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Abstract— Motivated by recommendation systems, we consider 1) The rows and columns dM are permuted with un-
the problem of estimating block constant binary matrices (6 size known permutations, that is, the clusters are not known.
m x n) from sparse and noisy observations. The observations 2) Many entries ofM are erased by a memoryless era-

are obtained from the underlying block constant matrix after h L Thi dels th itv of th ilabl
unknown row and column permutations, erasures, and errors. sure channel. IS models the sparsily ot the available

We derive upper and lower bounds on the achievable probabity ratings.

of error. For fixed erasure and error probability, we show that 3) The non-erased entries are observed through a discrete
there exists a constantC; such that if the cluster sizes are less memoryless channel (DMC). This channel models

than C1 In(mn), then for any algorithm the probability of error . .

approaches one asn, n — oo. On the other hand, we show that « the residual error in the block constant model, and,
a simple polynomial time algorithm gives probability of error « the “noisy” behavior of buyers who may rate the
diminishing to zero provided the cluster sizes are greaterHan same item differently at different times.

Cs1 for a suitable constant Cs. . .
2 In(mn) 2 One may also treat these two channels as a single effective

DMC, but we prefer the above break-up for conceptual rea-
sons. Our goal is to identify conditions on the cluster sizes

Recommender systems are commonly used to suggest ClérﬁQerwmch the underlying matrix can be recovered with smal

tent (movies, books, etc.) that is relevant to a given bufiee. probability of error. Our r.ecommendation system modehdiﬁ
most common approach is ppedict the rating that a potential from [5], [6], and n particular, we do not seek completion c_)f
buyer might assign to an item and use the predicted ratingst%3 observed matrix, but rather the recovery of the und_aylyl
recommend items. The problem thus reduces to completion%‘l‘ As described above, our goal reduces to anal)_/zmg the
the rating matrix based on a sparse set of observations. THI&" performance_of the code of block-constant mairices ov
problem has been popularized by the Netflix Prize ([1]). ﬁbe channel de§cr|bed abovg. o ) )
number of methods have been suggested to solve this problenﬁrom a practical stand-point, it is desirable to consider th
see for example [2], [3], [4] and references therein. RdyentcaSe when the parame_ters _of the erasure cha_nnel and DMC are
several authors ([5], [6] [7]) have used the assumption of @t known. However, in this paper, we consider the S|m_pler
low-rank rating matrix to propose provably good algorithm&aS€ when these channel parameters are known. In parficular
For example, in [5], [6], a “compressed sensing” approaéﬂr S|mpI|p|ty,_we consider the case wr_m is anmxn matnx.
based on nuclear-norm minimization is proposed. It is showyjth entries in{0,1} and the DMC is a binary symmetric
in [6] that if the number of samples is larger than a |0Wé1‘,hannel (BSQ) with error probabilify. Th_e erasure probability
bound (depending on the matrix size and rank), then with¢- Our main results are of the following nature.
high probability, the proposed optimization problem ekact o If the “largest cluster size” (defined precisely in Section
recovers the underlying low-rank matrix from the samples. | [} is less thanC; In(mn)), then the probability of error
[7], the relationship between the “fit-error” and the prdidic approaches unity foany estimator ofM as mn — oo
error is studied for large random matrices with bounded rank  (Corollary[2, Part 2)).
An efficient algorithm for matrix completion is also propdse .« We analyze a simple algorithm, which clusters rows and
In this paper, we consider a different setup. We assume that columns first, and then estimates the cluster values. We
there is an underlying “true” rating matrix, which has block  show that if the “smallest cluster size” is greater than a

