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Abstract

We consider the problem of collaborative filtering from amhel coding perspective. We model the
underlying rating matrix as a finite alphabet matrix with dkcconstant structure. The observations are
obtained from this underlying matrix through a discrete rogrtess channel with a noisy part representing
noisy user behavior and an erasure part representing isisita. Moreover, the clusters over which

the underlying matrix is constant atmknown. We establish a sharp threshold result for this model: if
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the largest cluster size is smaller th@hnlog(mn) (where the rating matrix is of sizex x n), then the
underlying matrix cannot be recovered with any estimataot,ibthe smallest cluster size is larger than
Cy log(mn), then we show a polynomial time estimator with diminishinglmbility of error. In the

case of uniform cluster size, not only the order of the thoéhbut also the constant is identified.

. INTRODUCTION

As new content mushrooms at a brisk pace, finding relevantrimdtion is increasingly a challenge.
Consequently, recommendation systems are commonly baed to assist users: Amazon recommends
books, Netflix recommends movies, Linkedln recommendsegssibnal contacts, Google recommends
webpages for a given query, etc. Such recommendation sys®pioit various aspects to make sugges-
tions: popularity amongst peers, similarity of contengikable user-item ratings, etc. This paper is about
collaborative filtering using the rating matrix: we are @&ted in making recommendations using only
available ratings given by users to the items they have éxpezd. In a practical system, such a rating
based collaborative filter is typically complemented byteombased analysis specific to the data.

There is vast literature on recommendation systems andbmoltive filtering; see for example the
special issue [9] and the survey paper [3]. Given the mas$itasets and the lack of good statistical
model of user behavior, the dominant stream of work has be@ndpose methods and demonstrate their
scalability on real data sets. However, recently the NeHtlize [1] has popularized the problem to other
research communities and several researchers have staphkuling provably good methods. This paper
falls in the latter category: we deal with fundamental Ignitf collaborative filters. In the remainder of

this section, we first discuss related models and results ffeen outline our model and results.

A. Related Work

The Netflix data consists of rating matrix where the rows egpond to movies and the columns
correspond to users. Only a small fraction of the entrieska@vn and the goal is to estimate the
missing entries, that is, this is a matrix completion prabléSeveral algorithms have been proposed
and tested on this data set; see for example [13]. Matheafigfigvithout any further restriction, this is
an ill-posed problem. Motivated by this, some authors haeemtly considered the matrix completion
problem under the restriction of low-rank matrices. (Thislgem also arises in other contexts such as
location estimation in sensor networks.) This problem htraeced much attention, and in the past year
a number of results have been reported. In [5], using nuaiean minimization proposed in [16], an

upper bound on the number of samples needed for recoverypasyoally is derived in terms of the
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size and rank of the matrix. In [6], a lower bound is estalgilon the number of samples needed by
any algorithm. The order of this lower bound is shown to bei@able in [12]. In [14], the problem of
matrix recovery from linear measurements (of which sangpiéna special case) is considered and a new
algorithm is proposed. In [4], the problem of matrix comjgatunder bounded noise is considered. A
semi-definite programming based algorithm is proposed &ogis to have recovery error proportional
to the noise magnitude.

In this paper, we take an alternative channel coding viemtpaii the problem. Our results differ from

the above works in several aspects outlined below.

« We consider finite alphabet for the ratings and a differentl@hdor the rating matrix based on row

and column clusters.

We consider noisy user behavior, and our goal is not to campe missing entries, but to estimate
an underlying “block constant” matrix (in the limit as the tma size grows).
« Since we consider a finite alphabet, even in the presenceas# raror free recovery is asymptotically

feasible. Hence, unlike [4], which considers real-valuegtrines, we do not allow any distortion.

We next outline our model and results.

B. Summary of Our Model and Results

We consider a finite alphabet for the ratings. In this sectiom briefly outline our model and results
without any mathematical details; the details can be founsduibsequent sections.

