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Abstract
In this paper, we study differentially private point and confidence interval estimators for simple
linear regression. Motivated by recent work that highlights the strong empirical performance of an
algorithm based on robust statistics, DPTheilSen, we provide a rigorous, finite-sample analysis of
its privacy and accuracy properties, offer guidance on setting hyperparameters, and show how to
produce differentially private confidence intervals to accompany its point estimates.
Keywords: List of keywords

1. Introduction

Over the last several years, differential privacy (DP) (Dwork, 2006) has become a widely accepted
standard for protecting the privacy of data subjects while releasing useful statistical information
about datasets (Abowd, 2018; Altman et al., 2018; Biden, 2023). However, designing usable DP
methods for common statistical inference tasks remains an ongoing challenge (Barrientos et al.,
2021; Sarathy et al., 2023; Garrido et al., 2023). One example is simple (ie. one-dimensional) linear
regression, which is one of the most fundamental tasks in data analysis. In 2018, the prominent
economics research group, Opportunity Insights, found that there was a lack of guidance around
choosing accurate DP algorithms for simple linear regression on regimes commonly used in practice
(e.g. small-area analysis with 40 to 400 datapoints per regression) (Chetty and Friedman, 2019).

Motivated by this gap between theory and practice, Alabi et al. (2022) conducted an empirical
evaluation of several DP algorithms for simple linear regression. They found that a suite of robust,
median-based algorithms, DPTheilSen, based on the non-private Theil-Sen estimator developed
by Theil (1950) and Sen (1968), performed better than standard OLS-based algorithms across a range
of practical regimes. DPTheilSen operates in two steps: first, it computes the slope for some or all
pairs of points and second, uses a DP median algorithm to output a single estimate of the slope.1

While Alabi et al.’s empirical study was a valuable starting point, the authors stated that further
theoretical understanding of the accuracy guarantees of DPTheilSen, as well as design of uncer-
tainty estimates, would be needed to make this set of algorithms fully usable in practice. In this
paper, we address these open questions by analyzing the accuracy guarantees of the DPTheilSen
algorithms. Our contributions can be summarized as follows.

1. We provide a rigorous theoretical analysis of the DPTheilSen algorithms shown to perform
strongly by Alabi et al. (2022). Our analyses offer finite-sample convergence bounds and shed
light on why and when DPTheilSen outperforms other DP linear regression algorithms.

1. The intercept can be computed either along with the slope or using the final estimate of the slope, as described in (Sen,
1968) and (Alabi et al., 2022).
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2. We design and analyze DP confidence intervals for simple linear regression via DPTheilSen.

Although our work focuses on the one-dimensional linear regression setting, our approach is a
crucial starting point to developing similar finite-sample analyses for higher-dimensional regimes.2

Overall, we view our work as a contribution towards understanding private and robust regression
more generally. Before providing an overview of our main results, we describe the problem of simple
linear regression and the assumptions we make in this work, which are minimal.

1.1. Simple linear regression

We are given n values, x1, . . . , xn, of the predictor variable x. For each xi, we observe the cor-
responding value yi of the response random variable y. The model is yi = β0 + β1xi + ei for
i = 1, . . . , n, where β0 and β1 are unknown parameters. We make the following assumptions:

Assumption 1.1.1 x1, . . . , xn are fixed and not all equal.

Assumption 1.1.2 Each ei is sampled independently from the same continuous, symmetric, mean-0
distribution Fe.

A common formulation of linear regression is the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) objective, which
is characterized by the following optimization problem:

(β̂0, β̂1) = arg min
β0,β1∈R

∥y − β1x − β01∥2,

where x = (x1, . . . , xn)
T , y = (y1, . . . , yn)

T , and 1 is the all-ones vector. OLS has a simple closed
form solution:

β̂1 =
ncov(x, y)
nvar(x)

and β̂0 = ȳ − β̂1x̄,

where x̄ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 xi, ȳ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 yi, ncov(x, y) = ⟨x− x̄1, y− ȳ1⟩, and nvar(x) = ⟨x− x̄1, x−

x̄1⟩. When y is generated according to the model yi = β0 + β1 · xi + ei,∀i ∈ [n] for i.i.d. Gaussian
noise ei, then the OLS solution is the maximum likelihood estimator. If we remove the assumption
of Gaussian noise and add privacy constraints, however, robust estimators such as Theil-Sen have
been shown to provide better accuracy (Dwork and Lei, 2009; Alabi et al., 2022). In this work, we
analyze DP algorithms based on Theil-Sen, comparing them to the OLS-based approaches. Below,
we provide brief descriptions of these two approaches:

• OLS-based algorithms: The DPSuffStats algorithm (Dwork et al., 2014; Wang, 2018;
Alabi et al., 2022) follows the OLS approach closely, in that it involves perturbing the sufficient
statistics ncov(x, y) and nvar(x). While this algorithm is computationally efficient and enables
releasing the DP sufficient statistics at no extra privacy cost, it has been shown to not perform
well in common regimes.3A second algorithm is DPOLSExp (Bassily et al., 2014; Alabi,
2022), which implements the exponential mechanism (McSherry and Talwar, 2007) with the
OLS objective function.

2. In particular, our analysis can be used as a black box to analyze Knop and Steinke (2022)’s approach of coordinate-wise
medians for higher-dimensional linear regression. Some new ideas may be required to analyze approaches that use
more sophisticated higher-dimensional aggregators based on Tukey depth (see Section 1.3), but again our analysis
should provide guidance as it is the one-dimensional analogue of those methods.

3. In particular, Alabi et al. (2022) showed that DPSuffStats performs poorly in the high privacy, small dataset, and/or
clustered independent variable regime.
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• Theil-Sen-based algorithms: Theil-Sen (Theil, 1950; Sen, 1968) is a family of robust linear
regression estimators that proceed via two steps (as illustrated in Fig. 1) for estimating the
slope β1: (1) compute the slope for some or all pairs of points, and (2) output the median of
these estimates. To make this algorithm DP, we can simply replace the median with a DP
median. Although there are many choices for the DP median, we consider a version of this
algorithm, DPWideTS, which uses the widened exponential mechanism (Alabi et al., 2022;
McSherry and Talwar, 2007) as the DP median sub-routine, as this version has been shown to
exhibit strong empirical performance by Alabi et al. (2022).

Figure 1: Illustration of the standard non-private Theil-Sen algorithm (Theil, 1950; Sen, 1968), which
(1) computes the slopes between all pairs of points, and (2) outputs the median slope in dark blue.

1.2. Overview of results

This work offers two main contributions: finite-sample guarantees and confidence intervals for
DPTheilSen. First, we provide a finite-sample convergence bound for DPWideTS, the variant of
DP Theil-Sen that was recommended by Alabi et al. (2022). We attain the convergence bound by
developing a finite-sample analysis of non-i.i.d. U-statistics (Hoeffding, 1948; Chen et al., 2011),
which may be of independent interest.

We state our convergence bound informally below. While our main analysis does not require any
data assumptions beyond the ones stated above (Assumptions 1.1.1 and 1.1.2), the theorem is stated
for a special case, where the independent variables x1, . . . , xn are evenly split between the endpoints
of an interval of length ∆x (known as an asymptotically optimal design (Sen, 1968)), and the noise
variables e1, . . . , en are drawn i.i.d. from N (0, σ2

e).

Theorem 1.2.1 (Main result applied for case of asymptotically optimal design, informally stated)
Let β̃1

DPWideTS
be the DPWideTS estimator with privacy loss parameter ε, hyperparameter R for

the range of the outputs, and hyperparameter θ for the granularity of the outputs. Assume that the
true slope β1 lies in the interval [−R+ θ,R− θ]. Let τ be defined as follows.

τ = Φ−1
(
1− p

8

)
·
√

4

3n
+O

(
ln(R/pθ)

εn

)
where Φ−1 is the inverse standard normal distribution function. Then, for suff. large n, and suff.
small τ and σe/∆x, we have that with probability at least 1− p,

β̃1
DPWideTS

∈ [β1 − z − θ, β1 + z + θ]

3
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for z =

√
π · σe
∆x

·
(
τ +O

(
τ3/2

))
.

In Table 1 below, we provide an informal comparison between the convergence bounds for DPWideTS
(described above) and the OLS-based DPSuffStats algorithm for this setting (analyzed in Alabi
(2022)). We also compare these DP estimators with their non-private counterparts. We can see
that DPWideTS maintains the same leading constant of 2

√
π/3 as that of non-private TS, while

non-private OLS and DPSuffStats have a leading constant of 2, so the latter are slightly better
in the asymptotic n → ∞ regime. For DPWideTS, we see a logarithmic dependence on the output
range R, as compared to the quadratic dependence shown by DPSuffStats on the input range r.
Our comparison provides theoretical backing to the empirical finding of Alabi et al. (2022)—that
the quantity εn∆2

x is important in choosing between the standard DPSuffStats algorithm and
the robust DPWideTS algorithm. In particular, when εn∆2

x is small, which indicates a high privacy,
small dataset size, and/or clustered independent variable regime, DPWideTS is the more accurate
estimator. Finally, our convergence bound enables us to provide guidance on setting the θ hyperpa-
rameter (corresponding to the granularity of the widened exponential mechanism) for DPWideTS,
which was a key open problem raised by Alabi et al. (2022) towards making this algorithm usable for
practitioners.

Estimator 1− p Convergence Bound

Non-priv OLS 2σe
∆x

· cp/2√
n

Non-priv TS
√

π
3 · 2σe

∆x
· cp/4√

n

DPSuffStats 2σe

∆x
· cp/6√

n
· (1 + τ) + τ (1 + τ + |β1|),

(Alabi, 2022) τ ≈ (1−1/n)r2 log(3/p)
ε·n·∆2

x

DPWideTS
√

π
3 · 2σe

∆x
·
(

cp/8√
n

+ γ
)
(1 + o(1))

(Thm. 1.2.1) + θ, γ ≈ ln(R/p·θ)
εn

Table 1: 1− p convergence bounds for point estimators for simple linear regression in special case of
asymptotically optimal design. Note that r is range for both the input xi, yi datapoints, R is range
for the output estimate of β1, and cp/2 = Φ−1(1− p/2) = Θ(log(1/p) for small p.

In addition to analyzing the DPWideTS point estimator, we design and analyze correspond-
ing confidence interval estimators for simple linear regression. We describe two algorithms—
DPWideTSCIUnion and DPWideTSCI—and analyze their privacy, coverage, and accuracy guar-
antees. We use the DP median estimators proposed by Drechsler et al. (2022) as sub-routines in our
algorithms, making them additionally usable by analyzing the width of the confidence intervals they
provide. We show that the confidence interval for DPWideTSCIUnion is approximately twice as

4
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large as the convergence bound for DPWideTS, and can be further improved using the algorithm
DPWideTSCI.

1.3. Related work

This work draws on the rich connections between robust statistics and DP (Dwork and Lei, 2009;
Asi et al., 2023; Hopkins et al., 2023). Dwork and Lei (2009) gave an asymptotic analysis of
what they called the “Short-Cut Regression Method," which is similar to a simplified variant of
DPTheilSen. However, they did not consider the more statistically efficient variants that we do
in this work, provide finite sample guarantees, or offer measures of uncertainty for the estimates
like the confidence intervals we provide. Other works (Couch et al., 2019; Avella-Medina, 2021)
confirm the findings of Dwork and Lei in the context of hypothesis testing but similarly do not
provide finite-sample analysis. A longer discussion of these works is provided in Appendix A.

In general, linear regression is one of the most fundamental tasks in statistics and yet has been a
challenging problem in the DP literature (Zhang et al., 2012; Sheffet, 2017; Barrientos et al., 2017;
Bernstein and Sheldon, 2018; Awan and Slavković, 2018; Wang, 2018; Cai et al., 2019; Evans and
King, 2021; Ramsay and Chenouri, 2021; Knop and Steinke, 2022; Liu et al., 2022, 2023). Most prior
works focus on non-robust methods, require additional assumptions on the data or model, or only
provide asymptotic analysis. To address these gaps, Alabi et al. (2022) conducted an experimental
evaluation of DP algorithms for simple linear regression in the small dataset regime, demonstrating
that DP analogues of robust algorithms, such as DPTheilSen, perform better than non-robust
methods in practical settings. However, Alabi et al. did not provide theoretical bounds or DP
confidence intervals for this estimator, which are open questions we address in this work.

