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Abstract— We consider a group of Bayesian agents who try was studied by DeMarzo, Vayanos and Zweibel [9], who,
to estimate a state of the worldd through interaction on a social  however, did not consider computational questions.

network. Each agentw initially receives a private measurement Bevond computation efficiency we studv the speed of
of #: a number S, picked from a Gaussian distribution with y P y y P

mean @ and standard deviation one. Then, in each discrete time convergence of the learning process. Denoting the number of
iteration, each reveals its estimate of to its neighbors, and, agents byN and the diameter of the social network graph by

observing its neighbors’ actions, updates its belief usinBayes’ D, we show that on any graph the process converges after at
Law. most2N - D steps. On trees and on distance-transitive graphs

This process aggregates information efficiently, in the sexe
that all the agents converge to the belief that they would haw, (e.g., the hypercube) we show that the process converges

had they access to all the private measurements. We show that after D steps; note thab is a lower bound on convergence
this process is computationally efficient, so that each agéa time in any graph.

calculation can be easily carried out. We also show that on DeMarzo, Vayanos and Zweibel [9] show that information
e e o e et 15 Otimaly aggregated by s process: all agents ovetua
the network. Finally, we show that on trees and on distance COnverge to the same estimate they would have if they shared
transitive-graphs the process converges afteD steps, and that all the private signals. We develop a notion of privacy, and
it preserves privacy, so that agents learn very little about show that despite the fact that information is aggregated, o
the privqte signgl of most other agents, despite the efficien some graphs a high degree of privacy is preserved, in the
338[]%(;';%%% r?]f a;]ngggr?&t'gp'thgl#rsrte;#gsl aitxfﬂt% Otrgc.)se N an " sense that most pairs of agents know very little about each

other’s private signals.

I. INTRODUCTION

We study a model of social learning, in which a group ok' Model
Bayesian agents learn a state of the world through repeated
interaction with their social network neighbldrs We consider a finite set of Bayesian ageviteind denote
Similar models which have been studied in the past caN = |V|. The agents are connected by an undirestcial
be roughly divided into two categoriesational models and network graphG = (V, E). We assume that the graph is
rule of thumbmodels. In rational models (e.g. Gale andconnected.
Kariv [2], Rosenberg, Solan and Vieille [3], Mossel, Sly The agents are interested in estimatstate of the world
and Tamuz [4], Arieli and Mueller-Frank [5]), agents choose ¢ R. Initially, each agent € V receives gprivate signal
actions that are optimal under some criterion; usually thg = drawn from the normal distribution with meah and
maximization of some expected utility. In rule of thumbstandard deviation. We assume that the differesst, are
models (e.g. DeGroot [6], Bala and Goyal [7], Golub andndependent.

Jackson [8]) they act by some fixed heuristic. The agents initially have some prior belief regardihgnd
Rational models are more natural and conform to the eCopgate it to a posterior belief, according to Bayes’ Lawhwit
nomic paradigm of rational agents, making them amenable, ., aqditional piece of information they encounter. Both

to game theoretical analysis. However, the calculation thyyior and posterior beliefs are distributions on the pdssib
are required of the agents there are usually complicated ajges ofg. We assume that all agents share a common prior,
perhaps computationally hard. In this paper we presentige “improper” uniform measure dR. An equivalent model

rational model for which, as we show, the agents’ actiongq g let each agent have a prior equal to the Gaussian
can be calculated efficiently. An essentially identical ®od yistribution with meard and variance one.

1This work is an extension of an unpublished manuscript by $dband At each |t§rat|or¢, each agemf reveals to its nelghbprs
Tamuz [1] the expectation of its current beliéf,(¢), and learns theirs.
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It then updates its belief, based on this new information: 1) The agents’ calculationLet W be the vector space of

Gaussian random variables spanned by the diffefgist
X, (t) =E[0]S,, {Xw) : (v,w) € E,;t <t}].

