that the type I error is

appropriately calibrated. We also see that the K-S test using (Yi) has power approximately

.05, indicating that the empirical distribution of the OASIS samples (Yi) is very close to

the true distribution. On the other hand, we see that the K-S test with (Zi) has power

.15, significantly higher than the type I error, indicating that the parametric bootstrap

samples (Zi) are from a fundamentally different distribution than the (Xi). This result is in

agreement with Proposition 3.6 and the results of Section 4.

Table 1: Average squared `2-distance between the MLE and the vector (2, 4). (Xi) are
drawn i.i.d. from Burr(2, 4), (Zi) are i.i.d. from Burr(θ̂(X)), and (Yi) are from Algorithm 2.
Results are averaged over 10000 replicates, for each n. The first and third lines are accurate
up to approximately ±2 in the third digit of each value with 95% confidence. The second
line has error ±4 in the third digit.

n: 100 1000 10000
θ̂(X) 2.6252× 10−1 2.2254× 10−2 2.1992× 10−3

θ̂(Z) 5.8542× 10−1 4.4763× 10−2 4.4149× 10−3

θ̂(Y ) 2.6211× 10−1 2.2178× 10−2 2.1994× 10−3

5.2 Log-linear model

This example is based on a dataset of of 68,694 passengers in automobiles and light trucks

involved in accidents in the state of Maine in 1991. Table 3 reports the number of passengers

according to gender (G), location (L), seatbelt status (S), and injury status (I).
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Table 2: Empirical power of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the distribution Burr(2, 4) at
type I error .05. (Xi) are drawn i.i.d from Burr(2, 4), (Zi) are drawn i.i.d from Burr(θ̂(X)),
and (Yi) are from Algorithm 2. Results are averaged over 10000 replicates, for each n.
Standard errors are approximately 0.0022 for lines 1 and 3, and 0.0036 for line 2.

n: 100 1000 10000
(Xi) 0.0471 0.0464 0.0503
(Zi) 0.1524 0.1541 0.1493
(Yi) 0.0544 0.0489 0.0485

As in Agresti [2003], we fit a hierarchical log-linear model based on all one-way effects

and two-way interactions. The model is summarized in Equation (2), where µijk` represents

the expected count in bin i, j, k, `. The parameter λGi represents the effect of Gender, and

parameter λGLij represents the interaction between Gender and Location. The other main

effects and interactions are analogous.

log µijk` = λ+ λGi + λLj + λSk + λI` + λGLij + λGSik + λGIi` + λLSjk + λLIj` + λSIk` (2)

For our simulations, we treat the fitted parameters as the true parameters, to ensure

that model assumptions are met. We simulate from the fitted model at sample sizes

n ∈ {102, 103, 104, 105} and compare the performance in terms of the fitted probabilities

for each bin of the contingency table. The results are plotted in Figure 1a, with both axes

on log-scale. The “mean error” is the average squared `2 distance between the estimated

parameter vector and the true parameter vector, averaged over 200 replicates. To interpret

the plot, note that if the error is of the form error = cn−1, where c is a constant, then

log(error) = c+ (−1) log(n). So, the slope represents the convergence rate, and the vertical

offset represents the asymptotic variance. In Figure 1a, we see that the curve for θ̂(Y ),

based on OASIS samples, approaches the curve for θ̂(X), indicating that they have the same

asymptotic rate and variance. On the other hand, the curve for θ̂(Z), based on parametric
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Table 3: Injury, Seat-Belt Use, Gender, and Location. Source: Agresti [2003, Table 8.8].
Originally credited to Cristanna Cook, Medical Care Development, Augusta, Maine.

Injury

Gender Location Seatbelt No Yes

Female Urban No 7,287 996
Yes 11,587 759

Rural No 3,246 973
Yes 6,134 757

Male Urban No 10,381 812
Yes 10,969 380

Rural No 6,123 1,084
Yes 6,693 513

bootstrap samples, has the same slope, but does not approach the θ̂(X) curve, indicating

that θ̂(Z) has the same rate but inflated variance.

Recall that our procedure approximately preserves the sufficient statistics, similar to

sampling from a conditional distribution. Previous work has proposed procedures to sample

directly from conditional distributions for contingency table data. However, these approaches

require sophisticated tools from algebraic statistics, and are computationally expensive

(e.g., MCMC) [Karwa and Slavković, 2013]. In contrast, our approach is incredibly simple

to implement and highly computationally efficient. Our approach is also applicable for a

wide variety of models, whereas the techniques to sample directly from the conditional

distribution often require a tailored approach for each setting.

5.3 DP beta distributed synthetic data

In this example, we assume that X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ Beta(α, β), where α, β ≥ 1, and our goal

is to produce differentially private synthetic data. Often, to ensure finite sensitivity, the
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(a) Simulations corresponding to the log-linear
model with two-way interactions from Section
5.2
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(b) Simulations for the beta distribution from
Section 5.3. θ̂(X) is the MLE. θ̂(Z) and θ̂(Y )
both satisfy 1-DP.

Figure 1: Both figures plot the average squared `2-distance between the estimated parameters
and the true parameters on the log-scale. Averages are over 200 replicates for both plots.
θ̂(X) is from the true model, θ̂(Z) from the fitted model, and θ̂(Y ) from Algorithm 2.

data are clamped to artificial bounds [a, b], introducing bias in the DP estimate. Typically,

these bounds are fixed in n, resulting in asymptotically negligible noise, but Op(1) bias.