Our confidence interval algorithms build upon Drechsler et al. (2022)’s non-parametric DP
confidence intervals for the median, but ours are more general in that they provide finite-sample
validity for some forms of non-i.i.d. variables and characterizes the width of the confidence intervals.
Other work produces DP confidence intervals using bootstrapping (D’Orazio et al., 2015; Barrientos
et al., 2017; Brawner and Honaker, 2018; Ferrando et al., 2020), but these can be expensive to
compute and rely on assumptions, such as normally distributed errors, that our work avoids.

Concurrent work. Since our results were first announced,4 there has been a flurry of work that
uses median-based approaches for DP tasks (Brown et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2022; Ramsay and
Chenouri, 2021; Cumings-Menon, 2022; Knop and Steinke, 2022) and clarifies the connections
between privacy and robustness (Asi et al., 2023; Hopkins et al., 2023).5 None provides the analysis
we offer in this paper; we touch on a few here but do not provide a comprehensive survey.

One relevant work by Amin et al. (2023) provides empirical evaluation of higher-dimensional
variations of Theil-Sen, but unlike our work, does not offer theoretical bounds on accuracy or
convergence. Knop and Steinke (2022), on the other hand, do provide theoretical privacy and utility
analysis of some of the DP Theil-Sen algorithms in higher dimensions, as well as an experimental
evaluation. They offer a finite-sample convergence bound that is consistent with our results, but
their statement only applies for the highly simplified variant of DPTheilSen where each data point
is used only once, so only n/2 slopes are computed and the slopes are independent of each other.
Our results are more general and can handle cases that achieve provably stronger performance by
reusing data points and introducing correlations. Examples include the asymptotically optimal design

4. References for presentations of our results in 2021 have been removed for anonymity.
5. See Appendix A for a longer discussion of related and concurrent work.
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of Thm. 1.2.1 and the full Theil-Sen variant where all
(
n
2

)
points are used.6 In addition, Knop and

Steinke do not aim to match the leading constant of the non-private estimators, which is an important
feature of our results.

2. Preliminaries

We consider datasets that are multisets. The space of datasets is denoted by Multisets(D, n), where
D is the underlying set of elements and n is the cardinality of each multiset. Let distms(d, d′) be the
number of records that must be changed to transform d into d′.7

Since our algorithms include hyperparameters, we state a definition of DP for algorithms that take
as input not only the dataset, but also the desired privacy parameters and any required hyperparameters.
Two datasets d, d′ ∈ Multisets(D, n) are neighboring, denoted d ∼ d′, if dist(d, d′) = 1. Let H be a
hyperparameter space and Y be an output space.

Definition 2.0.1 (Differential Privacy (Dwork et al., 2006)) For ε ∈ R≥0, a randomized algo-
rithm M : Multisets(D, n) × R≥0 × H → Y is ε-DP if and only if for all neighboring datasets
d ∼ d′ ∈ Multisets(D, n) hyperparams ∈ H, and sets E ⊆ Y ,

Pr[M(d, ε, hyperparams) ∈ E]

≤ eε · Pr[M(d′, ε, hyperparams) ∈ E].

where the probabilities are taken over the random coins of M .

Now, we will define the non-private Theil-Sen family of estimators.

Definition 2.0.2 (Theil-Sen Estimator (Theil, 1950; Sen, 1968)) Let (x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn) be an
arbitrary ordering of dataset d ∈ Multisets(R×R, n). Let S be a set of N unordered pairs of elements
of [n] = {1, . . . , n} such that for each pair {i, j} ∈ S, xi ̸= xj . Then, for each {i, j} ∈ S, compute
the slope sij between the points (xi, yi) and (xj , yj) as follows: sij = (yj − yi)/(xj − xi). Let

s = {sij}{i,j}∈S denote the multiset of the slopes. The Theil-Sen estimator β̂1
TS

with corresponding

set S is computed as follows: β̂1
TS

= median(s).

3. DPTheilSen Algorithm

In the differentially private version of Theil-Sen, which we call DPTheilSen (Algorithm 3.1),
we similarly compute pairwise estimates of the slope. However, we replacing the computation
of the median of the slopes with a differentially private median algorithm (denoted by DPmed,
which can be one of several algorithms). DPmed takes as input the multiset of slopes, sd ∈
Multisets(R ∪ {−∞,∞}, N), the scaled privacy parameter ε/k ∈ R≥0, where k is the max number
of slopes computed using each datapoint, and the hyperparameters ∈ H for the given median
algorithm.

Lemma 3.0.1 (Alabi et al. (2022)) Algorithm 3.1 (DPTheilSen) is ε-DP.

6. Note that the simplified variant of Theil-Sen can be analyzed using a Chernoff-Hoeffding bound, while the versions of
Theil-Sen with correlated slopes require more complex analytical tools such as U-statistics.

7. I.e. “change-one distance” (Casacuberta et al., 2022)).
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Algorithm 3.1 DPTheilSen: ε-DP Algorithm
Data: d = (xi, yi)

n
i=1 ∈ Multisets(R× R, n),

Privacy params: ε ∈ R≥0

Hyperparams: S ∈
(
[n]
2

)
, DPmed, hyperparams ∈ H

s = {}
for each {i, j} ∈ S (such that xi ̸= xj) do

sij = (yj − yi)/(xj − xi)
Add sij to s

end
Let k = maxi∈[n]{#j ∈ [n] : {i, j} ∈ S}
β̃1

TS
= DPmed (s, ε/k, hyperparams)

return β̃1
TS

In this work, we consider a version of DPTheilSen called DPWideTS, which uses for DPmed
the widened exponential mechanism, DPWide (Alabi et al., 2022; McSherry and Talwar, 2007).
This variant of DPTheilSen was found to have strong performance in the empirical work of Alabi
et al. (2022). The DPWide algorithm (Alg. B.1) and utility theorem (Thm. B.0.3) are included in the
Appendix.

4. Convergence Bound for DPWideTS

In this section, we provide a finite-sample analysis of DPWideTS. We look beyond asymptotics solely
in n, as this will not explain the strong empirical performance of the DPWideTS algorithm compared
to others such as DPSuffStats, as shown by (Alabi et al., 2022). In addition, finite-sample
analysis will allow us to better understand the conditions under which DPWideTS outperforms
non-robust algorithms.

The main challenge of analyzing DPWideTS is that the slopes computed from S are correlated.8

To deal with correlated slopes, Sen (1968) relies on the properties of U-statistics (Hoeffding, 1948)
for an asymptotic analysis of the non-private Theil-Sen algorithm.

Definition 4.0.1 (U-statistic for simple linear regression (Sen, 1968)) Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy As-
sumption 1.1.1, and let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model
yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, sym-
metric, mean-0 distribution Fe. The U-statistic takes as input a “guess” β̂1 ∈ R for the true slope
β1, as well as the datapoints (xi, yi)ni=1, indexed arbitrarily. Then, the U-statistic for simple linear
regression is defined as follows.

U(β̂1, (xi, yi)
n
i=1) =

1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

sign
(
yj − yi
xj − xi

− β̂1

)
, (1)

where S is the set of unordered pairs of datapoints used to compute the slopes (where each pair has
distinct x values), N = |S| is the number of such pairs, and sign(q) = −1 if q < 0, 0 if q = 0, and 1

8. We can avoid correlated slopes if we use an ‘incomplete’ version of the algorithm where each data point is only used
in one slope, ie. k = 1. Our general analysis applies to this simplified version, as well as to variants that compute a
linear # of total slopes for computational efficiency.
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if q > 0. For ease of notation, we will let β̂1 = β1 + z, for some z ∈ R, and use Uz as shorthand for
U
(
β̂1, (xi, yi)

n
i=1

)
.

We build on this approach, adapting finite-sample ‘Berry-Esseen-type’ bounds for the conver-
gence of the U-statistic in order to develop a finite-sample convergence bound for the DPWideTS
estimate.

Theorem 4.0.2 (Convergence bound for β̃1
DPWideTS

) Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 and
have empirical variance σ2

x. Let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model
yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric,
mean-0 distribution Fe. Let β̃1

DPWideTS
= DPTheilSen({xi, yi}ni=1, ε, (S,DPWide, θ,−R,R)),

where ε,R, θ > 0, β1 ∈ [−R + θ,R − θ], and S ∈
(
[n]
2

)
is a set of unordered pairs with distinct

x-values. Let Uz be the U-statistic defined with respect to S.
Then, there exists a constant c > 0 such that for sufficiently large n, with probability at least

1− p, β̃1
DPWideTS

∈ [β1 − z − θ, β1 + z + θ] for every z that satisfies the following:

µ(z)− 4 ln(4R/pθ)
ε·n

σ(z)
≥ Φ−1

(
1− p

2
+

c

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where µ(z) = E[Uz], σ

2(z) = Var[Uz], and Φ is the standard normal cdf.

The quantities µ(z) and σ2(z) can be further described and evaluated, as shown in Sections C.1 and 5.
In the next section, we provide an overview of the analysis and the use of the U-statistic. However,
this result will be easier to interpret when applied to a special setting, as described in Section 5.

4.1. Overview of analysis

To analyze the performance of DPTheilSen, we further consider the U-statistic from Defini-
tion 4.0.1. In particular, we can rewrite statistic (1) in the form of a Kendall’s tau statistic (Kendall,
1948) that measures the rank correlation between the x’s and the residuals from a line of slope β1+ z.

Uz = U(β1 + z, (xi, yi)
n
i=1) =

1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S
i<j

sign(xj − xi) · sign (ej − ei − z · (xj − xi)) (2)

Suppose z = 0. Then, we define the null U-statistic as

U0 = U(β1, (xi, yi)
n
i=1) =

1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

sign(xj − xi) · sign(ej − ei) (3)

Furthermore, the distribution of U0 matches the null distribution of the Kendall’s τ -statistic, which is
known to be asymptotically normal (Kendall, 1948). Observe that Ee1,...,en [Uz] = 0 since e1, . . . , en
are i.i.d. In fact, we have:

Fact 4.1.1 (Sen (1968)) Ee1,...,en [Uz] = 0 iff z = 0.

Using these properties of the U-statistic, we proceed with the algorithm analysis in two steps.

8
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1. By the utility theorem of the widened exponential mechanism (Theorem B.0.3), we show that
with high probability, U

(
β̃1

DPWideTS
, (xi, yi)

n
i=1

)
≈ 0.

2. Putting together U
(
β̃1

DPWideTS
, (xi, yi)

n
i=1

)
≈ 0, and the asymptotic normality of Uz for

appropriate z (Theorem 4.2.1), we show that β̃1
DPWideTS

≈ β1 and characterize the finite-
sample convergence of the estimator.

Note that the second step requires showing that Uz , not just U0, is asymptotically normal, and we
must characterize the convergence using the quantity z itself. We do so in the next section.

4.2. Finite-sample convergence of U-statistic

We develop a finite-sample bound for the absolute value difference between the distribution function
of Uz and the standard normal distribution function Φ. To do so, we modify Berry-Esseen bounds
for linear functions, such as U-statistics, of i.i.d mean-0 random variables (see, e.g., Chen et al.
(2011)). In the case of the U-statistic Uz described in (2), the terms sign(ej − ei − z · (xj − xi))
for {i, j} ∈ S, i < j are non-identically distributed since xj − xi may be different for different
pairs (i, j). Therefore, we adapt the Berry-Esseen bounds to work for U-statistics of independent,
non-identical random variables. Our finite-sample convergence bound is stated in Theorem 4.2.1
below.