To motivate our model, consider an ideal situation whereyeuser rates every item without any noise.
In this ideal scenario, it is reasonable to expect that aimikers rate similar items by the same value.
We therefore assume that the users (items) are cluste@driotips of similar users (items, respectively).
The rating matrix in this ideal situation (s& with sizem x n) is then a block constant matrix (where
the blocks correspond to cartesian product of row and colalusters). The observations are obtained
from X by passing its entries through a discrete memoryless ch&bDiMC) consisting of an erasure
channel modeling missing data and a noisy DMC representiigyruser behavior. Moreover, the row
and column clusters amnknown. The goal is to make recommendations by estima¥hfased on the
observations. The performance metric we use is the pratyabilblock error: we make an error if any of
the entries in the estimate is erroneous. Our goal is to ifgectnditions under which error free recovery

is possible in the limit as the matrix size grows large. Thaswew the recommendation system problem

as a channel coding problem.
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The cluster sizes in our model represent the resolutionatiger the cluster, the smaller are the degrees
of freedom (or rate of the channel code). If the channel isemmisy and the erasures are high, then we
can only support a small number of codewords. The challenge find the exact order. For our model,
we show that if the largest cluster size (defined preciselgactionIll) is smaller tharCy log(mn),
where (] is a constant dependent on the channel parameters, themyfarséimator the probability of
error approaches one. On the other hand, if the smallesieclsize (defined precisely in Sectibnl Ill) is
larger thanC, log(mn), whereCy is a constant dependent on the channel parameters, thenveva gi
polynomial time algorithm that has diminishing probapilif error. Thus we identify the order of the
threshold exactly. In the case of uniform cluster size, thastantsC; and Csy are identical and thus
in this special case, even the constant is identified prgcistoreover, for the special case of binary
ratings and uniform cluster size, the algorithm used to stiwvachievability part does nor depend on
the cluster size, erasure parameter, and needs knowledgevofst case parameter for the noisy part
of the channel. These results are obtained by averagingXvers per the probability law specified in
Sectior(])).

The achievability part of our result is shown by first clustgrthe rows and columns, and then
estimating the matrix entries assuming that the clustasraprrect. The clustering is done by computing
a normalized Hamming metric for every pair of rows and cormgawith a threshold to determine if the
rows are in same cluster or not. The converse is proved byidernirsg the case when the clusters are
known exactly. Our results for the average case show thahtieshold is determined by the problem of

estimating entries, and relatively, clustering is an easisk (see Figurg]1 for an illustration).

C. Organization of the Paper

The precise model foK and the observations is stated in Secfidn Il. The case obumitluster size
and binary ratings leads to sharper bounds and results.eHesalts for this case are given in Secfioh .
The case of general alphabets and non-uniform cluster mzemsidered in Sectidn ]V. The conclusion

is given in Sectiof V, while all the proofs are collected titge in Sectio M.

D. Notation

All the logarithms are to the natural base unless specifieeaiise.D(y||) denotes the KL divergence
([8]) between probability mass functionsandv. By 7' = Q(f(n)) we mean that fon large enough,

T > constant f(n). By 1(A) we denote the indicator variable, which is 1Afis true and O otherwise.
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Fig. 1. The figure shows lower and upper bounds for the prdibabf error under known clustering (Theorérh 2), the asymtipt
cluster size threshold from Theord 1, and an upper bounderclustering error (Theoreld 3) for the case= n = 10°,
erasure probability = 0.9, and binary symmetric channel with errpr= 0.25. The threshold in the clustering algorithm is
chosen to belp = (2p(1 —p) +1)/3 = 0.4583.