I. INTRODUCTION

constant structure. In other words, buyers (respectivelys) constant multiple ofn(mn), then the probability of error
are clustered into groups of similar buyers (respectivteins), for this algorithm (averaged over the rating matrices),
and similar buyers rate similar items by the same value. The approaches zero asn — oo (Theoreni B, Part 2)). Com-
observations are obtained from this underlying matrix (sBy bined with the previous result, this implies tHa{mn)

as described below. is a sharp threshold for exact recovery asymptotically.
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« If we consider the probability of error for a fixed Theorem1l: Let0 <p <1/2, and let
rating matrix, then the algorithm needs the smallest B 9(1 1
cluster size to be larger than a constant multiple of p1=c+2(1=¢)y/p(l - p)

mnIn(m)In(n). ot _—
While we obtain the asymptotic results for fixpcande, the Glu)=1- ‘—}_[—1 (1= ™).
bounds we obtain in the process also apply to the case when - e o
p, € depend onn, n. Then the probability of error of the ML decoder satisfies the
The paper is organized as follows. In Secfidn 11, we descrifi@llowing bounds:
our model. The main results are stated and proved in Section G(e) < Paas(X) < G(p1). 1)

[l We conclude in Sectioh IV. Proof: We note that whem = 0, we make an error in

Il. OUR MODEL AND NOTATION a cluster iff all the entries in the cluster are erased. Sthee
erasures in different clusters are independent, it folldiwe
P 4,8(X) = G(e) for p = 0. This gives the lower bound on
P 4,5(X) for p > 0.

Next we prove the upper bound. Suppose in cludtex B;

we haves non erased samples. Then the probability of correct
ecision in this cluster is given by

SupposeX is the unknownn x n rating matrix with entries
in {0, 1}, wheren is the number of buyers and is the number
of items. LetA = {A;};_, andB = {B,}’_, be partitions
of [1 : m] and[1 : n] respectively. The setﬂ x B; are the
clusters in the matriX. We call A;'s (B;’s) the row (column)
clusters. We denote the corresponding row and column cluste

sizes bym,; and n;, and the number of row clusters and Ll /o

the number of column clusters byandt respectively. (We Pr(E;; ) = Z ( )pq(l —p)* 1if sis odd

note that theA;'s (respectively B;'s) need not consist of =0

adjacent rows (respectively columns) and hence this mootati 51

is different from that in the introduction). The entries of = Z < >pq(1 —p)*1 @
X are passed through the cascade of a memoryless erasure q=0

channel with erasure probability and a memoryless BSC 1/s\ s s . .

with error probabilityp. While the erasure channel models T 5(%)792(1 —p)* if s is even

eraging over the number of non erased samples, the prob-

buyers. The output of the channel, i.e. the observed rat L T
y P ility of correct decision in clusted; x B; is given by

the missing ratings, the BSC models noisy behavior of ﬂ%
i
matrix, is denoted byY and its entries are if0, 1, e}, where é

e denotes an erasure. We analyze the probability of error for a min; min; .
fixed rating matrix as well as the probability of error averdg Pr(Ef ;) = Z ( s >6m1"15( €)°Pr(E; ;). (3)
over the rating matrices. We use the following probabiléw| s=0

on the rating matrices. We assume that all row and colun@ince the erasure and BSC are memoryless
clusters have the same siz@, and ny respectively, and the P X p E,
rt constant blocks (of sizewyng) contain i.i.d. Bernoulli 1/2 ea5(X) = Pr(UZ;, J 1Eij)
random variables.
= H Pr (4)
1. M AIN RESULTS i=1,j=1
In Section[II-A, we study the probability of error of Equations[(4),[(8), and]2) specify the probability of erfine
the maximum likelihood decoder when the clustetsB are desired upper bound is obtained by deriving an upper bound
known. This result provides a lower bound on the cluster sizd Pr( First we note that fron({2),
that ensures diminishing probability of error. In Sec{ifiag]
we analyze the probability of error in identifying the cleusat 1 - PrES, Z ( ) )54,
for a specific algorithm. These results are integrated ini@ec s)
[M-Clto obtain conditions on the cluster sizes for the ollera

zgs)

probability of error to diminish to zero. Butfor0 < p <1 andg> §, p?(1—p)*? <p2(l—p)2.
. o Substituting this |n the preV|ous equation, we have
A. Probability of Error When Clustering is Known
In this section, we study the probability of error of the Pr(E;s) 21— (2v/p(1 = p))°. ®)

maximum likelihood decoder for a given rating matdxwhen  From Equationg{3) an€l(5), we have(Bf ;) > 1—py""™ and