However, we will show that it is possible to increase the bounds in n to produce both

noise and bias of order op(n−1/2), resulting in an efficient DP estimator. We show through

simulations that using this estimator along with OASIS results in a DP sample with optimal

asymptotics. While we work with the beta distribution, this approach may be of value for

other exponential family distributions as well.

Recall that n−1
∑n

i=1 log(Xi) and n−1
∑n

i=1 log(1 −Xi) are sufficient statistics for the

beta distribution. We will add Laplace noise to each of these statistics to achieve differential
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privacy. However, the sensitivity of these quantities is unbounded. First we will pre-process

the data by setting X̃i = min{max(Xi, t), 1− t}, where t is a threshold that depends on n.

Then the `1-sensitivity of the pair of sufficient statistics is ∆(t) = 2n−1 |log(t)− log(1− t)|.

We add independent noise to each of the statistics from the distribution Laplace(∆(t)/ε),

which results in ε-DP versions of these statistics. Finally, we estimate θ = (α, β) by plugging

in the privatized sufficient statistics into the log-likelihood function and maximizing over θ.

The resulting parameter estimate satisfies ε-DP by post-processing.

We must carefully choose the threshold t to ensure that the resulting estimate is efficient.

The choice of t must satisfy ∆(t) = o(n−1/2) to ensure that the noise does not affect the

asymptotics of the likelihood function. We also require that both P (Xi < t) = o(n−1/2),

and P (Xi > 1 − t) = o(n−1/2) to ensure that X̃i = Xi + op(n
−1/2), which limits the bias

to op(n−1/2). For the beta distribution, we can calculate that P (Xi < t) = O(tα) and

P (Xi > 1 − t) = O(tβ). Since we assume that α, β ≥ 1, so long as t = o(n−1/2) the

probability bounds will hold. Taking t = min{1/2, 10/(log(n)
√
n)} satisfies t = o(n−1/2),

and we estimate the sensitivity as

∆(t) ≤ 2n−1 log(t−1) ≤ 2n−1 log(log(n)
√
n) = O(log(n)/n) = o(n−1/2),

which satisfies our requirement for ∆. While there are many choice of t which satisfy the

requirements, our threshold (including the constant 10) was chosen to optimize the finite

sample performance, so that the asymptotics could be illustrated with smaller sample sizes.

For the simulation, we sample X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ Beta(5, 3) for n ∈ {103, 104, 105, 106}.

We estimate θ̂(X) with the MLE. Using ε = 1, we privatize the sufficient statistics as

described above, and obtain θ̂DP from the privatized log-likelihood function. We sample

Z1, . . . , Zn
i.i.d.∼ fθ̂DP and estimate θ̂(Z) using maximum likelihood. We produce (Yi)

n
i=1 from
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Algorithm 2 using θ̂DP in place of θ̂(X). In Figure 1b, we plot the average squared `2

error between each estimate of θ from the true value (5, 3). The errors are averaged over

200 replicates, and are plotted on the log-scale. We see that θ̂DP and θ̂(Y ) have the same

asymptotic performance as the MLE, whereas θ̂(Z) has inflated variance. See the discussion

in Example 5.2 to understand this interpretation of the log-scale plot.

5.4 DP two sample proportion test

Suppose that we collect two independent samples of binary data, one from a “control

population” and another from a “treatment population”. We denote X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ Bern(θX)

as the control sample, and Y1, . . . , Ym
i.i.d.∼ Bern(θY ) as the treatment sample. To satisfy ε-

differential privacy, the data curators release the following noisy statistics: X̃ =
∑n

i=1Xi+N1

and Ỹ =
∑m

i=1 Yi+N2, where N1, N2
i.i.d.∼ Tulap(0, exp(−ε), 0); the sample sizes m and n are

released without modification. The Tulap distribution was proposed in Awan and Slavković

[2018] and Awan and Slavković [2020] as the optimal mechanism for Bernoulli data in terms of

generating uniformly most powerful hypothesis tests and uniformly most accurate confidence

intervals. Recall that N1
d
= N2

d
= G1 −G2 + U , where G1, G2

i.i.d.∼ Geom(1− exp(−ε)) and

U ∼ Unif(−1/2, 1/2). We can think of X̃ and Ỹ as noisy counts for the number of ones in

the control and treatment groups.

Based on the privatized summary statistics X̃ and Ỹ , we are to test H0 : θX = θY

versus H1 : θX ≤ θY . Without privacy, there exists a uniformly most powerful test, which is

constructed by conditioning on the total number of ones:
∑n

i=1 Xi +
∑m

j=1 Yj, a minimal

sufficient statistic under the null hypothesis. However, with the noisy counts, it can be

verified that there is not a low-dimensional sufficient statistic. On the other hand, an efficient

estimator for θX = θY under the null hypothesis is θ̂(X̃, Ỹ ) = min{max{(X̃ + Ỹ )/(m +

n), 0}, 1}. Note that deriving the exact distribution of (X̃, Ỹ ) | θ̂(X̃, Ỹ ) is fairly complex,

29



involving the convolution of distributions. However, the indirect method can easily produce

approximate samples from this conditional distribution. In what follows, we use the OASIS

sampling algorithm, given in Algorithm 2 and investigate the properties of a hypothesis test

based on this conditional distribution in comparison with a parametric bootstrap test.

Recall that without privacy, the uniformly most powerful test uses the test statistic

Y , and threshold computed from the conditional distribution of Y |X + Y under the null

hypothesis. With privacy, we will use the test statistic Ỹ , and compute the p-values

based on Ỹ | θ̂(X̃, Ỹ ). In particular, we compare the performance of this test versus

the “parametric bootstrap” test, which uses the test statistic Ỹ based on the approximate

sampling distribution, which is the convolution of Binom(θ̂(X̃, Ỹ )) and Tulap(0, exp(−ε), 0).