[I. MODEL AND ASSUMPTIONS

The main elements of our model are a block constant ensenfilslging matrices (whose blocks of
constancy are not known) and an observation matrix obtaireed the underlying rating matrix via a
noisy channel and erasures. The noise in the observatipresents the inherent noise in user-item ratings
as well as the error in our model. The erasures denote missitiges. To be more precise, suppogeas
the unknownm x n rating matrix with entries from a finite alphabet, wheras the number of buyers
andm is the number of items. Ledl = {A;}}_, andB = {B;}’_, be partitions of[1 : m] and[1 : n]

respectively. We call the setd; x B; clusters and we call;’s (B;’s) the row (column) clusters. We
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denote the corresponding row and column cluster sizes:pyandn;, and the number of row clusters
and the number of column clusters byandt respectively. Thus . _; m; = m, Z;:l nj = n.

We state our results under two sets of conditions - the sebodlitions Al1)-A4) and B1)-B3) below.
Conditions A1)-A4) are a special case of conditions B1):B3)e results under A1)-A4) are sharper and
illustrate the important concepts more easily. Hence threystated separately. We begin by stating and
discussing Al)-A4) first and then we state B1)-B3). (A few iiddal conditions needed in the results

are stated at appropriate places.)

Conditions A1)-A4): The conditions Al)-A4) below correspond to binary ratingtrixawith equal size

clusters and uniform probability of sampling entries.

Al) The entries ofX are from{0,1}.

A2) The row (column) clusters are of equal size; = mg, n; = ng for all 7.

A3) X is constant over the clustet; x B; and the entries are i.i.d. Bernoulli(1/2) across the chsste

A4) The observed daf¥ < {0,1, e} (e denotes erasure) is obtained by passing the entri&tbfough
the cascade of a binary symmetric channel (BSC) with prdibabf error p and an erasure channel

with erasure probability.

The cluster sizes are representative of telution of X - large cluster sizes correspond to a coarse
structure with fewer degrees of freedom in choosKgwhile small cluster size corresponds to a fine
structure. Condition A2) suggests that we can think of thestelr sizemgny as representative of the
resolution ofX and it plays a central role in our results. If we think of allnpéssible X as a channel
code, then a highemgng corresponds to a smaller rate code. However, in order topraemgng
precisely, we also need to take into account condition A)eWthe entries of the cluster are filled with
i.i.d. Bernoulli(1/2) random variables as per A3), it isdli that rows in two clusters turn out to be the
same, and hence these two row clusters can be merged to foimgla bigger cluster. The following
lemma shows that if the number of clusters(iflog(n)), then this happens with small probability and
hence we should think afigny asthe representative cluster size.

Lemma 1: If ¢ > (24 6)logy(n), 6 > 0, then
. . 1
P (Rows in two different clusters are same g

and a similar result holds for the column clusters.
Proof: Each row is uniformly distributed ove?’ possibilities and rows in different clusters are

independent. Hence the probability that any given pair afsres same id /2¢. Since there arfég) pairs,
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we then have

- - ()
P (Rows in two different clusters are sajne o
Sincer < m, we have

2
P (Rows in two different clusters are same %

Hence ift > (2 4 §) logy, m for someé > 0, then
. . 1
P (Rows in two different clusters are same —.
m

[ ]

Condition A3) also implies that in any row or column, for largratrices, roughly the number of Os
and 1s is same. This essentially implies that the opinioasdarerse for any user or item. While this
may seem unrealistic (and can indeed be fixed), we prefer gradslli(1/2) model for the following
reason: under this assumption no recommendations can ket from any row or column alone and
thus collaborative filtering is necessary. Such a model ssralele for evaluation of collaborative filtering
schemes. Moreover, one can pre-process data so that ronskmdns with fraction of 1s far from 1/2
are removed (because they are relatively easy to recomnatijhen assumption A3) is reasonable.
We note that in condition A3), we only specify the probabilaw of X given the clusters; the clusters
are deterministic, even though they are unknown.

The BSC in A4) models the inherent noise in user-item ratiagsvell as modeling error, while the

erasure channel models the missing data.

Conditions B1)-B3): These conditions are more general allowing any finite alphabnd non-uniform

cluster sizes.

B1) The entries oX are from a finite alphabék.
B2) X is constant over the clustet; x B; and the entries across the clusters are i.i.d. with a uniform
distribution overA.