Note that to perform this calculation each agent has to know W = {Z BuSy SL.Vv : By € R} - 1)
the structure of the graph. vev

This model is similar to the one presented in [10]. Thet is easy to convince oneself that this indeed is a vector
agents in that model, however, were not Bayesian and hagace of finite dimension. Note that all the random variables
no memory of their observations in past iterations. in this space are normally distributed. Denote By the

We note that this model can be trivially generalized to &upset of unbiased estimatorséin W:
much wider class of private signal distributions, providieat
we assume that the agents aim to minimize square error. In 1_ _
particular, in that case all of our results hold for any piéva W= {Z buS €W S't'z b= 1} ' @

. . . . . . . . veV veV
signal distribution in which the covariances of the private

signals (of each pair of agents) are finite. Theorem 2.1:For all agentsw and timest, it holds that
Xuw(t) € W with X, (8) = 3, Buw(t) S, for somes,,., (t).

[I. RESULTS Proof: We shall prove this by induction oh At time

] t = 0 the claim is true sinc@,,,(0) is one whernw = v and

We prove the following results: _ zero otherwise. Assume that the claim is true until time
Efficient Computation. Each agent’s calculation ot (t) Consider an agent, and denote by, . . ., 7, the random

is computationally efficient: it can be achieved using senpl ariaples that agent has observed up to time with 7, =
linear algebra operations, involving matrices whose size iSw = X,,(0). Those arew’s own and its neighbors’ past
the size of the network. estimators. By our assumption these are allit, and we
Efficient and Rapid Learning. DeMarzo, Vayanos and can writer; — S, A8, = (AS);, where the coefficients
Zweibel [9] show that the agents’ posterior beliefs all conyf the matrix A are a simple re-indexing of the coefficients
verge to the same valu& [6|{S,}.cv]. This is the value g (1) by some relation that maps eachandt to somei.

that they would have converged to, had they all access nce by assumption; € W* thenS A, = 1.
each others’ private measurements. We show that the procesgengte byr the vector(ro, ..., 7,) denote byl the vector

converges in at mo&tN - D iterations, wheréV is the number (1,...,1) € R*, and denote by;; the covariance between
of agents and) is the diameter of the graph. r; andr;, so that

Network Topology and Optimal ConvergenceWe prove O = o2AAT 3)
that certain network topologies permit convergencelin '

steps, the fastest possible convergence time. Specificalthenr’s distribution is the normal multivariate distribution
we show that networks whose underlying graph is distancejith covariance matrixX; and mear (sincer; € W'), and

transitive (e.g. hypercube graphs and Johnson graphs) orifig likelihood of¢ given that agents has observed is
a tree have optimal convergence time, largely due to a high

degree of symmetry that can be exploited by each agent when p(r]6) = 1 e,%(r,w)ch (r710)7 (4)
calculating their estimates. (2m)"/%|C|1 /2

Privacy. We develop a notion of privacy given each agent’s e .
informatiil)n: the privgcy betweerFI) age>r;tgand o iS tﬁe where p(-) denotes probabilities in our probability space.

variance ofv's best estimate ofy’s private signal, at the Note that in the case thdt is not invertible (equivalently,

end of the process. We derive a simple analytic expressi(gnIS hot “nearly mdepen(_je_nt) we remove from it (and
for privacy, and show that on trees and on distance—trz;zr:tsitiCorreSpono!Ingly fronr) a m|n|_mal set of columns_ and rows
graphs a high degree of privacy is preserved: for most paifé'Ch that it becomes invertible. By corollary, is never
of agentsv andw, v’s estimate ofw’s private signal at the arger than\ X,N' — .

end of the process is hot much more precise than it was inThe expressioffr — 16)" €™ (r — 16) can be rewritten as

the beginning. T 1 N 2
17c'1. (s - %) B

A. Computational efficiency. e

We choose a model of computation in which agent¥ith B @ normalization factor. Denote
can store real numbers and carry out the basic arithmetic 171
operations on them. A feature of this computational model 7= 1rc-110 ®)
is that it circumvents such issues as numerical stabildy, f
example in the inversion of ill-conditioned matrices. Thidnd note thad_; Vi = L.
modeling approach makes it easier to construct efficient Y& €an now write
algorithms, but is arguably less realistic than a model that gy — L (o—z)2/2r2 5
takes these issues into account. p(r ) = Nor==] ()