For the simulation, we use the sample size n = m = 200, fix θX = 0.3, set the privacy

parameter to ε = 1, and base the simulation on 10,000 replicates. Under the null hypothesis,

where θY = θX , we plot the empirical cumulative distribution function (CDF) for the

p-values of the proposed test as well as for the parametric bootstrap test in Figure 2(a).

Recall that a properly calibrated p-value will have the CDF of U(0, 1). We see that the

empirical CDF of the p-values for the OASIS test closely approximate the ideal CDF,

whereas the p-values of the parametric bootstrap test are overly conservative.

Next, we study the power of the OASIS test versus the parametric bootstrap test in

Figure 2(b). For this simulation, we set n = m = 200, fix θX = .3, and set ε = 1. We vary

the value of θY along the x-axis by increments of .001 and plot the empirical power of the

two tests, averaged over 10,000 replicates for each value of θY . We see that the OASIS test

offers a considerable increase in power over the bootstrap test.
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Figure 2: Simulations for the DP two sample proportion test of Section 5.4. In red is the
OASIS test, and in blue is the parametric bootstrap test. Sample sizes are n = m = 200,
privacy parameter is ε = 1, and type I error is .05.

5.5 Running time versus MCMC for linear regression

In this section, we compare the running time of Algorithm 2 to an MCMC method of

sampling the conditional distribution, proposed by Barber and Janson [2020]. We will base

the comparison on a linear regression problem.

We use a similar setting as Simulation 1 in Barber and Janson [2020]. We sample

Yi
i.i.d.∼ N(Ziβ, 1), where β and Zi are 5-dimensional, with the true (unknown) parameter

β> = (.2, .2, .2, .2, .2), and Z>i
i.i.d.∼ N(0, I). For synthetic data, we condition on the matrix Z,

as well as on an efficient estimator for β. The approach of Barber and Janson [2020] requires
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adding a small amount of independent normal noise w ∼ N(0, σ2I) to the score function

before minimizing. To ensure that the estimator is still efficient, we set σ = 1/n. According

to Barber and Janson [2020], the pdf of the conditional distribution is proportional to

fβ̂(Y |Z) exp

(
−‖∇`(β̂ | Y, Z)‖2

2σ2d

)
det
(
∇2`(β̂ | Y, Z)

)
, (3)

where `(β | Y, Z) is the log-likelihood function. This unnormalized density can then be used

in an MCMC sampler. While this is a relatively simple model, sampling from the conditional

distribution is still non-trivial as we are tasked with sampling from an n-dimensional space

where the mass is concentrated around an n− 5 dimensional subspace.

For each n ∈ {26, 27, . . . , 214}, we simulate a sample (Y, Z) of the appropriate dimension.

To do this, we run 100 rounds of a one-at-a-time MCMC method with Gaussian proposals,

which consists of 100*n one-dimensional update steps, using Equation (3) and step-size of

.1. We then run 1000 replicates of the OASIS method of Algorithm 2. In Figure 3, we

average the replicates to get the average time for one round of the MCMC, as well as the

average run time of Algorithm 2.

In the left plot of Figure 3, we see that even a single round of the MCMC is much

more computationally expensive than a complete run of Algorithm 2. Through additional

simulations at smaller sample sizes (n ≈ 100), we found that approximately 35, 000 rounds

of the MCMC algorithm were required to produce a sample with less than .01 correlation

with the initial state, when the step size was optimized to have between 10−20% acceptance

rate. Thus, to produce a single sample at n = 16384, that is minimally correlated with the

original Y , the MCMC method is expected to take 295610s ≈ 82hours. On the other hand,

Algorithm 2 only takes 0.002538s to generate a sample. If these simulation methods are to

be used for hypothesis testing p-value computations, then thousands of samples are needed.
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Figure 3: Linear regression simulation of Section 5.5. Running time for one round of a
one-at-a-time MCMC in red, and average running time of one run of Algorithm 2 in blue.

Furthermore, in real-world datasets n and p may be far larger than those considered in this

simulation, making the MCMC implementation even more impractical.

In the right plot of Figure 3, we have another plot of the running time of the MCMC

procedure as well as Algorithm 2, but with both axes on the log-scale. As discussed in

Section 5.2, this sort of plot allows us to infer the computational complexity. In green is a

line of slope 1, which represents the computational complexity O(n), and we see that the

running time of Algorithm 2 has approximately the same slope as this line. In orange is a

line of slope 2, which represents the computation complexity of O(n2), and we see that the

running time of one round of the MCMC procedure has approximately the same slope as

this line. Thus, not only is the observed running time of Algorithm 2 much smaller than for

33



the MCMC, but the computation complexity is reduced from O(n2) to O(n).

Remark 5.1 (Computational Complexity). The computation complexity of Algorithm 2 is

expected to be O(n) for many common models, as it requires simulating samples of size n,

and computing an efficient estimator for the parameter, which can often be done in O(n)

time. On the other hand, MCMC procedures are expected to take at least O(n2) time,

as they require at least O(n) steps to converge (consider for instance, the one-at-a-time

MCMC) as well as evaluating the likelihood at each step, which often takes at least O(n)

time. This intuition is confirmed by the results in Figure 3.