A andB are known. We denote this probability B 4 5(X). so from @), Pyas(X) < G(p1). This completes the proof
We note that the ML decoder ignores the erasures, counts {§ethe upper bound Ot | 4,5(X). u

number of 0's and 1's in each clustel; x B;, and takes a [ et us define themallest cluster size as
majority decision. Ties are resolved by tossing a fair coime .
following theorem provides simple upper and lower bounds on 54(X) = 15117.11 mgnj,

Peja,5- (6)



and thelargest cluster size as then P, 4, 5(X) — 0.

s*(X) = maxm;n,. 2) If
i . (1 —6)In(mn)
The following corollary gives simpler bounds a4 5(X). §"(X) < m(ije) for some 4> 0,
Corollary 1: Let Nx(s) be the number of clusters iX
with exactly s elements. Let then P, 4 5(X) — 1.
Proof: First consider Part 1. Frorhl(8), usiag® > 1 —=x
In(2)
$:(X) > ————. we get
In(1/p1) 5.(X)
21n(2)mnp;
Then PeIA,B(X) < T
Poap(X) >1—exp (— ZNx(s)eS> , The RHS is a decreasing function £f(X) and hence substi-
s=1 @ tuting the lower bound on..(X) we get
Poap(X) <1—exp (—2111(2) ZN;ds)pf) : Poas(X) < 2In(2) In(1/p1) S0
s=1 o - 1n(mn)

In particular, For Part 2, we note that — exp (—mne® X) /s*(X)) is a

Poas(X)>1—e ( mnes*(x>> decreasing function of*(X), and hence substituting the upper
elaB(X) =1 —exp | ————— |,

s*(X) bound, we have froni{8)
21n(2)mnp7* ) ® In(1/€)(mn)°
Poas(X) <1—exp T aX) ) Pyap(X)>1—exp (—m) .

Proof: The proof is based on upper and lower bounds for | s
G(u). We note tha(1 — z) < exp(—a) and forz € [0,1/2], But since(mn)®/Inmn — co, we havel, 45 — 1.

—x> - . - : :
1 -z > exp(=2In(2)z). Hence B. Probability of Error in Clustering

r,t

H (1 — ) Data mining researchers have developed several techniques
Y for clustering data; see for example [8, Chapter 4]. In this
section, we analyze a simple polynomial time clusteringalg

r,t
exp | —21In(2) Z umin ) <

i=1,j=1 i=1,j=1

Tyt rithm. The algorithm clusters rows and columns separately.
<exp | — E uw™ . cluster rows, we compute the normalized Hamming distance
i=1,j=1 between two rows over commonly sampled entries. For rows

Where the first inequality holds far™" < 1. The sum in %J: this distance is:
the exponent can be written in terms of the size of the clsster

r,t [e'e]
Z u™in = ZNX(s)uS.
s=1

1 n
dij = 5;1(1@% # ¢, Yk # €) 1(Yi # Vik).

i=1,j=1 If this is less than a threshold,, then the two rows are
The bounds[{7) now follow from Theorel 1 by noting tha@leclared to be in the same cluster and otherwise they are
py " < 1/2 for s.(X) > In(2)/In(1/p1). declared to be in different clusters. We apply this process t
To prove [8), we note that all pairs of rows and all pairs of columns. Lét; be equal
o to 1 if rows i, j belong to the same cluster and let it be O
s 5.(X) o N 5.(X) otherwise. The algorithm gives an estimate:
ZNx(s)u <rtuX < gy . . g g :
s=1 Sx
. . . A 1, dij < dp,
This gives the upper bound il(8). The lower bound[ih (8) L; =
follows similarly. [ | 0, dij = do.