Theorem 4.2.1 Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 (ie. not all equal) and let y1, . . . , yn be the
corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each
ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution. Let S be a set of unordered
pairs of datapoints such that each pair has distinct x-values, and let Uz be defined with respect to S
as in (2). Let µ(z) = Ee1,...,en [Uz], and let σ2(z) = Vare1,...,en [Uz]. Then, for sufficiently large n,

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣∣Pr [Uz − µ(z)

σ(z)
≤ t

]
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣∣ = O

(
1

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where Φ is the cdf of a standard normal distribution.

This result shows that the normalized U-statistic, Uz , converges to a standard normal distribution at a
rate of O

(
1/(n2 · σ3(z))

)
, where σ2(z) = Θ(1/n) is the variance of the U-statistic.9

5. Evaluating Bound for Special Case

In this section, we will consider the special setting (called an asymptotically optimal design (Sen,
1968)) where the x-values are evenly split between the endpoints of an interval of length ∆x. The
DPWideTS algorithm computes N = ⌊n/2⌋ · ⌈n/2⌉ slopes10 from pairs of datapoints on opposite
ends of the interval. In addition, we assume that the noise variables are sampled i.i.d from a normal
distribution.

Assumption 5.0.1 x1, . . . , x⌊n/2⌋ = 0 and x⌊n/2⌋+1, . . . , xn = ∆x.

9. For example, the variance of the U-statistic evaluated for the asymptotically optimal design is 4/3n + O(1/n), as
shown in Lemma E.0.3. The general case is shown in Lemma C.1.2.

10. Our analysis extends to efficient versions of this algorithm that compute a linear, rather than quadratic, number of
slopes.
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Assumption 5.0.2 Fe = N (0, σ2
e).

Table 2 shows the DPWideTS convergence bound for this special setting, along with convergence
bounds for the non-private algorithms OLS and Theil-Sen and the private algorithms DPSuffStats
and DPOLSExp (Alabi, 2022) (these were described briefly in Section 1.1), all under the same
assumptions.

Estimator Size of 1− p Convergence Bound Constraints

OLS 2 · σe
∆x

· cp/2√
n

Theil-Sen (Sen, 1968) 2 ·
√

π
3 · σe

∆x
· cp/4√

n

DPSuffStats 2 · σe
∆x

· cp/6√
n
· (1 + τ) + τ (1 + τ + |β1|), p ∈ (3 exp(−εn∆2

x/12), 1)

(Alabi, 2022) τ ≈ 12(1−1/n)r2 log(3/p)
ε·n·∆2

x

DPOLSExp (Alabi, 2022) 2 · σe
∆x

· cp/4√
n
+
√

64R·(3 log(3)+log(2/p))
εn2∆2

x

DPWideTS 2 ·
√

π
3 · σe

∆x
·
(
cp/8√

n
+ 4

√
3 ln(4R/pθ)

ε·n

)
+ θ p ∈ (0, 4R/θ),

(Thm 1.2.1) σe

∆x
suff. small, n suff. large

Table 2: High-probability (1− p) convergence bounds for estimators for special setting (Assump-
tions 5.0.1 and 5.0.2). Note that r is a hyperparameter range for both the input xi, yi datapoints,
while R is a range for the output estimate of the slope.

The first two bounds in the table correspond to the non-private algorithms OLS and Theil-Sen.
Both of these non-private algorithms have a convergence rate of O(σe · cp/∆x ·

√
n). Looking at the

leading constant, we see that Theil-Sen nearly recovers the accuracy of OLS, up to a factor of
√
π/3.

The Theil-Sen bound has the term cp/4 instead of cp/2, which comes from the convergence of the
U-statistic to a standard normal distribution at a rate of O(1/

√
n) (Theorem 4.2.1).

The bounds for DPSuffStats and DPTheilSen have the same constant factors for the
highest order term as OLS and Theil-Sen, respectively, but they also contain two main differences
from their non-private counterparts. First, the DP estimators have constant factor changes in p in the
cp terms compared to those in the non-private bounds; this comes from the DP estimators taking a
union bound over both the sampling and privacy error, which splits up the failure probability p further.
Note that cp = Θ(

√
log(/p)) for small p, so these constant factor changes in p are not impactful.

Second, the DP estimators include lower order terms corresponding to the noise due to privacy,11

which provide insight into the relative performance of the DP algorithms in practical regimes. For

11. For example, the ln(R/pθ)/εn term for DPWideTS corresponds to the noise due to privacy, which is O(1/εn) and
thus overshadowed by the sampling error O(1/

√
n) for sufficiently large n.

10



ANALYZING THE DIFFERENTIALLY PRIVATE THEIL-SEN ESTIMATOR

example, we can see that DPSuffStats’s lower order term τ is O(r2/ε ·n ·∆2
x); the εn∆2

x quantity
in the denominator was highlighted in the empirical work of Alabi et al. (2022) as important for
the performance of the algorithm but lacked theoretical backing prior to our work.12 Meanwhile,
the lower order term in DPOLSExp has the quantity

√
εn∆x in the denominator, which indicates

that it performs better than DPSuffStats for small n and for small ε. The lower order term in
DPWideTS has the quantity εn∆x in the denominator, which indicates that it performs better than
DPSuffStats for small ∆x, but not as well as DPOLSExp in the small ε regime.

Finally, we can compare the DPSuffStats, DPOLSExp, and DPWideTS bounds in terms of
their dependence on hyperparameters. While DPSuffStats has a quadratic dependence on r, the
range of the input datapoints, the other two algorithms avoid any dependence on the range of the
inputs. Instead, DPOLSExp has a square root dependence on the range R of the output estimate,
while DPWideTS has a milder logarithmic dependence on R. The bound for DPWideTS also
includes the parameter θ (corresponding to the granularity of outputs in DPWide). In Section E.1,
we discuss how to set this parameter, addressing an open question of (Alabi, 2022).

6. Confidence Intervals for DPWideTS

In addition to the DP point estimators, we also consider DP confidence intervals for the linear
regression slope β1. We start with the non-private Theil-Sen estimator, described in Sen (1968).
This estimator returns the (1/2− b)th and (1/2 + b)th quantiles of the set of Theil-Sen slopes, s,
where b is computed according to the distribution of the corresponding U-statistic.13

Now, we consider the differentially private confidence interval for β1, DPTSCI, which we
describe in Algorithm F.1 (See Appendix). This algorithm is similar to the DPTheilSen point
estimator (Alg. 3.1), except that we replace the call to DPMed with a call to an ε-DP confidence
interval algorithm for the median, DPMedCI.

In Alg. 6.1, we describe one possible DPMedCI algorithm: DPWideCI(Union). This algo-
rithm is based on a nonparametric confidence interval for the median designed by Drechsler et al.
(2022). The idea is to run the DPWide point estimator twice such that with high probability, the
two estimates capture the true slope β1. The DPWideCIUnion algorithm does so by outputting an
interval that contains the non-private interval with high probability, while the DPWideCI algorithm
outputs a tighter interval via more nuanced coverage analysis. While Drechsler et al. (2022) assume
that the inputs to the confidence interval mechanism are sampled i.i.d. from a population distribution,
here we only assume that we have a uniform bound on the convergence of the empirical distribution
Fs to the standard normal distribution (which we develop in Thm. 4.2.1).

Let DPWideTSCIUnion = DPTSCI (d, ε, S, DPWideCIUnion, (α, rα, θ, −R, R, Union=1)),
where DPWideCIUnion is defined in Algorithm 6.1. Our main theorem for DPWideTSCIUnion,
stated in the Appendix, describes the validity and width of this confidence interval. The proof of
the validity relies on the validity of the non-private interval (Lemma F.1.2), along with the utility
of DPWide (Thm. B.0.3). The width of the DPWideTSCIUnion confidence interval is approxi-
mately twice the size of the convergence bound of the point estimator (Thm. 4.0.2), which we expect
even in the non-private setting. However, there is an additional factor of 4 in the term corresponding
to privacy noise (ln(2R/αθ). This can be improved using a more nuanced coverage analysis.

12. Alabi et al. specificially looked at the quantity ε ·n ·σ2
x, where σ2

x is the empirical variance of the constants x1, . . . , xn,
but they did not provide theoretical basis for the importance of this quantity. In our special setting, ∆2

x = 4σ2
x.

13. See the Appendix for more details on this interval estimator and a proof of its validity.
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Algorithm 6.1 DPWideCI(Union): ε-DP Algorithm
Data: s = (s1, . . . , sN ) ∈ RN

Privacy params: ε ∈ R>0

Hyperparams: α ∈ (0, 1), rα ∈ (0, 1), θ ∈ R>0, [−R,R] ⊂ R,Union ∈ {0, 1}
if Union then

Let α1 = rα · α and α2 = (1− rα) · α
Let b = 1

2 · Φ−1 (1− α1/8) · σ(0) // σ2(0) is the variance of the null

U-statistic, U0, corresponding to the set of slopes s. As shown

in Corollary C.1.3, it does not depend on the data.

Let c = 2 ln(4R/α2θ)/(εN)
Set qL = 1/2− b− c and qU = 1/2 + b+ c

end
else

qL, qU = ComputeExpMechCITargets(s, ε, α,−R,R, θ) // Algorithm F.2

end
L̃α(s) = DPWide(s, ε/2, (qL, R, θ)) // Algorithm B.1

Ũα(s) = DPWide(s, ε/2, (qU , R, θ))

return [L̃α(s)− θ, Ũα(s) + θ]

To improve the width of the confidence interval, we apply the more sophisticated approach
from Drechsler et al. (2022). In particular, we call DPWideCI with the Union flag set to 0, so that
qL, qU are computed using ComputeExpMechCITargets (Alg. F.2). We offer a brief overview
here: For a given tL, tU ∈ [N ], ε ∈ R>0, let L̃α(s, tL) = DPWide(s, ε/2, (tL/N, θ,−R,R)) and
Ũα(s, tU ) = DPWide(s, ε/2k, (tU/N, θ,−R,R)). As before, the goal is to control the probability
that the interval [L̃α(s, tL) − θ, Ũα(s, tU ) + θ] fails to contain the true slope β1. In particular, for
α ∈ (0, 1), we would like to find the target ranks tL and tU closest to N/2 such that

Pr
s,DPWideCI

[
L̃α(s, tL)− θ > β1

]
≤ α/2, and Pr

s,DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1

]
≤ α/2 (4)

In Algorithm F.2, we find these target ranks by first computing the probabilities above for all possible
tL and tU ’s, and then by numerically searching for the target ranks closest to N/2 such that the
probabilities above are both within α/2. This search can be implemented more efficiently by noting
that tL is greater than or equal to N · (1/2− b− c) as defined in Algorithm 6.1, and similarly tU is
less than or equal to N · (1/2 + b+ c). This also tell us that the width of the interval will always be
the same or smaller than that of the DPWideTSCIUnion interval (Thm. F.3.1).

The validity analysis for Alg. F.2 (Thm. F.4.2) relies on characterizing the distribution of the rank
of the population median in the dataset. In our setting, where the slopes s computed by DPTSCI are
not necessarily i.i.d, we do so via the distribution of the corresponding U-statistic (Thm. 4.2.1).

7. Conclusion

In this work, we analyze the theoretical privacy and utility guarantees of DPTheilSen. We provide
finite-sample convergence bounds, offer insight into hyperparameter selection, and show how to
produce differentially private confidence intervals. Future work should analyze the optimality of
these algorithms and extend the confidence intervals to multivariate settings.
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Appendix A. Related Work, continued

We begin by describing related work in more detail. Several recent works have leveraged the
connection between robustness and differential privacy to design privacy-preserving algorithms for
specific statistical tasks, affirming Dwork and Lei (2009)’s initial findings that robust estimators
are a valuable starting point for accurate DP algorithms. For example, Couch et al. (2019) find that
robust estimators perform better than parametric estimators under differential privacy, even when
the data come from a parametric model, but they focus on hypothesis testing and do not provide a
theoretical utility analysis. Avella-Medina (2021) designs DP estimators based on bounded influence
M-estimators, including DP tests for Wald, score, and likelihood ratio tests; they provide asymptotic
analysis of the statistical guarantees, while our work focuses on finite-sample analysis.