This analysis assumes that the likelihood has a convenient expression that can be

evaluated in O(n) time. For latent variable and missing-data problems, the likelihood may

be far more expensive, or even computationally intractable.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we extended the ICSS algorithm to models with efficient statistics, but which

may not have low-dimensional sufficient statistics. We also proposed the OASIS sampling

algorithm as an approximate solution to ICSS, which is easily implemented and highly

computationally efficient. As compared to Barber and Janson [2020], our method offers

similar theoretical guarantees, but with a much improved computational cost, and ease of

implementation. A strength of our approach is that it only requires the ability to estimate

parameters and sample from the model. This is great for usability as many practitioners

can easily implement Algorithms 1 and 2, but may not have the expertise to implement

a customized MCMC procedure. Furthermore, our method can be easily applied even to

models with intractable likelihood functions, whereas MCMC approaches are inapplicable.

One area where likelihood-free inference is especially applicable is in the setting of
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differential privacy. Suppose that the data analyst releases privatized summary statistics,

we may wish to use these statistics to test certain hypotheses about the distribution

that generated the private data. However, despite the fact that many DP estimators

have asymptotically negligible noise, standard asymptotic tests often have unacceptably

poor performance with DP data [Wang et al., 2018]. Furthermore, deriving the exact

marginal likelihood of the DP output often requires evaluating a high dimensional and

intractable integral [Williams and McSherry, 2010]. While parametric bootstrap tests are

often applicable, as mentioned in Section 3.1 they do not guarantee accurate type I error

rates. The OASIS algorithm is nearly as easy to implement as the parametric bootstrap,

yet as we showed in Section 5.4 gives accurate p-values, even in moderate sample sizes.

The theory of this paper studied the case that the data was independent and identically

distributed, but as demonstrated in the linear regression simulation, the method is applicable

to a wider variety of models than just i.i.d. data. The results of Section 4 can likely be

extended to account for more general models. We leave this for future work.

Co-sufficient sampling have been successfully used to produce valid confidence intervals

in the presence of nuisance parameters [Lillegard and Engen, 1999]. However, the results of

Lillegard and Engen [1999] are limited to the case of exact co-sufficient sampling, and where

the nuisance parameters are location-scale. It would be interesting to investigate whether our

method of approximate co-sufficient sampling can be used to generate confidence intervals

in more complex models, when sufficient statistics are not available.

The distributional results of this paper are based on exact solutions to Equation (1). It

would be worth investigating how to bridge the gap between the exact ICSS method and

the OASIS algorithm. For instance, one could investigate conditions for an exact solution

to Equation (1) as well as computationally efficient algorithms to solve this equation, or

alternatively one could directly develop distributional results for OASIS sampling.
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7 Supplementary materials

7.1 Background on differential privacy

In this section, we review the basics of differential privacy (DP), which was originally

proposed in Dwork et al. [2006b] as a framework to develop methods of preserving privacy,
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with mathematical guarantees. Intuitively, the constraint of differential privacy requires

that for all possible databases, the change in one person’s data does not significantly change

the distribution of outputs. Consequently, having observed the DP output, an adversary

cannot accurately determine the input value of any single person in the database. Definition

7.1 gives a formal definition of DP. In Definition 7.1, h : X n × X n → Z≥0 represents the

Hamming metric, defined by h(x, x′) = #{i | xi 6= x′i}.

Definition 7.1 (Differential privacy: Dwork et al. [2006b]). Let ε > 0 and n ∈ {1, 2, . . .}

be given. Let X be any set, and (Y ,S) a measurable space. LetM = {Mx | x ∈ X n} be a

set of probability measures on (Y ,S), which we call a mechanism. We say thatM satisfies

ε-differential privacy (ε-DP) if Mx(S) ≤ eεMx′(S) for all S ∈ S and all x, x′ ∈ X n such that

h(x, x′) = 1.

An important property of differential privacy is that it is invariant to post-processing.

Applying any data-independent procedure to the output of a DP mechanism preserves ε-DP

[Dwork et al., 2014, Proposition 2.1]. Furthermore, Smith [2011] demonstrated that under

conditions similar to (R1)-(R3), there exist efficient DP estimators for parametric models.

Using these techniques, our synthetic data procedure can produce DP synthetic data by

using a DP efficient statistic.

Remark 7.2. Besides Definition 7.1, there are many other variations of differential privacy,

the majority of which are relaxations of Definition 7.1 which also allow for efficient estimators.

For instance, approximate DP [Dwork et al., 2006a], concentrated DP [Dwork and Rothblum,

2016, Bun and Steinke, 2016], truncated-concentrated DP [Bun et al., 2018], and Renyi

DP [Mironov, 2017] all allow for efficient estimators. On the other hand, local differential

privacy [Kasiviswanathan et al., 2011, Duchi et al., 2013] in general does not permit efficient

estimators and would not fit in our framework. For an axiomatic treatment of formal
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privacy, see Kifer and Lin [2012].

While there are some general methods of producing efficient DP parameter estimates,

such as in Smith [2011], often these approaches do not perform well in practical sample sizes.

We demonstrate our approach using a modification of the standard Laplace mechanism.

Given a statistic T , the Laplace mechanism adds independent Laplace noise to each entry of

the statistic, with scale parameter proportional to the sensitivity of the statistic. Informally,

the sensitivity of T is the largest amount that T changes, when one person’s data is changed

in the dataset.

Proposition 7.3 (Sensitivity and Laplace mechanism: Dwork et al. [2006b]). Let ε >

0 be given, and let T : X n → Rp be a statistic. The `1-sensitivity of T is ∆n(T ) =

sup‖T (x) − T (x′)‖1, where the supremum is over all x, x′ ∈ X n such that h(x, x′) = 1.