We are interested in studying the cluster sizes that gue@anjye are interested in the probability that we make an error in
correct decisions asymptotically. ThoudH (7) is tightearth o c|ystering averaged over the probability law on thengti
(@), the conditions arising out dfl(8) are cleaner and aredta matrices described in Sectien II:

below.
quollary 2.: Supppse we are gi\_/en a sequence of rating Poye= Pr(Iij # 1;; for somez’,j) .

matrices of increasing size, that i;;n — oo. Then the

following are true. Once the rows are clustered, we can apply the same procedure
1) If to cluster columns. Below we analyze the error probability

In(mn) P, ,.; the probability of error in finding column clusters has
8:(X) > ———= & .
In(1/p1) similar behavior.



Theorem 2: Suppose we are given a sequence of ratirigote that fors;; > «,,, we have0 < (8;; — do)/do < 1, and
matrices with n — oo andt, column clusters, such thatso )
limsup,,_, ., m/n < co. Let In (@) < Bij—do 1 (ﬁij—dO) .

- 5 - 5 9 dy ) — dy 6 do
pi=2p(=p)1 =€), 8= (1=e)"(1—2p) Substituting in[AR), ifs;; > a.,, then
and choosd, = u+4d/3. Then there exists a positive constant
Cop such that ift,, > CoIn(n), thenP, ,.. — 0. . 52(s4; — o)
Proof: We start by considering the choice of the threshold. Pr (Iij 7 O‘Iij =0, X) < exp (—7) - (13)

Wheni. i i th lust 6(npu + dary,)
ent, j are In the same cluster, Taking expectation in(12) and using {13), we get,
Eldi;|Ii; = 1,X] = 2p(1 —p)(1 — €)* = p.

E [Pr(fi; # 0|1 = 0,X )|

When i, j are in different clusters, le¢;; be the number of

2(a.. _ 2
columns in whichi, j disagree. Then < Pr(si; <an)+ E |exp —M
' 6(np+ dory,)
Eld;|1;; = 0,X] =T +T.
1 —¢)? . . .
_ (=9 [(P* + (1 —p)?)si; + 2p(1 — p)(n — si;)] We note thats;; = noX, whereX is Binomial¢,,1/2). Thus
nSij E[Sij] = notn/Q = n/2 and Val{Sij} = 7’L7’L0/4 Thus ifng =
=p+ ;5- o(n), thens;; concentrates around its mean. Hence to get a
We choose . diminishing Ty, we choosey,, = n/3. Then
_ -n tn
do = pu+ =5, T1—P(Sij§g)—P<XS§)
where o, is chosen below to obtain diminishing probability "
of error. <P (|X —t,/2] > En)
First we bound the probability of error whelp, = 1. We
note that in this case;; is the average of. i.i.d. Bernoulli < 2exp (_t_n) (14)
random variables with meam = 2p(1 — p)(1 — ¢)2. Hence 54
. where we have used the Chernoff bound [9, Corollary 4.6, pp.
Pr (Iij 75 1‘[1']' = 1,X) 67]
_ Pr(dij > %5 Ly =1, X) Substituting fora,, in T, we see that for a suitable positive
n - constante,
6%aq X —t,/3)°
< exp (— m ) ©® 1,-F [exp (_CnO(tin/))]
where in the last step we have used the Chernoff bound [9, tn t, (s —tn/3)?
Theorem 4.4, pp. 64]. = Z < )2_“ exp (—cnoti)
Next consider the casé; = 0. In this cased;; is the s=0 "
average ofn — s;; identically distributed Bernoulli random _ Z tn 2=t exp _cno(S —tn/3)?
variables with meap ands;; identically distributed Bernoulli tn