More generally, recent work has significantly advanced our understanding of the connection
between robust and private algorithms. Work by Asi et al. (2023) establishes a tight connection
between privacy and robustness, providing a black-box transformation from optimal robust to optimal
differentially private algorithms. They also design and analyze estimators for DP linear regression
for high-dimensional tasks under assumptions of Gaussianity. Work by Hopkins et al. (2023) shows
how to implement this black-box transformation in a computationally efficient manner via the sum-
of-squares method. While these methods provide important general toolkits for DP algorithm design,
they do not provide finite-sample bounds for specific estimators such as DPTheilSen.

Many recent works in the DP literature have considered linear regression, but most focus on
empirical or asymptotic analysis rather than finite-sample guarantees. Sheffet (2017) considered dif-
ferentially private ordinary least squares (OLS) methods and corresponding DP confidence intervals,
but unlike our work, these methods assume normality of errors, require input data bounds, and satisfy
approximate, rather than pure, DP. Wang (2018) studied private ridge regression and considered DP
confidence intervals, but these methods require consuming additional privacy budget for estimating
Hessians. Barrientos et al. (2017) and Evans and King (2021) use the subsample-and-aggregate
framework, but their approaches rely on normality assumptions or normal approximations that
only hold for large n. Bernstein and Sheldon (2018) consider a Bayesian approach, but unlike our
work, they require a prior on the distribution of both the regression coefficients and the independent
variables.

Finally, recent studies have further highlighted the need for more usable DP algorithms for
basic statistical tasks such as simple linear regression. A study of data practitioners’ use of DP
by Sarathy et al. (2023) calls for algorithms with minimal hyperparameters and assumptions, as
well as useful uncertainty measures, that will enable data analysts to navigate the constraints of
the DP analysis process. Furthermore, a study by Barrientos et al. (2021) evaluates a range of
DP linear regression algorithms in terms of feasibility for real-world use. They develop criteria
around evaluating algorithms, including: assumptions that align with practical applications, ease
of implementation, computational efficiency, minimal tuning parameters, and accompanied by
uncertainty estimates. This study finds that suprisingly few algorithms in the DP literature satisfy
these criteria. Our work on developing the design and analysis of DPTheilSen makes this family
of algorithms measure up across all of these categories, suggesting that it will be useful for practical
deployments of DP.
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Appendix B. Widened Exponential Mechanism (DPWide)

In this section, we describe the widened exponential mechanism for quantile estimation designed
by Alabi et al. (2022), which is a variant of the standard exponential mechanism (McSherry and
Talwar, 2007) described below.

Definition B.0.1 (Exponential Mechanism (McSherry and Talwar, 2007)) The exponential mech-
anism is defined with respect to a utility function u, which maps (data set, output) pairs to
real values. Given dataset s and range of possible outputs, [−R,R], the exponential mecha-
nism outputs r ∈ [−R,R] with probability density proportional to exp

(
εu(s,r)
2∆u

)
, where ∆(u) =

supr∈[−R,R] sups∼s′ |u(s, r)− u(s′, r)|. The exponential mechanism is ε-DP.

The standard instantiation of the exponential mechanism for quantile estimation (used, e.g.,
in Smith (2011)) uses a utility function that assigns a score to output r based on how far r is in rank
from the desired quantile of s. For all outputs r within the range [−R,R], and for a target quantile
q ∈ (0, 1), the standard utility function is:

u(s, r) = −⌊|#below r − n · q|⌋

where #below r denotes the number of datapoints in s that are less than or equal to r in value. Note
that this utility function assigns the same utility score to every output r in the interval between two
data points.

One issue with this mechanism is that when the output space is the real line and the data is highly
concentrated, the mechanism may not place enough probability density near the target quantile.
To mitigate this issue, Alabi et al. (2022) design a variation on the standard utility function. For
widening parameter θ > 0, and target quantile q ∈ (0, 1), the widened utility function is:

u(s, r) = −⌊ min
w∈[r−θ,r+θ]

|#below w − n · q|⌋

This utility function provides a lower bound on the probability density the mechanism assigns around
the target quantile. Following Alabi et al. (2022), an efficient implementation of the θ-widened
exponential mechanism for the median is given in Algorithm B.1.

Below, we state the standard utility theorem for DPWide with widening hyperparameter θ on a
fixed dataset s. Let Fs

−1 be the inverse empirical distribution function for the set of slopes, s. We use
the following assumption on the range and widening hyperparameters R, θ ∈ R>0.

Assumption B.0.2 For a target q ∈ (0, 1) and fixed dataset s ∈ RN , the true quantile Fs
−1
(q) ∈

[−R+ θ,R− θ].

Theorem B.0.3 (Utility of DPWide) Let s ∈ RN be a fixed sample of N points, and let Fs
−1 be

the inverse empirical distribution function. For q ∈ (0, 1), let [−R,R], the range hyperparameter,
satisfy Assumption B.0.2, and let θ, ε > 0. Let q̃DPWide = DPWide(s, ε, (q,−R,R, θ). Then, for
0 < c < min(q, 1/2),

Pr
DPWide(s,ε,
(q,−R,R,θ))

(
q̃DPWide /∈ [Fs

−1
(q − c)− θ, Fs

−1
(q + c) + θ]

)
≤ R

θ
exp

(
−εcN

2

)
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Algorithm B.1 Widened Exponential Mechanism for Quantile (DPWide): ε-DP Algorithm
Data: s = (s1, . . . , sN ) ∈ RN

Privacy params: ε ∈ R≥0

Hyperparams: q ∈ (0, 1),−R,R ∈ R2; θ ∈ R>0

Sort s
/* Clip s to the range [−R,R] and insert space θ around the qth

quantile: */
for i ∈ [1, ⌊Nq⌋] do

s[i] = min(max(−R, s[i]− θ), R)
end
for i ∈ [⌊Nq⌋+ 1, N ] do

s[i] = max(min(R, s[i] + θ),−R)
end
Insert −R and R into s and set N = N + 2
Set maxNoisyScore = −∞
Set argMaxNoisyScore = −1
for i ∈ [2, N) do

score = log(s[i]− s[i− 1])− ε
2 · ⌊|i−Nq|⌋

Z ∼ Gumbel(0, 1)
noisyScore = score + Z
if noisyScore > maxNoisyScore then

maxNoisyScore = noisyScore
argMaxNoisyScore = i

end
end
left = s[argMaxNoisyScore − 1]
right = s[argMaxNoisyScore]
Sample q̃DPWide ∼ Unif [left, right]
return q̃DPWide
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Proof Let Fs be the empirical distribution function for s. The utility score of an output r ∈ [−R,R]
is −⌊minw∈[r−θ,r+θ]N · |Fs(w)− q|⌋. Let r∗ ∈ [max(−R, r− θ),min(R, r+ θ)] be the value that
maximizes the utility function for potential output value r. Therefore, we can rewrite the utility score
of r as −⌊N |Fs(r

∗)− q|⌋.
Next, let us upper bound the probability that the mechanism selects an output with score ≤ −cN .

The exponential mechanism assigns un-normalized probability density of at most exp(−εcN/2) to
each of these outputs, and they span at most the interval [−R,R]. On the other hand, the exponential
mechanism assigns un-normalized probability density of 1 to output values with score of zero, which
we know exist in the range [−R,R] by Assumption B.0.2. In particular, all outputs within θ of
Fs

−1
(q) have score of zero. Therefore, we have that

Pr
DPWide(s,ε,(q,−R,R,θ))

(
q̃DPWide∗ /∈ [Fs

−1
(q − c), Fs

−1
(q + c)]

)
= Pr

DPWide(s,ε,(q,−R,R,θ))

(∣∣Fs(q̃
DPWide∗)− q

∣∣ ≥ c
)

= Pr
DPWide(s,ε,(q,−R,R,θ))

(
N
∣∣Fs(q̃

DPWide∗)− Fs(q̂)
∣∣ ≥ cN

)
≤ 2R exp(−εcN/2)

2θ exp(−ε · 0 ·N/2)

=
R exp(−εcN/2)

θ

Since q̃DPWide is at most θ away from q̃DPWide∗, we can expand the interval by θ on each side and
obtain the desired bound for q̃DPWide.

The widening parameter θ needs to be carefully chosen. All outputs within θ of the target quantile are
given the same utility score, so a large θ represents a lower bound on the performance. Conversely,
choosing θ too small may result in the area around the target quantile not being given sufficient
weight in the sampled distribution. We describe how to set θ for DPWideTS in Section E.1.

Appendix C. Finite-Sample Convergence of U-Statistic

In this section, we develop a finite-sample convergence bound for U-statistics (Definition 4.0.1) that
will be a key component towards proving the finite-sample convergence bound for DPWideTS. The
bound is stated in Theorem 4.2.1. To develop this bound, we adapt the convergence bounds for linear
statistics of i.i.d. mean-0 random variables (Chen et al., 2011) to work for U-statistics of independent,
non-identical random variables.

We will start by pointing out another fact about U-statistics.

Fact C.0.1 (Sen (1968)) For all z ∈ R, Uz is a non-increasing function.

Next, we analyze the expectation and variance of the U-statistic in question.

C.1. Expectation and Variance of U-statistic

Here, we consider the expectation and variance of Uz (Equation 2) in a very general form. These
expressions are not fully evaluated in order to be as general as possible. They can be further
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characterized (as shown in Section E) based on features of the x values (number of ties, spacings,
etc.) and the paired datapoints that are included within the set S.

Lemma C.1.1 Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 and have variance σ2
x, and let y1, . . . , yn

be the corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R
and each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe with variance σ2

e .
Let S be a set of unordered pairs of datapoints, let N = |S|, and let Uz be defined accordingly as
in Definition 4.0.1, Equation (2). Let Fdiff refer to the CDF of the difference in any two i.i.d. noise
variables ej , ei, and let ∆ij = xj − xi. Then, we have that

Ee1,...,en [Uz] =
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

sign(xj − xi) · (1− 2 · Fdiff(z ·∆ij))

Proof Using the definition of Fdiff, we can expand the expectation of Uz as follows.

Ee1,...,en [Uz] =
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

Eei,ej [sign(xj − xi) · sign (ej − ei − z ·∆ij)]

=
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

sign(xj − xi) ·
(
1− 2 · Pej ,ei (ej − ei < z ·∆ij)

)
=

1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

sign(xj − xi) · (1− 2 · Fdiff(z ·∆ij))

The next lemma bounds the variance of the U-statistic, Uz .

Lemma C.1.2 Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 and have variance σ2
x, and let y1, . . . , yn be

the corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and
each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe with variance σ2

e . Let
S be a set of unordered pairs of datapoints, let N = |S|, and let Uz be defined accordingly as in
Definition 4.0.1, Equation (2). Let Bij(z) = sign(xj − xi) · sign(ej − ei − z · (xj − xi)). Then, we
have that

1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z)) ≤ Vare1,...,en [Uz] ≤
1

N
+

1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))

Proof We begin by rewriting the variance of Uz as a sum of covariances. Then, we can split up the
sum based on the number of overlaps of datapoints i, j, s, t where {i, j}, {s, t} ∈ S.

Vare1,...,en [Uz]

=
1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

Cov (Bij(z) ·Bst(z))
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=
1

N2


∑

{i,j}∈S,i<j

Var (Bij(z)) +
∑

{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z)) +
∑

{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=0

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))



≤ 1

N
+


1

(N)2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))

+ 0

The first sum in the second line can be evaluated by noting that |S| = N and since Prei,ej [Bij ∈
{−1, 1}] = 1, Var(Bij(z)) ≤ 1. For the third sum, note that for |{i, j} ∩ {s, t}| = 0, Bij(z) and
Bst(z) are independent, so Cov(Bij(z), Bst(z)) = 0. This leaves the second sum, which can be
evaluated based on additional assumptions about the number of ties and spacings between x values,
as in Lemma E.0.3. Note that since Var(Bij(z)) ≥ 0, we also have that

V are1,...,en [Uz] ≥
1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))

which gives the desired result.

Using Lemma C.1.2, we will evaluate the variance of the null U-statistic, U0.