Provided that ∆n(T ) is finite, releasing the vector (Tj(x) + Lj)
p
j=1 satisfies ε-DP, where

L1, . . . , Lp
i.i.d.∼ Laplace (∆n(T )/ε).

7.2 Proofs and technical lemmas

Proof of Proposition 3.6. First we will establish the asymptotic distribution of θ̂(Z). Re-

call that by efficiency, we know that
√
n(θ̂(X) − θ)

d→ N(0, I−1(θ)) and
√
n(θ̂(Z) −

E[θ̂(X) | θ̂(X)]) | θ̂(X)
d→ N(0, I−1(θ̂(X))). Then by Slutsky’s theorem, we have that

√
n(θ̂(Z)−E[θ̂(Z) | θ̂(X)])

d→ N(0, I−1(θ)). We can easily compute that Cov(θ̂(Z)−E[θ̂(Z) |

θ̂(X)], θ̂(X)) = 0 using the law of total covariance. So, we have that
√
n(θ̂(Z)− E[θ̂(Z) |

θ̂(X)]+ θ̂(X)−θ) d→ N(0, 2I−1(θ)). We also know that
√
n(E(θ̂(Z) | θ̂(X))− θ̂(X)) = op(1),

since E[θ̂(Z) | θ̂(X)] = θ̂(X) + op(n
−1/2). Together, we have that

√
n(θ̂(Z) − θ)

d→

N(0, 2I−1(θ)).

Next, we lower bound the total variation using the data processing inequality as well as

46



a lower bound on total variation with the Hellinger distance: H2(P ||Q) ≤ TV(P ||Q).

TV(X||Z) ≥ TV(θ̂(X)||θ̂(Z)) (4)

= TV((N(0, I−1(θ))||N(0, 2I−1(θ))) + TV(θ̂(X)||N(0, I−1(θ))) (5)

+ TV(θ̂(Z)||N(0, 2I−1(θ))) (6)

= TV(N(0, I−1(θ))||N(0, 2I−1(θ))) + o(1) (7)

≥ H2(N(0, I−1(θ))||N(0, 2I−1(θ))) + o(1) (8)

≥ (1− (.971)k)2 + o(1) (9)

≥ .00084 + o(1), (10)

where (4) is by the data processing inequality, the (6) applies two triangle inequalities, (7)

uses the asymptotic distributions of θ̂(X) and θ̂(Z). For (9), we compute the Hellinger

distance between two normal distributions: by Pardo [2018], we have the following formula

for the Hellinger distance between two normal distributions with the same mean, but

difference covariance matrices Σ1 and Σ2:

H(N(0,Σ1)||N(0,Σ2)) = 1− det Σ
1/4
1 det Σ

1/4
2

det(Σ1+Σ2

2
)1/2

.

47



Plugging in Σ1 = I−1(θ) and Σ2 = 2I−1(θ), we get

H(N(0, I−1(θ))||N(0, 2I−1(θ))) = 1− det(I−1(θ))1/4 det(2I−1(θ))1/4

det(3/2I−1(θ))1/2

= 1− det(I−1/4(θ)21/4I−1/4(θ)(3/2)−1/2I1/2(θ))

= 1− det(23/43−1/2I)

= 1− (23/43−1/2)k

≥ 1− (.971)k.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We will consider for the purposes of this proof that θ̂(X) is a ran-

domized statistic, so we can also write g(θ̂ | X) to represent the distribution of θ̂(X) given X

(which we assume does not depend on θ, since θ̂(X) is a statistic). Any deterministic statistic

can be expressed as a limit of randomized statistics, where the noise due to randomness

goes to zero. For example, Barber and Janson [2020] consider statistics which are solutions

to noisy score equations, where the noise is normally distributed and op(n−1/2). While the

distributions g depend on n, we will suppress this dependence for notational simplicity. We

can then express the desired KL divergence as follows:

First, by the data processing inequality, we can add in the random variable θ̂(X) = θ̂(Y )

to get an upper bound on the KL divergence. We then have closed formulas for the joint
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distributions (X1, . . . , Xn, θ̂(X)) and (Y1, . . . , Yn, θ̂(X)).

KL (X1, . . . , Xn||Y1, . . . , Yn) (11)

≤ KL
(
X1, . . . , Xn, θ̂(X)

∣∣∣∣∣∣Y1, . . . , Yn, θ̂(X)
)

(12)

= KL
(
fnθ (x | θ̂(x))gθ(θ̂(x))

∣∣∣∣∣∣fnθn(x | θ̂(x))gθ(θ̂(x))
)

(13)

= Eθ̂∼g(·|X)EX∼fθ log

(
fθ(X | θ̂)gθ(θ̂)
fθn(X | θ̂)gθ(θ̂)

)
(14)

= Eθ̂∼g(·|X)EX∼fθ log

(
fθ(X)g(θ̂ | X)

fθn(X | θ̂)gθ(θ̂)

)
(15)

= Eθ̂∼g(·|X)EX∼fθ log

(
fθ(X)g(θ̂ | X)

[fθn(X)g(θ̂ | X)/gθn(θ̂)]gθ(θ̂)

)
(16)

= Eθ̂∼g(·|X)EX∼fθ log

(
fθ(X)g(θ̂ | X)

fθn(X)g(θ̂ | X)

)
+ Eθ̂∼g(·|X)EX∼fθ log

(
gθn(θ̂)

gθ(θ̂)

)
(17)

= −EX∼fθ log

(
fθn(X)

fθ(X)

)
+ Eθ̂∼gθ log

(
gθn(θ̂)

gθ(θ̂)

)
, (18)

Above, line (14) simply applies the definition of KL divergence, and line (16) uses the

definition of conditional distribution.