where This result is in spirit related to previous martingale tesu
1701 ) 1 in social learning such as Aumann’s “Agree to Disagree”
= 1Tc-11t Z’Yﬂ’i and 77 = 1To-11 result [11], [12] and the work of Borkar and Varaiya [13].
@ ) The proof is similar to the one presented by DeMarzo et al.
Note thatz is a linear combination of the observations tha{g]
w made up to time. When two neighboring agents have different beliefs, then
The expected value of the multinormal distributiBh (6)js at least one of them will learn from the other and improve

and therefore the maximum likelihood estimatorrisSince I(;Sﬂ: estlTatot_r: Atssume dagentstagdlp fa;e ne|g_hborSIW|th
the prior is uniform the Bayes estimator is likewiseand merent estimators, and agens bellet has variance lower

we have thatX,, (¢ + 1) — «. Then Fhan or equ_al to thgt of agent Then agent’'s est|mat.or
is necessarily not in the space spanned by the estimators

w(t+1) Z% Z AinSy (8) previously seen by:.. Hence the dimension spanned by
memory will increase at this iteration. We have thus shown
and therefore that in each iteration, unless all the agents have the same
estimator, at least one of them increases the dimensios of it
Buo(t +1) Z Z Yidiv- C) space by at least one. Since the maximum dimension possible

is NV then convergence will occur after at mdét steps, and
Since) v, =land)_ A;, =1then) , Su,.(t+1)=1. all agents will converge to the same belief.
We have shown then that, (t + 1) € W!. We have also  2) Convergence i2N - D iterations: A slightly more
shown that to calculatg,,, (¢t + 1), given the coefficients at subtle argument proves a better bound for the convergence
time t, one need only invel¥ matrices (one for each agent), rate, namely2N - D, whereD is the diameter of the graph.
of size at mostV x N - certainly an efficient calculation. The idea of the proof is that the current estimator of an
Furthermore, no knowledge of th®,’s is needed, but only agentu cannot remain unchanged for many steps, unless a
of the graph structure. B growing neighborhood around also remains stagnant. The
We write below an algorithm that efficiently calculates allformal proof uses the following lemma.
the vectorsy for all the agents at all time periods. Given this, Lemma 2.3:If some agent’s estimator has not changed for
an agent can straightforwardly calculate its actions ugf)g 2D steps then the process has converged.
We use here the notation introduced in the proof above, Proof: Assume agent’s estimator does not change
but add to it explicitly the name of the calculating agent anétom iteration¢, to tg + 2D, so that
the time period. Hencel? (¢) is the A;, of agentw at time
t, and Iikgwise forC,ﬁ,ywa(n)dT. o Xulto) = Xulto +1) = -+ = Xu(to +2D).
1) Calculate all3,,,(t). At the first time period these are Denotex := X, (tg) = --- = Xu(to + 2D), and leti{ be
trivial, as we note above. At later time periods theséhe space spanned by the estimators’simemory at time
are the result of the calculation of the previous timéo + 2D. Then by definition of the processis the optimal

periods. unbiased estimator it¥.
2) Calculate allAY (t), as described above. This is a Let w be a neighbor ofu. Thenw’s estimator at time
simple renaming 0f3,,, (t). to+ 1, Xu(to +1), is inU, sinceu observesX,,(t, + 1) at
3) Calculate allC*(t) by (3). time ¢, + 2. Now z by definition is better than any estimator
4) Calculate ally“(t) by (B). in U, and so, sincev has observed at timet, it must be
5) Calculate all3,,, (¢t + 1) by (9). that X, (to + 1) = z. By the same argumetX,,(t) = « for
Theorem 2.2:There exists an efficient algorithm to calcu-to +1 <t <t + 2D — 1.
late the agents’ actions. Applying this argument inductively, it follows that at time

Proof: To calculate its action at time+ 1, an agenty ~ fo +4 <t <o +2D —i all the agents at distanaefrom u
can run the algorithm above up to timéo calculatey*(¢), have estimator, and so at time, + D all agents have the
and then use{7) to calculat€,, (¢ + 1). The running time Same estimator.

is dominated by the inversion of the covariance matrices ~ Recalling that at each iteration an agent's estimator is a
and hence is a small polynomial inand linear int. m Weighted average of those of its neighbors, we conclude that

) o all nodes will have estimatar for all timest > to+ D. The
B. Learning efficiency proof follows.