Corollary C.1.3 Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 and have variance σ2
x, and let y1, . . . , yn

be the corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R
and each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe with variance σ2

e .
Let S be a set of unordered pairs of datapoints, let N = |S|, and let U0 be defined accordingly as in
Definition 4.0.1, Equation (3). Then, we have that

Vare1,...,en [U0] =
1

N
+


1

3 ·N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

sign(xj − xi) · sign(xt − xs)


Proof For any {i, j} ∈ S, i < j, let Bij(0) = sign(xj − xi) · sign(ej − ei). First, note that
Var [Bij(0)] = 1 and Cov(Bij(0), Bst(0)) can be expanded as follows.

Cov (Bij(0), Bst(0))

= Eei,ej ,es,et [Bij(0) ·Bst(0)]− Eei,ej [Bij(0)] · Ees,et [Bst(0)]

= sign(xj − xi) · sign(xt − xs) · (E [sign(ej − ei) · sign(et − es)]− E [sign(ej − ei)] · E [sign(et − es)])

It can be shown that for all {i, j} ∈ S, i < j and {s, t} ∈ S, s < t such that |{i, j} ∩ {s, t}| = 1,
we have that E[sign(ej − ei) · sign(et − es)] = 1/3 (Kendall, 1948). In addition, by the symmetric,
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mean-0 nature of Fe, we have that E[sign(ej − ei)] = E[sign(et − es)] = 0. Plugging these into the
characterization of Var[Uz] from Lemma C.1.2 gives the desired result.

Vare1,...,en [U0] =
1

N2

 ∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

Var (Bij(0))

+


1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(0), Bst(0))



=
1

N
+


1

3 ·N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

sign(xj − xi) · sign(xt − xs)



C.2. Berry-Esseen-type bound for U-statistic

Now, we move onto developing the finite-sample convergence bound for independent, non-identical
U-statistics, shown in Theorem 4.2.1. First, we state a standard Berry-Esseen theorem for independent,
mean-0, (not necessarily identical) statistics.

Theorem C.2.1 (Berry-Esseen bound for independent mean-0 r.v.s (Berry, 1941; Esseen, 1942))
Let ζ1, . . . , ζn be independent random variables with E[ζi] = 0, E[ζ2i ] > 0, and E[|ζi|3] = ρ3i < ∞,
for i ∈ [n]. Let

∑n
i=1Var(ζi) = 1 and ρ3 =

∑n
i=1 ρ

3
i . Let W =

∑n
i=1 ζn and Φ be the standard

normal cdf. Then,

sup
t∈R

|Pr(W ≤ t)− Φ(t)| ≤ C · ρ3

where C > 0 is a universal constant.

Now, to prove Theorem 4.2.1, we begin by stating an inequality presented by Chen et al. (2011)
that bounds the difference between the cumulative distributions of a non-linear function T and a
linear approximation function W . Note that this inequality, stated below in Lemma C.2.2, does not
require i.i.d random variables, but the subsequent theorems in Chen et al. (2011) that rely on this
bound do require identical marginals.

Lemma C.2.2 (Chen et al. (2011)) Let ζ1, . . . , ζn be independent random variables satisfying
E[ζi] = 0, E[ζ2i ] > 0, and E[|ζi|3] < ∞ for i ∈ [n]. Let

∑n
i=1Var(ζi) = 1, W =

∑n
i=1 ζi, and

T = W +∆ for some ∆ := ∆(ζ1, . . . , ζn). For each i ∈ [n], let ∆i be a random variable such that
ζi and (W − ζi,∆i) are independent. Then, for all t ∈ R,

∣∣Pr(T ≤ t)− P (W ≤ t)
∣∣ ≤ 2

n∑
i=1

E[ζ2i ]1|ζi|>1 + 2
n∑

i=1

E[|ζi|3]1|ζi|≤1 + E [|W∆|] +
n∑

i=1

E [|ζi(∆−∆i)|] .
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Using the inequality above in Lemma C.2.2, along with a standard Berry-Esseen theorem (Theo-
rem C.2.1) to replace Pr[W ≤ t] with Φ(t), Chen et al. (2011) develop a Berry-Esseen bound for
non-linear statistics of i.i.d. mean-0 random variables. We will adapt this bound for non-identical yet
independent, mean-0 random variables to match the setting of our U-statistic, Uz .

To do so, we first state some definitions that allow us to rewrite Uz as the sum of a linear
approximation function W and a remainder ∆. These include defining the variables Ψ1, . . . ,Ψn

and ζ1, . . . , ζn. To help parse the notation in the following lemma, note that each Ψi is conditioned
on the corresponding noise variable ei, so Ψ1, . . . ,Ψn are independent. In addition, note that the
expectation µΨ and variance σΨ of the sum of the Ψi’s can be related to the expectation and variance
of Uz (as shown in Lemma C.2.4). The linear approximation function W is the sum of ζi, i ∈ [n],
which are normalized versions of the Ψi random variables.

Lemma C.2.3 Let S be a set of unordered pairs of datapoints from (xi, yi)
n
i=1, where |S| =

N = nk/2 . For {i, j} ∈ S, i < j, let aij = sign(xj − xi), bij = sign(ej − ei), and cij(z) =
sign (ej − ei − z · (xj − xi)), and B′

ij = Ee′ [sign (e′ − ei − z · (xj − xi)) | ei] where e′ is a fresh
draw from the distribution Fe. Then, for i ∈ [n], let

Ψi =
1

k

∑
j:{i,j}∈S

aij ·B′
ij and ζi =

Ψi − µi

σΨ · n

where µi = Ee1,...,en [Ψi] and σ2
i = Vare1,...,en [Ψi]. In addition, let µΨ =

∑n
i=1 µi/n and σ2

Ψ =∑n
i=1 σ

2
i /n

2. Now, we define the following:

h̄(i, j) = aij · cij −
1

2
·Ψi −

1

2
·Ψj

∆ =
1

2 · σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S

h̄(i, j) and ∆l =
1

2 · σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S
i,j ̸=l

h̄(i, j)

Finally, let W =
∑n

i=1 ζi. Then, we claim the following.

1. ζ1, . . . , ζn are independent

2. W +∆ = (Uz − µΨ) /(σΨ)

3. For each l ∈ [n], ζl is independent of (W − ζl,∆l).

Proof First, note that each ζi conditions on the corresponding noise variable ei, and the only
randomness in each ζi is a fresh draw e′ from the distribution Fe, so ζ1, . . . , ζn are independent.

Next, using the definitions of Ψi and h̄(i, j, z), we can expand W +∆ as follows. In particular,
note that the Ψi and Ψj variables cancel out, so we are left with sums of aijcij and µi.

W +∆ =

n∑
i=1

ζi +
1

σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S

h̄(i, j)

=
1

σΨ · n

n∑
i=1

(Ψi − µi) +
1

2 · σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S

(
aijcij −

1

2
·Ψi −

1

2
·Ψj

)
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=
1

2 · σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S

aijcij −
1

σΨ · n

n∑
i=1

µi

+
1

σΨ · n

n∑
i=1

Ψi −
1

4 · σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S

(Ψi +Ψj)

=
1

σΨ ·N
∑

{i,j}∈S,i<j

aijcij −
1

σΨ · n

n∑
i=1

µi

=
Uz − µΨ

σΨ

Finally, note that for each l ∈ [n], the random variables W − ζl and ∆l are functions of ζj , j ̸= l. As
ζ1, . . . , ζn are independent of each other, this means that ζl is independent of (W − ζl,∆l).

Below, we relate the quantities µΨ and σ2
Ψ to µ(z) and σ2(z) , the expectation and variance of

Uz .

Lemma C.2.4 Let S be the set of unordered pairs of datapoints from (xi, yi)
n
i=1, and let N = |S|.

Let µΨ, σΨ be defined as in Lemma C.2.2. In addition, let Uz be defined as in (2), namely µ(z) =
Ee1,...,en [Uz], and σ2(z) = Vare1,...,en [Uz]. Then,

µΨ = µ(z) and σ2
Ψ = σ2(z) + Θ(1/N)

Proof First, we show that µΨ(z) can be rewritten as µ(z). Let Bij = Ee′ [ej − ei − z(xj − xi) | ei]
and B′

ij = Ee′ [e
′ − ei − z(xj − xi) | ei], where e′ is a fresh draw of the random variable e. Note

that as ej and e′ are identical random variables, both of which are independent from ei, Bij = B′
ij .

Then, we have that

µΨ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ee1,...,en [Ψi]

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ee1,...,en

1
k

∑
j:{i,j}∈S

aij ·B′
ij


=

2

nk

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

aij ·Bij

= Ee1,...,en [Uz]

= µ(z)

Next, for σ(z), we know from Lemma C.1.2 that

1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z)) ≤ σ2(z) ≤ 1

N
+

1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))

In addition, note that Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
st) = Cov(Bij , Bst). To see this, notice that e′ is identical to ej ,

and both are independent from the other random variables ei, es, et, e′′, so e′, ej are interchangeable
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in this expression. Similarly, e′′ is identical to et, and both are independent from ei, ej , e
′, es, so e′′

and et are interchangeable in this expression.
Then, note that we can rewrite σΨ as follows.

σ2
Ψ =

1

n2

n∑
i=1

Var[Ψi]

=
1

n2

n∑
i=1

 1

k2

∑
j:{i,j}∈S
t:{i,t}∈S

Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
it)



=
1

n2k2

n∑
i=1

 ∑
j:{i,j}∈S

Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
ij) +

∑
j:{i,j}∈S

t:{i,t}∈S,t̸=j

Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
it)


=

2

n2k2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
ij) +

4

n2k2

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S,s<t

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
st)

=
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

Cov(B′
ij , B

′′
ij) +

1

N2
·

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j
{s,t}∈S

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov(Bij , Bst)

= σ2(z) + Θ

(
1

N

)
As we can see, this gives the desired result.

Next, we use bounds for E[∆2] and E[(∆ −∆l)
2] shown by Chen et al. (2011). The proof is

lengthy so it is omitted here.

Lemma C.2.5 (Chen et al. (2011)) Let ∆,∆l and ζl (for l ∈ [n]) be defined as in Lemma C.2.3.
In addition, for Uz as defined in (2), let σ2(z) = Vare1,...,en [Uz], and let σ2

Ψ =
∑n

l=1Var[Ψl]/n
2.

Then,

E
[
∆2
]
≤ σ2(z)

2(n− 1) · σ2
Ψ

and E
[
(∆−∆l)

2
]
≤ 2σ2(z)

2n(n− 1) · σ2
Ψ

The above lemma allows us to bound the right side of the inequality in Lemma C.2.2.

Lemma C.2.6 Let W,∆,∆l, and ζl (for l ∈ [n]) be defined as in Lemma C.2.3, where ρ3 =∑n
l=1 E[|ζl|3]. Let γ be defined as follows.