At this point, we need to compute the two expectations of line (18), and show that

everything cancels except for an op(1) term.

We write `(θ | x) =
∑n

i=1 log fθ(xi). Using our assumptions, we can expand `(θn | x):

`(θn | x) = `(θ | x) + (θn − θ)>∇`(θ | x) +
1

2
(θn − θ)>∇2`(θ | x)(θn − θ)

+
1

6
ξ∗
∑
i,j,k

(θn − θ)i(θn − θ)j(θn − θ)k
n∑
s=1

gijk(xs),
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where |ξ∗| < 1 and gijk(x) is an upper bound for
∣∣∣∂3`(θ|x)
∂θiθjθk

∣∣∣ for a ball θ ∈ N(θ) which exists

by (R3). These expansions are based on those from Serfling [1980]. Applying EX∼fθ to this

derivation gives

EX∼fθ log

(
fθn(X)

fθ(X)

)
= 0− n

2
(θn − θ)>I(θ)(θn − θ)

+O(1)
n

6

∑
i,j,k

[Egi,j,k(x)](θn − θ)i(θn − θ)j(θn − θ)k,

=
−n
2

(θn − θ)>I(θ)(θn − θ) +O(n)‖θn − θ‖3

(19)

where the first term is zero as the expected value of the score function is zero by (R3), the

second term uses Lehmann [2004, Theorem 7.2.1] and (R3). The O(1) factor in the third

term is based on the fact that |ξ∗| ≤ 1. Finally, note that
∑

i,j,k[Egi,j,k(x)](θn − θ)i(θn −

θ)j(θn − θ)k ≤ p3 supi,j,k[Egi,j,k(x)]‖θn − θ‖3
∞ = O(1)‖θn − θ‖3. Note that all norms are

equivalent in Rp, so they can be interchanged up to a factor of O(1).

Next, we will derive a similar formula for log gθ∗(θ̂):

log gθn(θ̂) = log gθ(θ̂) +∇ log gθ(θ̂)(θn − θ) +
1

2
(θn − θ)>∇2 log gθ(θ̂)(θn − θ)

+
n

6
ξ∗2
∑
i,j,k

(θn − θ)i(θn − θ)j(θn − θ)kGi,j,k(θ̂),
(20)

where |ξ∗2 | ≤ 1. In order to apply the expectation Eθ̂∼θ to this equation, we will first show

Eθ̂∼θ∇ log gθ(θ̂) = 0 and Eθ̂∼θ∇2 log gθ(θ̂) = −nI(θ) + o(n).
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[
Eθ̂∼θ∇ log gθ(θ̂)

]
j

=

∫ [
∂

∂θj
log gθ(θ̂)

]
gθ(θ̂) dθ̂

=

∫
∂

∂θj
gθ(θ̂) dθ̂

=

∫
∂

∂θj

∫
x

fθ(x)g(θ̂ | x) dx dθ̂

=

∫
θ̂

∫
x

∂

∂θj
fθ(x)g(θ̂ | x) dx dθ̂

=
∂

∂θj

∫ ∫
fθ(x)g(θ̂ | x) dx dθ̂

= 0,

where we use the assumption (R3) that
∣∣∣ ∂∂θj fθ(x)

∣∣∣ is bounded above by an integrable function

and the dominated convergence theorem to interchange the derivative and the integral.

Next we work on the second derivative:

[
Eθ̂∼θ∇

2 log gθ(θ̂)
]
j,k

=

∫ [
∂2

∂θj∂θk
log gθ(θ̂)

]
gθ(θ̂) dθ̂

=

∫ gθ(θ̂)
∂2

∂θj∂θk
gθ(θ̂)− ∂

∂θj
gθ(θ̂)

[
∂
∂θk
gθ(θ̂)

]>
g2
θ(θ̂)

gθ(θ̂) dθ̂

= 0− [Eθ̂∼θ
(
∇ log gθ(θ̂)∇> log gθ(θ̂)

)
j,k
,

where we used (R3) along with the dominated convergence theorem to set the first term equal

to zero. We see that E∇2 log gθ(θ̂) = −Iθ̂(X)(θ), where Iθ̂(X) represents the Fisher information
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of the random variable θ̂(X) ∼ g. It is our current goal to show that Iθ̂(X)(θ) = nI(θ)+o(n),

where I(θ) is the Fisher information for one sample X ∼ fθ. First note that by the data

processing inequality [Zamir, 1998], Iθ̂(X)(θ) ≤ IX1,...,Xn(θ) = nI(θ), where the inequality

represents the positive-definite ordering of matrices. Next, we need to find a matching lower

bound. By the Cramer Rao lower bound, we have that

[Iθ̂(X)(θ)]
−1 ≤ Var(θ̂(X)) + o(1/n),

where Var(θ̂(X)) is the covariance matrix of the random variable θ̂(X), and we used the

fact that θ̂(X) is asymptotically unbiased. By the efficiency of θ̂(X), we have that

Var(θ̂(X)) = n−1I−1(θ) + o(1/n).

We then have

Iθ̂(X)(θ) ≥
(
n−1I−1(θ) + o(1/n)

)−1
= n[I−1(θ) + o(1)]−1 = n[I(θ) + o(1)],

where for the last equality, we use the following matrix identity:

(A+B)−1 = A−1 − A−1B(A+B)−1,

where we set A = I−1(θ) and B = o(1).