1) Convergence inV2: To show that the beliefs of the [ ]
agents converge, we need only note that being conditional Theorem 2.4:The process stops aft@rV - D iterations.
probabilities over increasingly large probability spadbsse Proof: Every time an agent’'s estimator changes, the
beliefs are martingales. Then, because these martingaes dimension of the space the agent's memory spans increases
bounded inL2, they converge. However, the following proof, by at least one, and so this cannot happen more fan
which does not require the power of martingales, shows thtimes. Since This must happen eve&x)) steps as long as
convergence in fact takes places in at mogt iterations, the process hasn’t converged, the process must stop after
and that furthermore all agents converge to the same beliéfy - D iterations. [ ]



3) Convergence to the optimundst any particular itera- agent’s current estimator is the average of all $iés it has
tion, any nodev containssS, in the space of its estimators. had access to so far, e.g.
At each iteration the estimator at is then of the form 1
aS, + bS where S is an unbiased linear estimator based Xu(t) = Y AuwsSy = Bl > S,
on some signals (not including,), anda + b = 1. Note veBi(t) U veBuw (1)
that the variance of this estimator i§ + v*Var(S) and whereB,,(t) is the number of agents within graph distarce
it is minimized whena = Var(S)/(1 + Var(S)). Since of agentw. This means that, at timer 1, w has access to its
S depends on all the signals bAt, its variance is at least childrens’ observation(.(t) for ¢ € C,,, as well as all of
1/(N —1) and therefore: is at leastl/N. its previous observations, (') for ¢’ < t. We defineG.(t)
Hence all the agents, at all iterations, give their owno be the subtree of the graghcorresponding to child up
estimators weight which is at leadt/N. Since they all to deptht. Similarly, let B.(¢) be the set of agents in a ball
converge to the same estimator, and since the sum of tbéradiust that each child: has observed up to time

weights in this estimator must be one (since it, too, is If we think about what information is encoded (%),

unbiased), then the weights must allb&V, and the limiting W€ know that the agents whose private observatfinbave
timator is the simple average of the private measureme fion-zero weights in this estimate will be.thoseG@(t+ 1)’
es P g P MeN¥entw itself, and agents iG,/(t — 1) (with ¢’ # ). This

as stated. means that eaclX.(¢) contains duplicate observations in
B, (t — 1), and non-overlapping observations of all agents
I1l. DIAMETER CONVERGENCE radius exactlyt+ 1 from w. This means that can calculate
We say that two agentsandw have observed each other ch(t)
at timet if d(v,w) < t. Fundamentally, the fastest possible ccc., |Bu(t+1)]
convergence time will occur in a number of steps equal to (G| = 1) | By (t — 1)|X (t—1)
the diameterD of G. This is because the optimal estimator v |Bw(t+1)]7"
requires each agent to average over all of the private signal _ 1 Z S.. (10)
and there must have been> D steps before the most | Bw (t + 1)] e Bale41)

distant pair of agents can observe each other. Here we show_ L ) ) ]
that at least two families of graphs achieve this optimal SINCTE 71y 2oveB, (1+1) Sv 1S the optimal estimate of
convergence. We start by proving a general lemma that will agents thatv has observed at timg it must be true that
be useful in this analysis. Xo(t+1) = 1 Z g

Lemma 3.1:If each agent’s calculation corresponds to v | By (t + 1) Y
averaging all theS,, it has observed so far, e.g. all of the
Bwv are either equal to if d(v,w) > t and % for some
integerm > 0 if d(v,w) <t, then all beliefs converge after
D steps.