γ = C · ρ3 + 2
n∑

i=1

E[ζ2i ]1|ζi|>1 + 2
n∑

i=1

E[|ζi|3]1|ζi|≤1 + E [|W∆|] +
n∑

l=1

E [|ζl(∆−∆l)|]

where C > 0 is a universal constant. . In addition, let σ2(z) = Vare1,...,en [Uz], where Uz is defined
in (2). Then, for sufficiently large n, γ = O

(
1/(n2σ3(z))

)
.
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Proof First, note that |Ψi − µi| ≤ 2 for all i ∈ [n], because this term consists of a product and
expectation of signs. Therefore, we have that

|ζi| =
∣∣∣∣ Ψi − µi

2 · σΨ · n

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

σΨ · n
, ρ3 =

n∑
i=1

E
[
|ζi|3

]
≤ 1

σ3
Ψ · n2

Note that σΨ = Θ(1/
√
n), so ζi = Θ(1/

√
n). Thus, for sufficiently large n, we have that

n∑
i=1

E[ζ2i ] · 1|ζi|>1 + 2

n∑
i=1

E[|ζi|3] · 1|ζi|≤1 = 0 + ρ3 ≤ 1

σ3
Ψ · n2

Next, note that E[W ] = E [
∑n

i=1 ζi] = 0. Therefore,

E[W 2] = Var[W ] =
1

4 · σ2
Ψ · n2

∑
i∈[n]

σ2
i = O

(
n2σ2

Ψ

σ2
Ψn

2

)
= O(1)

Using this and the fact from Lemma C.2.5 that E[∆2] = O
(
σ2(z)/n · σ2

Ψ

)
, we have that

E[|W∆|] ≤ E[|W ||∆|]

≤
√

E [|W |2] · E [|∆|2]

=
√
E [W 2] · E [∆2]

=
√
E [W 2] · E [∆2]

= O

(
σ(z)√
n · σΨ

)
Similarly, using the fact from Lemma C.2.5 that E[(∆−∆l)

2] = O(σ2(z)/n2 · σ2
Ψ), we have that∑

l∈[n]

E [|ζl · (∆−∆l)|] ≤
∑
l∈[n]

√
E
[
ζ2l
]
· E [(∆−∆l)2]

=
∑
l∈[n]

√
σ2
l

n2 · σ2
Ψ

·O
(

σ2(z)

n2 · σ2
Ψ

)

= O

(
σ(z)

n2 · σ2
Ψ

)
·
∑
l∈[n]

σl

= O

(
σ(z)

n2 · σ2
Ψ

)
·O(n)

= O

(
σ(z)

n · σ2
Ψ

)
where the second to last line follows from noting that σl ∈ (0, 1]. This gives us that

γ = O

(
1

n2 · σ3
Ψ

)
+O

(
σ(z)√
n · σΨ

)
+O

(
σ(z)

n · σ2
Ψ

)
= O

(
1

n2 · σ3(z)

)
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where the second step follows from noting that σΨ < 1 for sufficiently large n, and by replacing σΨ
with σ(z) via Lemma C.2.4.

Below, we put all the above lemmas together to state and prove the finite-sample convergence of
the distribution of the U-statistic to the standard normal distribution.

Theorem [ 4.2.1] Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 (ie. not all equal) and let y1, . . . , yn be the
corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each
ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution. Let S be a set of unordered
pairs of datapoints, and let Uz be defined with respect to S as in (2). Let µ(z) = Ee1,...,en [Uz], and
σ2(z) = Vare1,...,en [Uz]. Then, for sufficiently large n,

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣∣Pr [Uz − µ(z)

σ(z)
≤ t

]
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣∣ = O

(
1

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where Φ is the cdf of a standard normal distribution.

Proof Recall from Lemma C.2.3 the following definitions: for aij = sign(xj − xi) and
B′

ij = Ee′ [sign (e′ − ei − z · (xj − xi)) | ei], where e′ is a fresh draw of the random variable e, we
let

Ψi =
1

k

∑
j:{i,j}∈S

aij ·B′
ij and ζi =

Ψi − µi

σΨ · n

where µi = Ee1,...,en [Ψi], σi = Vare1,...,en [Ψi], and σ2
Ψ =

∑n
i=1 σ

2
i /n

2. From these definitions,
it can be shown that E[ζi] = 0, E[ζ2i ] > 0, E[|ζi|3] < ∞, and

∑n
i=1Var[ζi] = 1. In addition,

Lemma C.2.4 shows that for µΨ =
∑n

i=1 µi/n,

µ(z) = µΨ, σ2(z) = σ2
Ψ +Θ(1/N),

where N = |S|. By Lemma C.2.3, we therefore have that

Uz − µ(z)

σ(z)
= W +∆,

and for each i ∈ [n], ζi is independent of (W − ζi,∆i). Then, putting together Lemma C.2.2 and
Lemma C.2.6 directly gives the desired result.

Appendix D. Finite-Sample Convergence Bound for DPWideTS

Here, we prove our main result: the finite-sample convergence bound for β̃1
DPWideTS

. As described
earlier in Section 4.1, the proof of Theorem 4.0.2 follows in two main steps; first, we argue that
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
) is close to 0 with high probability by utility theorem of the exponential mechanism

(Theorem B.0.3). Second, we use the convergence of the U-statistic distribution (Theorem 4.2.1) to
show that β̃1

DPWideTS
is close to β1.
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Theorem [4.0.2] Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 and have empirical variance σ2
x. Let

y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where
β0, β1 ∈ R and each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe.
Let β̃1

DPWideTS
= DPTheilSen({xi, yi}ni=1, ε, (S,DPWide, θ,−R,R)), where ε,R, θ > 0, β1 ∈

[−R + θ,R − θ], and S ∈
(
[n]
2

)
is a set of unordered pairs with distinct x-values. Let Uz be the

U-statistic defined with respect to S.
Then, there exists a constant c > 0 such that for sufficiently large n, with probability at least

1− p, β̃1
DPWideTS

∈ [β1 − z − θ, β1 + z + θ] for every z that satisfies the following:

−µ(z)− 4 ln(4R/pθ)
ε·n

σ(z)
≥ Φ−1

(
1− p

4
+

c

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where µ(z) = E[Uz], σ

2(z) = Var[Uz], and Φ is the standard normal cdf.

Proof First, we consider the event that β̃1
DPWideTS

> β1 + z + θ. We take a union bound over two
possibilities that could lead to this event: the first is that U(β̃1

DPWideTS
− θ) is less than an arbitrary

value −c ∈ (−1, 0) (ie. DPWide returned an output that is more than cN/2 away in rank from the

median of the N slopes), which implies that β̃1
DPWideTS

is not within z of β1 with high probability.
The second that U(β̃1

DPWideTS
− θ) is within c of 0, yet β̃1

DPWideTS
− θ is still more than z greater

than β1. We can simplify these expressions by noting that U is a non-increasing function (Fact C.0.1).
Then, for all z ∈ R and sufficiently large n, we have that

Pr
Y,DPWide

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
> β1 + z + θ

]
≤ Pr

Y,DPWide

[
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
− θ, (xi, yi)

n
i=1) < −c

]
+

Pr
Y,DPWide

[
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
− θ, (xi, yi)

n
i=1) ≥ −c ∩ β̃1

DPWideTS
− θ > β1 + z

]
≤ Pr

Y,DPWide

[
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
, (xi, yi)

n
i=1) < −c

]
+ Pr

Y,DPWide
[U(β1 + z + θ, (xi, yi)

n
i=1) ≥ −c]

≤ Pr
Y,DPWide

[
1/2− Fs(β̃1

DPWideTS
) < −c/2

]
+ Pr

Y,DPWide
[U(β1 + z, (xi, yi)

n
i=1) ≥ −c]

≤ R

θ
exp (−ε · c ·N/4) +

(
1− Φ

(
−c− µ(z)

σ(z)

))
+O

(
1

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where Fs is the empirical distribution function for the set of slopes computed by DPWideTS.
Then, the first term in the last line comes from Theorem B.0.3 and the second term follows from
Lemma 4.2.1. We can run through a similar analysis for the event that β̃1

DPWideTS
< β1 − z − θ to

get the following:

Pr
Y,DPWide

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
< β1 − z − θ

]
≤ R

θ
exp (−ε · c ·N/4) + Φ

(
c− µ(−z)

σ(−z)

)
+O

(
1

n2 · σ3(−z)

)
Setting the first terms less than or equal to p/4 and then solving for c and z gives the desired result.
Finally, the expressions for µ(z) and σ(z) follow directly from Lemmas C.1.1 and C.1.2.

29



SARATHY VADHAN

This result is not very easily interpretable in the general case. In the next section, we apply this
bound to a special setting, and in Section 5, we provide intuition and comparison with convergence
bounds for other non-DP and DP algorithms.

Appendix E. Evaluating DPWideTS Bound for Special Case

We consider the special setting where the x-values are evenly split between the endpoints of an
interval of length ∆x. The DPWideTS algorithm computes N = ⌊n/2⌋ · ⌈n/2⌉ slopes. This section
evaluates the bound from Theorem 4.0.2 for this special setting.

To do so, we first solve for the expectation and variance of the U-statistic for this case so that we
can plug these values into the general convergence bound. We rely on the following approximation
of the normal CDF.

Lemma E.0.1 (Normal CDF approximation) Let F (·) be the cumulative distribution function for
a Gaussian with mean β1 and variance σ2. For all y such that |y − β1|/σ is sufficiently small, we
have that

F (y) =
1

2
+

y − β1

σ
√
2π

+O

(
(y − β1)

3

σ3

)
Proof For any y ∈ R, the distribution function F (y) is defined as follows.

F (y) =
1

2

(
1 + erf

(
y − β1

σ
√
2

))
The error function erf(z) can be rewritten using a power series expansion. For z close to 0, we have:

erf(z) =
2√
π

∫ z

0
e−t2dt

=
2√
π

∫ z

0

(
1− t2 +

t4

2!
+ . . .

)
dt

=
2√
π

(
z − z3

3
+ . . .

)
=

2√
π
z +O(z3)

Setting z = (y − β1)/(σ
√
2), we have that when z is close to 0,

F (y) =
1

2

(
1 +

√
2(y − β1)√

πσ
+O

(
(y − β1)

3

σ3

))

=
1

2
+

y − β1

σ
√
2π

+O

(
(y − β1)

3

σ3

)
which gives us the desired result.

Now, we can evaluate the expectation and variance of Uz for this special setting.
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Lemma E.0.2 Suppose that x1, . . . , xn be at two endpoints of an interval of size ∆x such that
they satisfy Assumption 5.0.1, and let e1, . . . , en be drawn i.i.d from Fe = N (0, σ2

e) according
to Assumption 5.0.2. Let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model
yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R. Let S be the set of unordered pairs of datapoints , and let
Uz be defined accordingly as in (2). Then, we have that for sufficiently small z ·∆x/σe,

Ee1,...,en [Uz] =
−z ·∆x√

πσe
+O

(
z3 ·∆3

x

σ3
e

)
Proof First, let Fdiff refer to the CDF of the difference in any two i.i.d. noise variables ej , ei. In
addition, let N = |S|. Then, we have from Lemma C.1.1 that

Ee1,...,en [Uz] =
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

sign(∆x) · (1− 2 · Fdiff(z ·∆x))

Next, note that for our special case (assumptions 5.0.1 and 5.0.2), sign(∆x) = 1 and Fdiff is the CDF
of the difference between two i.i.d noise variables from a N (0, σ2

e) distribution. Therefore, using
a Taylor approximation of the normal cdf from Lemma E.0.1, we have that for sufficiently small
z ·∆x/σe,

Ee1,...,en [Uz] =
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

(1− 2 · Fdiff(z ·∆x))

=
1

N

∑
{i,j}∈S,i<j

(
1− 2

(
1

2
+

z∆x

2
√
πσe

+O

(
z3∆3

x

σ3
e

)))

=
−z ·∆x√

πσe
+O

(
z3 ·∆3

x

σ3
e

)
which gives the desired result.