Combining our results, we have that

Eθ̂∼θ∇
2 log gθ(θ̂) = −Iθ̂(X)(θ) = n[−I(θ) + o(1)].
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Finally, applying the expectation to equation (20), we have

Eθ̂∼θ log

(
gθn(θ̂)

gθ(θ̂)

)
= 0− n

2
(θn − θ)(I(θ) + o(1))(θn − θ)

+O(1)
n

6

∑
i,j,k

[EGi,j,k(θ̂)](θn − θ)i(θn − θ)j(θn − θ)k

=
−n
2

(θn − θ)>I(θ)(θn − θ) + o(n)‖θn − θ‖2 +O(n)‖θn − θ‖3.

(21)

Combining equations (19) and (21), we have

KL (X1, . . . , Xn||Y1, . . . , Yn)

≤ KL
(
fnθ (x | θ̂(x))gθ(θ̂(x))

∣∣∣∣∣∣fnθn(x | θ̂(x))gθ(θ̂(x))
)

= −EX∼fθ log

(
fθn(X)

fθ(X)

)
+ Eθ̂∼gθ(θ̂) log

(
gθn(θ̂)

gθ(θ̂)

)
= o(n)‖θn − θ‖2 +O(n)‖θn − θ‖3.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. For a fixed θ ∈ Θ, for ω ∼ P , the random variable Y = Xθ(ω) is

distributed with probability measure PX−1
θ : for any measurable set E, P (Y ∈ E) =

PX−1
θ (E). We denote by P n

Ω the joint probability measure on Ωn, and (PX−1
θ )n the joint

probability measure on X n.

Given θ∗ ∈ Θ, our goal is to derive the probability distribution of the random variables

Xθ∗(ω1), . . . , Xθ∗(ωn) conditioned on the event that {ω1, . . . , ωn | θ̂(Xθ∗(ωi)) = θ̂}. However,

this event may have zero probability. Instead, we will condition on Sδ
θ̂,θ∗

= {ω1, . . . , ωn |

θ̂(Xθ∗(ω)) ∈ Bδ(θ̂)}, where Bδ(θ̂) = {θ | ‖θ̂ − θ‖ ≤ δ}, which has positive probability. At

the end, we will take the limit as δ → 0 to derive the desired distribution.
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Let E ⊂ X n be a measurable set. Then

P (Xθ∗(ω1), . . . , Xθ∗(ωn) ∈ E | ω1, . . . , ωn ∈ Sδθ∗,θ̂)

= P (ω1, . . . , ωn ∈ X−1
θ∗ E | ω1, . . . , ωn ∈ Sδθ∗,θ̂)

=
P n(X−1

θ∗ E ∩ Sδθ∗,θ̂)
P n(Sδ

θ∗,θ̂
)

=
(PX−1

θ∗ )n(E ∩Xθ∗S
δ
θ∗,θ̂

)

(PX−1
θ∗ )n(Xθ∗Sδθ∗,θ̂)

,

where we used the definition of conditional probability and the fact that X−1
θ∗ Xθ∗S

δ
θ∗,θ̂

= Sδ
θ∗,θ̂

.

This last expression shows that Xθ∗(ω1), . . . , Xθ∗(ωn) conditioned on ω ∈ Sδ
θ∗,θ̂

is dis-

tributed as fnθ∗(y1, . . . , yn | θ̂(y) ∈ Bδ(θ̂)). This derivation is valid for all δ > 0. Taking the

limit as δ → 0 gives the desired formula:

Y θ∗

1 , . . . , Y θ∗

n

∣∣∣θ̂(Y θ∗) = θ̂(X) ∼ fnθ∗(y1, . . . , yn | θ̂(y) = θ̂(X)).

Proof of Lemma 4.4. First note that for all θ ∈ Θ, we have that θ̂(Xθ(ω)) = θ +Op(n
−1/2),

by the efficiency of θ̂. In particular, we have that θ̂(Xθ∗(ω)) = θ∗ + Op(n
−1/2). We

also have that θ̂(Xθ∗(ω)) = θ̂(X) = θ + Op(n
−1/2). Combining these facts, we have that

θ∗ = θ +Op(n
−1/2).

Parts 1 and 2 of Lemma 7.4 can be rephrased as the following: θ̂ is efficient if and only

if it is consistent and n−1
∑n

i=1 S(θ̂, Xi) = op(n
−1/2). The third property of Lemma 7.4 is

similar to many standard expansions used in asymptotics, for example in Van der Vaart

[2000]. However, we require the expansion for arbitrary efficient estimators, and include a
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proof for completeness.

Lemma 7.4. Suppose X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.∼ fθ0, and assume that (R1)-(R3) hold. Let θ̂ be an

efficient estimator, which is a sequence of zeros of the score equations. Suppose that θ̃ is a
√
n-consistent estimator of θ0. Then

1. If n−1
∑n

i=1 S(θ̃, Xi) = op(n
−1/2), then θ̃ − θ̂ = op(n

−1/2).

2. If θ̃ is efficient, then n−1
∑n

i=1 S(θ̃, Xi) = op(n
−1/2).

3. If θ̃ is efficient, then θ̃ = θ0 + I−1(θ0)n−1
∑n

i=1 S(θ0, Xi) + op(n
−1/2).