Proof: By definition, there exist a pair of agentsand

w between whomd(v,w) = D. This means that, afteD
steps,w will observe an action for whictkg,,, > 0, and
vice versa. Since by assumption each agent’s calculation
an average of the alf,, observed so far, and andw both
have weights3,,, # 0, it must be true that andw will both
have beliefs which have converged (e3g., = %). Sincev

andw were the most distant pair of agents, this implies tha}%ypercube with vectors iFe. Edges connect Hamming
.

all other agents have beliefs that have converged as \ell. .
. . distance 1 agents. More generally, the distance of two agent
This lemma allows us to reduce the diameter convergence

. T . : I the graph is the Hamming distance of their indices. We
proof to simply showing inductively that, if all agents com- . . . .
. . proceed inductively in much the same way as the previous
pute uniform averages at stépthen they will also do so at

- = theorem. Without loss of generality, we pick an agent to
stept+1. We use this approach to prove that two families for 9 Y b 9

. index as0, the vector of all zeros whose belief we denote
graphs, trees and hypercubes, converge in precisalfeps. as X,. Agent0Q's ith neighbor can then be indexed by,
In general we find that all distance-transitive graphs (e. o X

. he vectors whoseéth entry is1 and all other entries are
hypercubes, Johnson Graphs, etc.) have this convergence . pelief we denote as, (1),
property. , i . Again we see that the base case is simple, as each agent
Theorem 3.2 (Trees)Beliefs converge inD steps ifG i 5 erages themselves with their neighborstat 1. We
atree. i ) assume that, up to timeg each agent’s estimate is the average
Proof: We start by selecting an arbitrary agento be ¢ 4 agents in a ball of radius around it,
the root. It is straightforward to see thattat 1, agentw 1
simply averages its own observatiéh, with those of each Xw(t) = Z Sy, Yw € Fy.

of its childrenc € C,,. Now assume that, up to time each |Bu(t)] vEBy (1)

VE By (t41)

Sincew was an arbitrary agent, these results must hold for
all agents. Since the inductive step holds, we see that each
agent’s calculation corresponds to a uniform average dt eac
step and by lemm@a_3.1, beliefs convergelinfor the case
of tree graphs. ]
One straightforward consequence[of](10) is that if a leaf,
then it simply copies its neighbor at each time step because
|Cw| =1 and|By,(t+ 1) = |B:(t)]-

Theorem 3.3 (HypercubesBeliefs converge inD steps
if G is a hypercube.
Proof: To begin we index agents on andimensional




At time t + 1, agentO receives beliefs from alk of its We have thus in fact proved the following, more general

neighbor at timet, X5, (¢). We first note that these beliefs theorem.

can be decomposed in the following way, Theorem 3.5 (Distance Transitive Graph®eliefs con-
verge inD steps ifG is a distance transitive graph.

[Bo(t —1)]
X5 (t) = ———— L Xyt -1
() |Bs, (1) oi=1) IV. PRIVACY
+ 1 Z Sy, (11) In this section we define and analyze a notion of privacy.
|Bs, ()] veHs, (t—1)UH;, (1) The question the we ask is: given that the process aggregates

. information optimally, so that each agent learns the awerag
whereH,, (t) represents the hull of agents at distance exactlys 5| the private signals, is it possible that agents do eatr

t from agentw. While in the case of trees we took advantagenych beyond that about each others’ signals? We show that

of the non-overlapping nature of agents at radius 1 in oy some graphs this is indeed the case.

distinct subtrees, for hypercubes we do not necessarilg hav pefinition 4.1: Let II... be the normalized variance of
el wv

that Hy, (t) N Hs, (t) = 0 for i # j. This will generally not o5 agentu’s estimate of another agents private signal.
be the case after = 0, so to compute a uniform averageormally, I, = L Var,(S,|r), wherew is the agent

we must make sure that each agent is in exactly the samging the estimate andis the vector ofw's observations

number of hullsHs, (1), at the time of conver

>0 ; gence.
10 prove this, we note that agents at radius 1 have Each element ofl is in the rangd0, 1], wherell,,, = 0 if
indices corresponding precisely to vector&hwith exactly 9€v, 1), wy =

t + 1 non-zero entries. From this we know that each agent can exactly computg, from its observations ant,,.,, =
at radiust + 1 will be accounted for in exactly+ 1 of the 1 whenw has not yet observed. ClearlyI1,,,, = 0, since
neighborsj;, specifically in every; corresponding to a non- every agent knows its own private measurement. In addition,
zero entry of that agent's index. The same will be true fog , s 3 neighbor ofw then I, = 0, since each agent
agents at radius. Using equation[(11), we see that di . . wo '

irectly observes its neighbors.