Lemma E.0.3 Suppose that x1, . . . , xn be at two endpoints of an interval of size ∆x such that
they satisfy Assumption 5.0.1, and let e1, . . . , en be drawn i.i.d from Fe = N (0, σ2

e) according
to Assumption 5.0.2. Let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model
yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R. Let S be the set of unordered pairs of datapoints , and let
Uz be defined accordingly as in (2). Then, for sufficiently small z ·∆x/σe,

Vare1,...,en [Uz] =
4

3n
+O

(
z ·∆x

n · σe

)
+O

(
1

n2

)
Proof Let Bij(z) = sign(∆x) · cij(z), where cij = sign(ej − ei − z ·∆x). Starting with the result
from Lemma C.1.2, we have that

Vare1,...,en [Uz] ≤


1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S
{s,t}∈S

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))

+
1

N
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Note that under our additional assumptions 5.0.1 and 5.0.2, sign(∆x) = 1 and N = ⌊n/2⌋ · ⌈n/2⌉.
Next, for |{i, j} ∩ {s, t}| = 1 (and supposing i = s), we have that

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z)) ≤ Ee1,...,en [Bij(z) ·Bst(z)]

= Eei,ej ,et [cij(z) · cit(z)]
= Eei

[
Eej ,et [cij(z) · cit(z) | ei]

]
= Eei

[
Eej [cij(z) | ei] · Eet [cit(z) | ei]

]
= Eei

[
(1− 2 · Fe(ei + z ·∆x))

2
]

The same expression follows for the case where j = t instead of i = s. Note that Fe is the cumulative
distribution function for ei, i ∈ [n], which by Assumption 5.0.2 is N (0, σ2

e).
Setting w = z∆x, let g(w) = Eei

[
(1− 2 · Fe(ei + w))2

]
. Now, we can rewrite ei as F−1

e (U),
where U is a uniform [0, 1] random variable, and then compute g(0) as follows.

g(w) = EU

[(
1− 2 · Fe

(
F−1
e (U) + w

))2]
g(0) = EU

[
(1− 2 · Fe(F

−1
e (U)))2

]
= EU

[
(1− 2 · U)2

]
= 1/3

Next, we know that for any constant c > 0, if |g′(w)| ≤ c for all w ∈ R, then

g(w) ∈ (g(0)− cw, g(0) + cw)

To bound g′(w), we can first express it as follows.

g′(w) = EU

[
2 ·
(
1− 2 · Fe

(
F−1
e (U) + w

))
·
(
−2 · F ′

e

(
F−1
e (U) + w

))]
= EU

[
−4 ·

(
1− 2 · Fe

(
F−1
e (U) + w

))
· 1

σe ·
√
2π

· exp

(
−
(
F−1
e (U) + w

)2
2σ2

e

)]

where the second line follows by noting that F ′
e is a pdf of a N (0, σ2

e) random variable. As a
cumulative distribution function, Fe(·) is between 0 and 1. In addition, we can see that the exp factor
is between 0 and 1. Therefore, we have that

|g′(w)| ≤ 4 · 1

σe ·
√
2π

= O

(
1

σe

)
, so g(w) = g(0) +O

(
w

σe

)
Finally, the number of terms that share one datapoint, ie. #{i, j} ∈ S, {s, t} ∈ S s.t. |{i, j} ∩
{s, t}| = 1, divided by the N2 factor, is less than or equal to

2 · (n/2)2 · (n/2− 1)

(n/2)4
=

4(n− 2)

n2

Putting this all together, we have that for w = z∆x, the following holds.

Vare1,...,en [U(δn, (xi, yi)
n
i=1)] ≤


1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S
{s,t}∈S

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Cov (Bij(z), Bst(z))

+
1

N
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≤


1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S
{s,t}∈S

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

Eei

[
(1− 2 · Fe(ei + z ·∆x))

2
]
+

1

N

=


1

N2

∑
{i,j}∈S
{s,t}∈S

|{i,j}∩{s,t}|=1

g(w)

+
1

N

≤ 1

(n/2)4
· 2 · (n/2)2 · (n/2− 1) ·

(
1

3
+O

(
w

σe

))
+

1

(n/2)2

=
4(n− 2)

n2

(
1

3
+O

(
w

σe

))
+O

(
1

n2

)
≤ 4

3n
+O

(
z ·∆x

n · σe

)
+O

(
1

n2

)

Using the above characterizations of the expectation and variance, we can now restate and prove
the convergence bound for this special case.

Theorem [1.2.1] Let x1, . . . , xn be at two endpoints of an interval of size ∆x such that they satisfy
Assumption 5.0.1, and let e1, . . . , en be drawn i.i.d from Fe = N (0, σ2

e) according to Assump-
tion 5.0.2. Let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0+β1xi+

ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R. Let β̃1
DPWideTS

= DPTheilSen({xi, yi}ni=1, ε, (DPWide, θ,−R,R)),
where ε,R, θ > 0, and β1 ∈ [−R + θ,R − θ] as in Assumption B.0.2. Let τ be defined as
follows.

τ = Φ−1
(
1− p

8

)
·
√

4

3n
+

8 ln(4R/pθ)

εn

where Φ−1 is the inverse standard normal distribution function. Then, we have that for sufficiently

large n, where for some constant c, n ≥ c
(
log(R/pθ)/ε

√
log(1/p)

)2
, and sufficiently small τ , we

have that with probability at least 1− p,

β̃1
DPWideTS

∈ [β1 − z − θ, β1 + z + θ]

for

z =

√
π · σe
∆x

·
(
τ +O

(
τ3/2

))
.

Proof We start with the bound from Theorem 4.0.2 and substitute the expressions for µ(z) and σ2(z)
using Lemmas E.0.2 and E.0.3. This gives the following: for sufficiently large n and sufficiently
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small z ·∆x/σe, β̃1
DPWideTS

∈ [β1 − z − θ, β1 + z + θ] provided that

z ≥
√
π · σe
∆x

·

(
Φ−1

(
1− p

4
+

c1
n2 · σ3(z)

)
·

√(
4

3n
+ eσ2(z)

)
+

8 ln(4R/pθ)

εn
+ eµ(z)

)
(5)

where

eσ2(z) ≤
c2 ·∆x · z
n · σe

+
c3
n2

and eµ(z) ≤
c4 ·∆3

x · z3

σ3
e

and where c1, c2, c3, c4 > 0 are constants. Now, we will show that z can actually be set so as to
satisfy condition (5). In particular, it can be shown that setting z as

z :=
2
√
π · σe
∆x

·
(
τ + c2 · τ3/2

)
for τ = Φ−1

(
1− p

8

)
·
√

4

3n
+

8 ln(4R/pθ)

εn

satisfies condition (5). To see this, first note that for any z ∈ R, σ2(z) ≥ 4/3n by Lemma E.0.3.
Then, for n ≥ (6c1/p)

2, we have that

Φ−1

(
1− p

4
+

c1
n2 · σ3(z)

)
≤ Φ−1

(
1− p

8

)
.

Using this, we can see that for n ≥ max(3c3/4, 8c
2
2(Φ

−1(1− p/8))2, (6c1/p)
2), we can bound the

highest-order term on the right-hand side of ( 5) as follows.
√
π · σe
∆x

· Φ−1

(
1− p

4
+

c1
n2 · σ3(z)

)
·

√(
4

3n
+ eσ2(z)

)

≤
√
π · σe
∆x

· Φ−1
(
1− p

8

)
·

(√
4

3n
+

√
2 · c2 · τ

n
+

√
2 · c22 · τ3/2

n
+

√
c3
n2

)

≤
√
π · σe
∆x

· τ ·
(
1 +

√
3 · c2 · τ +

√
3 · c2 · τ4

)
≤ 2

√
π · σe
∆x

·
(
τ + c2 · τ3/2

)
= z

where the first inequality follows from the condition that n > (6c1/p)
2, the second inequality follows

for n > 3c3/4 and the definition of τ , and the third inequality follows from n > 8(c2 ·Φ−1(1−p/8))2.
From this, we can see that there exists a setting of z that satisfies condition (5), which completes the
proof.

E.1. Choosing the widening parameter, θ

Theorem 1.2.1 offers insight on how to set θ in the DPWideTS algorithm, which was an open
question raised by Alabi et al. (2022). For fixed p, ε,R, σe,∆x, and n that satisfy the conditions
stated in the Theorem, we can set θ to minimize the bound as follows:

θ ≈ max

(
σe · ln(Rεn∆x/pσe)

εn∆x
,
R

p
exp(−εn)

)
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The first term in the max comes from allowing the two terms involving θ in Thm. 1.2.1 to be approxi-
mately equal, whereas the second term in the max comes from upper bounding O(ln(R/pθ)/εn) by
some constant. The reason for having both terms is to account for both widespread and concentrated
slopes.14 The factor σe/(n∆x) in the first term corresponds to the standard deviation of the slopes
computed by DPWideTS; when the slopes are highly concentrated, the first term becomes small.
The second term, however, is independent of σe and ∆x, which allows θ to remain bounded away
from 0 and prevents a blowup in the convergence bound. Note that R, ε, n and p are known in
practice; if the experimental design suggests that the slopes may be concentrated (e.g. if the x-values
are located at one of two endpoints of an interval as in this special case), our analysis suggests setting
θ to scale with the second term.

Appendix F. Confidence Intervals

In this section, we consider DP confidence intervals for the linear regression slope, β1. We begin by
defining the type of confidence intervals we are interested in.

Definition F.0.1 (Confidence intervals for simple linear regression.) Let d = (xi, yi)
n
i=1 be a dataset

real-valued pairs, where x1, . . . , xn are fixed values that are not all equal, and y1, . . . , yn are the
corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each
ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe. Let IR be the set of all
intervals in R, and let Mnonpriv : Multisets(R× R, n)×H → IR be a deterministic mechanism that
outputs an interval. For any α1 ∈ (0, 1), Mnonpriv outputs a (1 − α1)-confidence interval for the
slope β1 if for all hyperparams ∈ H, and sufficiently large n,

Pr
e1,...,en∼Fe

[β1 ∈ Mnonpriv(d, hyperparams)] ≥ 1− α1

where the probability is over the randomness of the dataset d.
Next, let MDP : Multisets(R× R, n)× R>0 ×H → IR be a randomized ε-DP mechanism that

outputs an interval. For any α ∈ (0, 1), MDP outputs a (1− α)-DP confidence interval for the slope
β1 if for all privacy loss parameters ε ∈ R>0, hyperparams ∈ H, and sufficiently large n,

Pr
e1,...,en∼Fe

MDP

[β1 ∈ MDP(d, ε, hyperparams)] ≥ 1− α

where the probability is over the randomness of both the dataset d and the mechanism MDP.

F.1. Nonprivate Confidence Intervals for Theil-Sen

Now, we will define the non-private Theil-Sen confidence interval (Sen, 1968) and prove its coverage
validity.

Definition F.1.1 Let S be a set of N unordered pairs of points, and let U0 be the corresponding null
U-statistic (defined in )Definition 4.0.1, Equation 3). For the corresponding set of slopes s, let Fs be

14. Handling the case of concentrated slopes was Alabi et al. (2022)’s original motivation for designing the widened
exponential mechanism.
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the empirical distribution function for s. Let σ2(0) = Vare1,...,en [U0] as evaluated in Corollary C.1.3.
For any α1 ∈ (0, 1), let b be defined as follows:

b :=
1

2
· Φ−1

(
1− α1

8

)
· σ(0)

where Φ is the standard normal cdf. Let β̂1L = Fs
−1
(1/2− b) and β̂1U = Fs

−1
(1/2 + b). Then, the

non-private 1− α1-Theil-Sen confidence interval is [β̂1L, β̂1U ].

The proof of this interval’s validity can be found in Lemma F.1.2.

Lemma F.1.2 Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1 and let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding
response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each ei is sampled
i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe. Let S be a set of N unordered pairs of
datapoints, and let U0 be the corresponding null U-statistic defined in Definition 4.0.1 Equation (3).
Let σ2(0) = Vare1,...,en [U0] as evaluated in Corollary C.1.3. For any α1 ∈ (0, 1), let [β̂1L, β̂1U ] be
the non-private Theil-Sen confidence interval as in Definition F.1.1. Then, there exists a constant
c > 0 such that for all n ≥ c/α2

1, [β̂1L, β̂1U ] is a (1− α1)-confidence interval for the true slope β1.

Proof We will consider the upper limit of the interval, β̂1U , for simplicity. First, note that

U(β̂1U ) = 1− 2Fs(β̂1U ) = 1− 2Fs(Fs
−1
(1/2 + b))

= −2b = Φ−1(α1/8) · σ(0)

Next, we rely on the fact that if β1 > β̂1U , U(β1) < U(β̂1U ). Therefore, we can use the distribution
of U(β1) and its convergence to a standard normal via Theorem 4.2.1 to evaluate the probability that
β1 > β̂1U .

Pr
s

[
β1 > β̂1U

]
= Pr

s

[
U(β1) < U

(
β̂1U

)]
≤ Φ

U
(
β̂1U

)
σ(0)

+O

(
1

n2 · σ3(0)

)

= Φ

(
Φ−1(α1/8) · σ(0)

σ(0)

)
+O

(
1

n2 · σ3(0)

)
= α1/8 +O

(
1

n2 · σ3(0)

)
= α1/8 +O

(
1√
n

)
≤ α1/2

where the second to last line holds follows from Corollary C.1.3 and the last line holds for n ≥ c/α2
1.