random variables with mean= (1 — ¢)2[p? + (1 — p)?], all ot /3>t /9

- o tn\,_ no(s — tn/3)2
the random variables being independent. So we have + Z 27t oxp [ —e— L2
tn
Pr (IAW 7§ O|IZJ = O, X)
(1 — g+ pe?)r=sii (1 — v + veb)sis
<
- end09
< exp (n(e‘g —1)Bi; — nd09) , Bijg =p+ (5ﬁ (12)
n

where in [20) we have used the Chernoff bound and i (11]2; .
we have used the inequality+ = < exp(z). Choosingd = [Pr (Iij # 0|Li; = va)} < Ty +Tp < negexp(—catn).

‘S_tn/?"gtn/g
< exp(—cn/81) + Z 9—tnotnh(s/tn)
,0 <0 (10) ls—tn/3|<tn/9
< exp (—en/81) + t, 27t (1=RE/9) (15)

From [14) and[{(15), it follows that

max(0,In(dy/B;)) (which is the optimal choice), we have N . (16)
R wherecy, co are positive constants. Since there are onlyn—
Pr (Iij #0|1; =0, X) 1)/2 pairs of rows, the desired result follows. |
5,0 ) Remark: If we consider the probability of error in clustering
< Jexp (n(do = Bij) + ndoIn ( 2 )) if sij > o for a fixed rating matrix, then to get diminishing probalilit
T if s < an. of error asymptotically, we need

(12) mong > Cy/mnln(m)In(n).



C. Estimation Under Unknown Clustering Remark: The above result states that for a fixpge, the
In this section, we consider our full problem - estimation gfmallest cluster size that leads to zero error asymptbtical
the underlying rating matrix from noisy, sparse observatio O(In(mn)) = O(In(n)). Whenp = 0, then we can also apply
when clustering is not known. Our result is the following. the method in [6] to our model, and this yields a smallest
Theorem 3: Consider the collection of block constant macluster size ofO(n'/?(In(n))?), which is strictly worse than
trices with the probability law described in Sectibh 1. LePur result.
m = Bn, B > 0 fixed. Then there exist constarts, 1 < i < 4 Remark: In [7], the focus is on rating matrices of raidk(1)
such that the following holds far> CsIn(n), r > CyIn(m). @nd e = ¢/n, which leads toO(n) observations. For our

1) If mono < CilIn(mn), then for any estimator oK model, O(1) rank corresponds to a cluster siz_e ®fmn),
5 - ' " and fore = ¢/n, our algorithm can be seen to give zero error

P, —1asn — oo. totically f fixed rati i
2) Consider an estimator which first clusters the rows afgymptotically for any fixed rating matrix.

columns using the algorithm described in Secfion 1Il-B IV. CONCLUSION
and then uses !\/ILquOdlng as in SecfionIll-A assuming We considered the problem of estimating a block constant
that the clustering is correct.#fgng > Cs In(mn), then

. ; _ rating matrix. The observed matrix is obtained through un-
for this algorithmP, — 0 asn — oc.

known relabeling of the rows and columns of the underlying

I f Prqgli: Wh_en A,B_are known, tlTe?kulndeHr our T\Zdlalmatrix, followed by an error and erasure channel. Our prob-
all feasible rating matrices are equally likely. Hence t ability of error analysis showed that if the number of row

decoder gives the minimum probability of error and so W8usters and the number column clusters fién(m)) and

have . > B[P .45(X)]. To prove Part 1), we next lower oy, () respectively, then the matrix can be clustered and

boundE[Pej4,5(X)]. Let T be the event that"(X) > mono.  agtimated with vanishing probability of error if the clussizes
We note thatX € T iff for some pair of row clusters all the are Q(In(mn))

t column clusters have been generated equal or for some pair

of columns all ther row clusters have been generated equal. V. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
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