| Bs, (£)] | Bo(t —1)] Things become more complicated once we start looking at

; [Bo(t+ 1) ® = =9 | Bo(t + 1)|X°(t -b agents that are at a distance greater than 1. As a motivating
| Bo(t)| example, we will consider social learning on the star graph
Bolt+ 1] o(t) G = K 3. We denote agertt to be at the center of the star
1 and agentd, 2 and 3 to be the leaves. At = 0, agentl
+ 1Bo(t+1)| Z Sw- observes only its private measureméht so X;(0) =r =
weBo(t+1) S;. At time t = 1, Agent 1 receives the estimat&(0) =
Rearranging, we have that Sp from its only neighbor, s@ = [Sp, S1] and its estimate
of the world is X1(1) = (S, + S1). Since agend has
_ Z S seen everyone's private measuremeritatl, its estimate is
| Bo(t + 1) weBg (t41) Xo(1) = i(So + 51+ S2+ S3). At t = 2, agentl observes
1 "B (1) X_o(l) and so they have = [S, S1, (So + S1 + S2 + S3)].
=i <Z m)ﬂn (t) Since each agent knows the structure of the graph, agent
=1 (along with everyone else) knows that it has just received th
Mxo(t) optimal estimate. It now ha&;(2) = 1(So+ 51+ S2+ 53),
| Bo(t +1)] and the process is complete.
—(n— )|BO(t - 1)|Xo(t B 1)>_ 12) From what we have seen, we know that we can rewrite
|Bo(t+1)| at the last step as
Now we can again use lemnja B.1 to prove thatifis a So
hypercube, then the process converge®isteps. [ ] 1000 S
Note that the only property of the hypercube we used in r=AS= (1) } (1) (1) So (13)
Theorem[ 3B is that, at tim¢ estimates from all agents 1 1 12 1l |g,

at a distancet from v show up in an equal number of
neighboring estimates, in this cassef them. More generally,
we can observe the following: Le¥ be a graph such that
for any verticesu,v,v’ with d(u,v) = d(u,v") there is 1 1 1
an automorphism that fixes and swapsv and v’. Then ry—gro— 5 = 5(52 +83).
the process converges i steps on the grapty. Such an
automorphism exists for all distance-transitive graphd.[1
Definition 3.4: A graph G is distance transitive if, given
any two verticesv andw at any distance, and any other
two verticesxz and y at the same distance, there is an
automorphism of the graph that carrie¢o = andw to y.

Intuitively, it seems that the best agentan do is to average
S, and S3, which can be computed from

(14)
Note that these coefficients can be computed from the right

pseudoiverse ofd. With this estimator, the level of privacy
corresponds to

1 1 1
My = —Var (52‘5(52 + 53)) =2



To formalize this intuition, we recall the covariance matri  More generally, we can apply these results to the two
C between the components pfis C = ¢24A”. What we families of graphs studied in the previous sections, trees a
need to be able to compute then is the covariance betwelypercubes.

r and S. If we think of C as a transformation of the Theorem 4.3:The privacy between an agentin a tree
Gaussian vector space spanned by the componemistibé and an agent at distancek away isIl,, = 1 — IH:W
corresponding transformation in the space spanned b§.the where H (k) is the set of agents at distance exadtlfrom
is w in the subtree containing.

C'= ATCATT, Proof: We know from theoreni 312 that is able to

. . . compute from its observations the average of all agents in

where AT = AT(AAT)™ |s_the right pseud0|r’1verse_ of. Hfu(lg), the set of agents exactly distankg‘rom w in g'ghe
Now we show that the varance O.f th_e agents estimator | ubtreeG .. Since this is the only observatiemgets that has
the error corr_espondlng to the projection from the subspa%%y new information about. This means that
spanned by into the space spanned I .