We can go through a similar argument for β̂1L, which gives the desired result.
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Algorithm F.1 DPTSCI: ε-DP Algorithm
Data: d = (xi, yi)

n
i=1 ∈ Multisets(R× R, n)

Privacy params: ε ∈ R≥0

Hyperparams: S ∈
(
[n]
2

)
, DPMedCI, hyperparams ∈ H

s = {}
for each {i, j} ∈ S (such that xi ̸= xj) do

s = (yj − yi)/(xj − xi)
Add s to s

end
Let k = maxi∈[n]{#j ∈ [n] : {i, j} ∈ S}
[β̃1

TS
L , β̃1

TS
U ] = DPMedCI (s, ε/k, hyperparams)

return [β̃1
TS
L , β̃1

TS
U ]

F.2. DPTSCI Algorithm

Below, we provide pseudocode for the general algorithm for confidence intervals via DPTS. Note
that this algorithm is similar to the DPTS point estimator (Alg 3.1), except it replaces the call to
DPMed with a call to DPMedCI, a DP algorithm for confidence intervals for the median.

Lemma F.2.1 Algorithm F.1 is ε-DP.

Proof The call to DPMedCI is ε/k-DP by definition, so by simple composition and post-processing,
DPTSCI is ε-DP.

F.3. Union-bound confidence interval

Now, we consider the coverage validity and width of the DP confidence interval when we use
DPWideCIUnion (Alg 6.1) as the DPMedCI algorithm.

Theorem F.3.1 (Validity and width of DPWideTSCIUnion) Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1,
and let y1, . . . , yn be the corresponding response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei,
where β0, β1 ∈ R and each ei is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution
Fe. Let S be a set of N unordered datapoints. For α ∈ (0, 1), rα ∈ (0, 1), ε,R, θ > 0, and

β1 ∈ [−R+ θ,R− θ] as in Assumption B.0.2, let [β̃1
DPWideTS
L , β̃1

DPWideTS
U ] =

DPTSCI({xi, yi}ni=1, ε, S,DPWideCIUnion, (α, rα, θ,−R,R,Union = 1)). Then, the interval

[β̃1
DPWideTS
L , β̃1

DPWideTS
U ] is a 1− α-confidence interval for the true slope β1 over the randomness in

(xi, yi)
n
i=1 and DPWideTSCIUnion.

In addition, let Uz be defined as in Definition 4.0.1, Equation (2) according to set S. Then, there
exists a constant v > 0 such that for sufficiently large n, we have that with probability at least 1− α,
β̃1

DPWideTS
U − β̃1

DPWideTS
L < 2z + 2θ for all z that satisfies the following.

−µ(z)− 8 ln(2R/αθ)
ε·n

σ(z)
≥ 2 · Φ−1

(
1− α

2
+

v

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where µ(z) = E[Uz], σ

2(z) = Var[U(z)], and Φ is the standard normal cdf.
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Proof First, let us prove the validity of the confidence interval
[β̃1

DPWideTS
L , β̃1

DPWideTS
U ]. We consider the upper limit of the interval, β̃1

DPWideTS
U , for simplicity.

First, we will bound the probability that the upper limit of the private interval fails (β̃1
DPWideTS
U < β1)

conditioned on the success of the upper limit of the non-private interval (β1 < β̂1U ). This analysis
uses a translation between the U -statistic and the distribution function Fs, as well as the utility of the
exponential mechanism (Theorem B.0.3) with target quantile qU = 1/2 + b+ c.

Pr
d,DPWideCI

(
β̃1

DPWideTS
U < β1 ∧ β1 ≤ β̂1U

)
≤ Ed

[
Pr

DPWideCI

(
β̃1

DPWideTS
U < β̂1U | d

)]
≤ Ed

[
Pr

DPWideCI

(
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
U ) > U(β̂1U ) | d

)]
= Ed

[
Pr

DPWideCI

(
1− 2Fs(β̃1

DPWideTS
U ) > −2b | d

)]
= Ed

[
Pr

DPWideCI

(
Fs(β̃1

DPWideTS
U ) < 1/2 + b | d

)]
= Ed

[
Pr

DPWideCI

(
Fs(β̃1

DPWideTS
U )− qU < −c | d

)]
≤ Ed [α2/2]

= α2/2

We use this bound to evaluate the total failure probability of the private upper limit. We also use the
failure probability of the upper limit of the non-private confidence interval, β̂1U , as characterized in
Lemma F.1.2.

Pr
d,DPWideCI

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
U < β1

]
= Pr

d,DPWideCI

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
U < β1 ∧ β1 > β̂1U

]
+ Pr

d,DPWideCI

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
U < β1 ∧ β1 ≤ β̂1U

]
≤ Pr

d

[
β1 > β̂1U

]
+ Pr

DPWideCI

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
U < β̂1U

]
≤ α1/2 + α2/2

= α/2

The same analysis holds for the other end of the interval, so this proves the validity of the confidence
interval. Next, let us consider the width of the interval. For simplicity, let us consider the event that
β̃1

DPWideTS
U > β1 + z + θ. The analysis is similar to the proof of Theorem 4.0.2. For all z ∈ R and

sufficiently large n, we have that

Pr
Y,DPWideCI

[
β̃1

DPWideTS
U > β1 + z + θ

]
≤ Pr

Y,DPWideCI

[
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
U − θ) < −d

]
+

Pr
Y

DPWideCI

[
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
U − θ) ≥ −d ∧ β̃1

DPWideTS
U − θ > β1 + z

]
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≤ Pr
Y,DPWideCI

[
U(β̃1

DPWideTS
U ) < −d

]
+ Pr

Y
[U(β1 + z) ≥ −d]

≤ Pr
Y,DPWideCI

[
Fs(β̃1

DPWideTS
U )− qU > d/2− b− c

]
+ Pr

Y
[U(β1 + z) ≥ −d]

≤ R

2θ
exp (−ε · (d/2− b− c) ·N/2) +

(
1− Φ

(
−d− µ(z)

σ(z)

))
+O

(
1

n2 · σ3(z)

)
where b, c are defined as in Algorithm 6.1. The first term in the last line follows from Theorem B.0.3
and the second term follows from Lemma 4.2.1. Setting this probability to ≤ α and solving
for d and z gives us the desired result. We can run through a similar analysis for the event that
β̃1

DPWideTS
L < β1 − z − θ.

F.4. Tighter confidence interval

Now, we consider the coverage validity of the tighter confidence interval, DPWideTSCI, obtained
via the following subroutine.

Algorithm F.2 ComputeExpMechCITargets
Data: s = (s1, . . . , sN )
Input: ε ∈ R>0, α ∈ (0, 1), [−R,R] ⊂ R, θ ∈ R>0

for tL ∈ N, 1 ≤ tL ≤ N/2 do
γtL = 1− FU (1− 2(tL − 1)/N) +

∑n
m=tL

F ′
U (1− 2m/N) · R

θ exp(−(m− tL) · ε/2)
end
// FU , F

′
U are the CDF and PDF of the null U-statistic corresponding

to s
qL = maxtL∈N,1≤tL<⌈N/2⌉{tL : γtL ≤ α/2}/N
for tU ∈ N, N/2 ≤ tU < N do

γtU = FU (1− 2tU/N) +
∑tU

m=1 F
′
U (1− 2m/N) · R

θ exp(−(tU −m) · ε/2)
end
qU = mintU∈N,⌈N/2⌉≤tU<N{j : γtU ≤ α/2}/N
return qL, qU

To analyze this algorithm, we will first state a lemma that translates between the empirical
distribution Fs to the distribution of the null U-statistic, FU .

Lemma F.4.1 Let s = (s1, . . . , sN ) ∈ RN be a multiset of (not necessarily independent) slopes
computed via the DPTSCI algorithm, where each sj is drawn from a marginal distribution function
that has true median β1. Let Fs be the empirical distribution of the slopes, let U0 be the corresponding
U-statistic (as defined in (3), and let FU , F

′
U be the cdf and pdf, respectively, of U0 (β1, (xi, yi)

n
i=1).

Then, for any m ∈ [N ],

Pr
[
Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
= F ′

U

(
1− 2m

N

)
Pr
[
Fs(β1) ≤

m

N

]
= 1− FU

(
1− 2m

N

)
.
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Proof We can rewrite Fs(β1) as 1/2− U0(β1)/2, which directly gives that

Pr
[
Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
= Pr

[
U0(β1) = 1− 2m

N

]
Pr
[
Fs(β1) ≤

m

N

]
= Pr

[
U0(β1) ≥ 1− 2m

N

]
.

Using the above lemma, we show the validity of the DPWideTSCI using ComputeExpMechCITargets.

Theorem F.4.2 Let x1, . . . , xn satisfy Assumption 1.1.1, and let y1, . . . , yn be the correspond-
ing response variables under the model yi = β0 + β1xi + ei, where β0, β1 ∈ R and each ei
is sampled i.i.d from a continuous, symmetric, mean-0 distribution Fe. Let S be a set of un-
ordered pairs of datapoints. For α ∈ (0, 1), rα = 1/2 (as a default, since it won’t be used),

ε,R, θ > 0, and β1 ∈ [−R + θ,R − θ] as in Assumption B.0.2, let [β̃1
DPWideTS
L , β̃1

DPWideTS
U ] =

DPTSCI({xi, yi}ni=1, ε, S,DPWideCI, (α, rα, θ,−R,R,Union = 0)). Then, the interval

[β̃1
DPWideTS
L , β̃1

DPWideTS
U ] is a 1− α-confidence interval for the true slope β1 over the randomness in

(xi, yi)
n
i=1 and DPWideTSCI.

Proof For simplicity, we consider just the upper endpoint of the interval. Recall that for a given
tU ∈ [N ], Ũα(s, tU ) = DPWide(s, ε/2k, (tU/N, θ,−R,R)), and Fs is the empirical distribution of
the set of slopes s. We will consider the probability that Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1 by splitting this event
into two cases: first, when Fs(β1) ≤ tU/N , and second, when Fs(β1) > tU/N .

Pr
s,DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1

]
=

tU∑
m=1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1 | Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
· Pr

s

[
Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
+

N∑
m=tU+1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1 | Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
· Pr

s

[
Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
We can simplify the first sum using Lemma F.4.1 and the utility of the widened exponential mecha-
nism, Theorem B.0.3:

m=tU∑
m=1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1 | Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
· Pr

s
[Fs(β1) = m/N ]

≤
m=tU∑
m=1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) < β1 | Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
· Pr

s
[Fs(β1) = m/N ]

=

m=tU∑
m=1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
Fs

(
Ũα(s, tU )

)
< m/N

]
· F ′

U

(
1− 2m

N

)

≤
m=tU∑
m=1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
tU
N

− Fs

(
Ũα(s, tU )

)
>

tU −m

N

]
· F ′

U

(
1− 2m

N

)
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≤
m=tU∑
m=1

R

θ
exp (−(tU −m) · ε/2) · F ′

U

(
1− 2m

N

)
For the second sum, we simply upper bound the first probability in the summation by 1 and use
Lemma F.4.1 to characterize the distribution of 1Fs(β1)=m/N .

m=N∑
m=tU+1

Pr
DPWideCI

[
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1 | Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
· Pr

s

[
Fs(β1) =

m

N

]

≤
m=N∑

m=tU+1

Pr
s

[
Fs(β1) =

m

N

]
≤ FU

(
1− 2 · tU

N

)
Therefore, we have that

Pr
s,DPWideCI

(
Ũα(s, tU ) + θ < β1

)
≤ FU

(
1− 2 · tU

N

)
+

tU∑
m=1

F ′
U

(
1− 2m

N

)
· R
θ
exp (−(tU −m) · ε/2)

A similar result holds for the other side of the interval. Then, validity of the interval follows directly
from the selection of the target quantiles tL, tU (viaComputeExpMechCITargets) such that the
interval has at least 1− α coverage.
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