Proof. As θ̃ and θ̂ are both
√
n-consistent, we know that θ̃ − θ̂ = Op(n

−1/2). So, we may

consider a Taylor expansion of the score function about θ̃ = θ̂.

n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̃, Xi) = n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̂, Xi) +

(
d

dθ̂
n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̂, Xi)

)
(θ̃ − θ̂) +Op(n

−1)

= 0 +

[
d

dθ̂
n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̂, Xi) +Op(n
−1/2)

]
(θ̃ − θ̂)

= [−I(θ0) + op(1)] (θ̃ − θ̂),

(22)

where we used assumptions (R1)-(R3) to justify that 1) the second derivative is bounded

in a neighborhood about θ0 (as both θ̂ and θ̃ converge to θ0), 2) the derivative of the

score converges to −I(θ0) by Lehmann [2004, Theorem 7.2.1] along with the Law of Large

Numbers, and 3) that I(θ0) is finite, by (R3).

To establish property 1, note that the left hand side of Equation (22) is op(n−1/2)

implying that
(
θ̃ − θ̂

)
= op(n

−1/2). For property 2, recall that by Lehmann [2004, Page

479], if θ̃ and θ̂ are both efficient, then
(
θ̃ − θ̂

)
= op(n

−1/2). Plugging this into the right

hand side of Equation (22) gives n−1
∑n

i=1 S(θ̃, Xi) = op(n
−1/2), establishing property 2.
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For property 3, we consider a slightly different expansion:

op(n
−1/2) = n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̃, Xi)

= n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xi) +
d

dθ0

n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xi)(θ̃ − θ0) +Op(n
−1),

= n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xi) + (−I(θ0) + op(1))(θ̃ − θ0) +Op(n
−1)

where we used property 2 for the first equality, expanded the score about θ̂ = θ0 for the

second, and justify the Op(n
−1) by (R2). By (R1)-(R2) and Law of Large Numbers along

with Lehmann [2004, Theorem 7.2.1], we have the convergence of the derivative of score to

−I(θ0). By (R3), I(θ0) is invertible. Solving the equation for θ̃ gives the desired result.

Lemma 7.5. Assume that (R0)-(R3) hold, and let ω1, . . . , ωn
i.i.d.∼ P . Then

n−1

n∑
i=1

d

dθ
S(θ,Xθ(ωi)) = op(1).

Proof. First we can express the derivative as

n−1

n∑
i=1

d

dθ
S(θ,Xθ(ωi)) = n−1

n∑
i=1

(
d

dα
S(α,Xθ(ωi) +

d

dα
S(θ,Xα(ωi))

) ∣∣∣
α=θ

.

The result follows from the Law of Large Numbers, provided that

Eω∼P
(
d

dα
S(α,Xθ(ω) +

d

dα
S(θ,Xα(ω)

) ∣∣∣
α=θ

= 0.

The expectation of the first term is −I(θ), by Lehmann [2004, Theorem 7.2.1]. For the
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second term, we compute

Eω∼P
d

dα
S(θ,Xα(ω))

∣∣∣
α=θ

=

∫
Ω

d

dα
S(θ,Xα(ω))

∣∣∣
α=θ

dP (ω)

=

∫
X

d

dα
S(θ, x)fα(x)

∣∣∣
α=θ

dµ(x)

=

∫
X
S(θ, x)

(
d

dα
fα(x)

∣∣∣
α=θ

)>
dµ(x)

=

∫
X
S(θ, x)

(
d
dθ
fθ(x)

fθ(x)

)>
fθ(x) dµ(x)

=

∫
X
S(θ, x)S>(θ, x)fθ(x) dµ(x)

= EX∼θ
[
S(θ,X)S>(θ,X)

]
= I(θ).

Proof of Theorem 4.7. We expand θ̂(Z) about θ̂(X) using part 3 of Lemma 7.5:

θ̂(Z) = θ̂(X) + I−1(θ̂(X))n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̂(X), Xθ̂(X)(ωi)) + op(n
−1/2) (23)

The score can be expanded about θ̂(X) = θ0:

n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ̂(X), Xθ̂(X)(ωi))

= n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xθ0(ωi)) +

(
d

dθ∗
n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ∗, Xθ∗(ωi))

)
(θ̂(X)− θ0)

= n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xθ0(ωi)) + op(1)Op(n
−1/2),
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where θ∗ is between θ̂(X) and θ0; by Lemma 7.5, we justify that the derivative is op(1).

Combining this derivation along with the fact that I−1(θ̂(X)) = I−1(θ0) + op(1) by the

continuous mapping theorem, we have the following equation:

θ̂(Z) = θ̂(X) + I−1(θ0)n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xθ0(ωi)) + op(n
−1/2). (24)

Using the same techniques, we do an expansion for θ̂(Y ) about θ∗1 = 2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z):

θ̂(Y ) = θ∗1 + I−1(θ∗1)n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ∗1, Xθ∗1
(ωi)) + op(n

−1/2) (25)

= θ∗1 + I−1(θ0)n−1

n∑
i=1

S(θ0, Xθ0(ωi)) + op(n
−1/2) (26)

= θ∗1 + [θ̂(Z)− θ̂(X)] + op(n
−1/2) (27)

= θ̂(X) + op(n
−1/2), (28)

where line (26) is a similar expansion as used for equation (23), in line (27) we substituted

the expression from (24), and line (28) uses the fact that as n → ∞, θ∗1 = 2θ̂(X) − θ̂(Z)

with probability tending to one. Indeed, since 2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z) is a consistent estimator of θ0,

we have that as n→∞, P (2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z) ∈ Θ) ≥ P (2θ̂(X)− θ̂(Z) ∈ B(θ0))→ 1.
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