Theorem 4.2:The privacylIl can be computed from the

equationlL,, = diag[l — C’),. Iy, = Var, | S, C; > Su
Proof: we note that the conditional variance of a [, (K)] v eHE (k)
multivariate Gaussian is 1
Var(X1|Xs) = S11 — S12555 So1. |He (k)]
]
Since we are computing VatS|r), we know that For the special case of balancedary trees, we see that the
_ 2 privacy between the root agent and any agent at degth
211 = O I, (15) .
S O = 2447 precisely Vay,(S,|r) = o%(1 — ——).
2 = =7 ’ Theorem 4.4:f G is a hypercube, then the privacy be-
Y = 22T1 =o%A" tween agents at distanéeapart isIl,,, = 1 — .
Combining these, we have Proof: We note that that, for an-(.jimensikonal hyper-
cube,v has precisely(}) agents at distancé away. We
Var,(S[r) = X1 — 21222‘21221 also know that, at step, v receivedn linearly independent

observations from its neighbors that contain information

— 2 2 AT Ty—1
= o l-0"AT(AAT) A about averages over subset of neighbors at distanEeom

o*(I—-C") theoren 3.8 we know we can isolate just the terms
_ . . : , Bu(t)] |Bo(t — 1) 1
From this, the variance of a given estimator is | Zo(t) — 2ot —1) = Sw
w0 Tmer oV mar 2

wEH, (t)

Now let A be the matrix whose rows only contain coefficients
from these equations. From this, we can compute

1 .
My = —5Var, (S|r),, = diagl — '),

[ |
Returning to the example above, we have that Tr(I — AT(AAT)TTA) = Tr(I) - Tr(AT(AAT) "1 4)
00 0 0 - (Z) —Tr(AAT(AAT)™Y
0 0 2 -3 o n
0 0 —% % = P
so the privacy of the estimators is By symmetry, we observe that the privacy between an agent
11 w and any agent at distance: on the hypercube must be
.03 = {07 0, bR 5] : the same for alb. Since there aréZ) agents at distanck,
) ) we know that
Since agent 0 directly observég and.S; and only observed 1 n
the average of5, and Ss, this matches precisely what we My = 7 Tr(I — AT(AAT) T A) =1 — .
would expect. (k) (k)
The next step is to examine how the structure of the graph n

and the convergence rate relate to the notion of privacy we This theorem demonstrates an interesting privacy pattern
have discussed. One immediate result is that if any ageP® this graph: privacy is zero for neighbors, is maximized

has a rankV covariance matrix, then as mentioned earliefear the middle of the graph (i.e., where= [3]) and goes
A is full rank and invertible. IfA is invertible, then that back down to zero for nodes of the other side of the graph

agent can directly calculat® = A~'r, and thus there is no (i.e., _V\_/herek = n). This result also gener:_;llizes to d_istance
privacy with respect to that agent. This result can also déansitive graphs. Ifi(w, v) = k, then we will have privacy
seen from the above theorem, as an invertibleells us that €qual to

I—-AT(AA"Y " A=T1-1=0. H, (k)




i.e. one minus the ratio of the number of neighborswofo  of the space its memory spanned tyat every iteration.
the number of agents at distanedrom w. This may hint that convergence time may, in some sense, be
inversely proportional to the degrees of the graph vertices
Additionally we find that distance-transitive graphs (whic
converged inO(D)) converge inO(N/d) when a few pairs
Since the first version of this paper [1] appeared onlinef edges are randomly swapped. This means that a highly
it has influenced a number of other studies (see., e.g., [18lymmetric graph will behave as though it were completely
[16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21]), some of which are direct randomized under mild perturbations (usually two or three
generalizations of this work. We discuss some of these atvaps will suffice). We thus conclude with the following
other possible research directions below. conjecture and open problem:
A property of this model that DeMarzo et al. found unre- Conjecture 5.1:For any graph the learning process con-
alistic is the requirement that all agents know the strcturverges inO(NV) iterations.
of the social network. While indeed this may be difficult Open Problem 5.2Does the process converge in
to justify for some large networks, is perhaps not strictly O(N/d*) iterations for all graphs, wheré* is the minimal
necessaryin order to perform their calculations, the agentsiegree of the graph?
need to know the covariance between the estimatotsedf
neighbors only In our model, they derive this knowledge VI. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
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