B3) The observed dat&® € AU {e} (e denotes erasure) is obtained fra¥nas follows

a) The entries oX are passed through a DMC with probability lap:|.) and output alphabet
A, resulting inX.

b) The entriesf(ij are then passed through an erasure channel with erasurabjitybe.
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[1l. BINARY RATING MATRIX

In this section, we state our results under conditions A4)-Ahe main result of this section appears
in Section[I[-A. It is obtained by studying two quantitigsrobability of error when the clustering is
known (SectionI-B) and probability error in clustering for aespfic algorithm (Sectiofi III-C).

A. Main Result

Our main result stated below identifies a threshold on thstetusize above which error free recovery
is asymptotically feasible but below which error free resxvis not possible.

Theorem 1. Suppose conditions Al)-A4) are true and the clustersuakaown. Let p; = € + 2(1 —
€)\/p(1 — p). Suppose that < 1 andp € [0,po], po < 1/2.

1) Converse: If
In(mn)

mong < (1 — 5)m,

6 >0,

then P, — 1 for any estimator.
2) Achievability: If ¢ = Q(log(n)), r = Q(log(m)), limsupm/n < oo, limsupn/m < oo and

In(mn)
In(1/p1)’

then P, — 0 for the following polynomial time estimator:

mong >

« Cluster rows and columns using the algorithm of SecfionClilising the thresholdl, €
(2po(1 — po), 1/2) (which does not depend anmy, ng).
« Employ majority decoding in a cluster (as in Sectlon TlI-Bysaming the clustering to be
correct.
Proof: The proof is given in Section VI-A. ]
The result identifiedn(mn)/In(1/p;) as the cluster size threshold. The first part states thateif th
cluster size is too small, then any estimator makes an eritbrhivigh probability. The second part states
that if the cluster size is large enough, then diminishingbpbility of error can be achieved with a
polynomial time estimator, which does not need knowledge, of,, ng and needs only knowledge of
a worst case bound gn The result is reminiscent of the channel coding theorenihéndontext of our
model.
The proof of Part 1) of Theorei 1 relies on lower boundiigby considering the case of known
clustering (see Theoref 2 in SectionTll-B). The proof oftPgrof Theoren{IL relies on showing that

for the average case, the probability of error in clusteifnmuch smaller than the probability of error in
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filling values when the clusters are known (see Thedrem 3 ati@€lll-C). We illustrate this in Figure
[ by plotting various bounds: fon = n = 10%, my = ny ranging from 10 to 150p = 0.25 ande = 0.9,

we plot

« upper and lower bounds for probability of error when clusgiis known (from Theorernl2),
« upper bound on probability of clustering error (from Theoi@),

« and the asymptotic threshold(mn)/In(1/p;) (from TheorenilL).

It is seen that around the asymptotic threshold, the prdibabf clustering error is dominated by the

probability of error in filling values under known clustegin

B. Known Clustering

In this section, we consider the case when the clusters a@rkriJnder this assumption, the decoder
only has to estimate the value in a cluster, and the minimusbatility of error estimator under A3) is
just a majority decoder. The analysis of this decoder is efeary and we state a stronger result for a
fixed X with possibly unequal cluster sizes. Let

$+(X) := minm;(X)n;(X),  s%(X) := maxm;(X)n;(X),
7‘7.] 7’7.]
where{m;(X)} and{n;(X)} are the row and column cluster sizesXn
Theorem 2: Suppose conditions Al), A3) are true and in addition assumaethe clusters are known.

Let
In(2)
In(1/p1)’

Then the probability of error in filling in values satisfies

57(X)
1 P mnpy
>1— __
Poap(X) 21 —exp ( 4V 1—ps(X)(s*(X) + 1)) ’

2 ln(2)mnp‘1q*(x)
5+(X) )

$4(X) >

(1)

Pe\A,B(X) <1-—exp (—

Suppose we are given a sequence of rating matrices of inegeaige, that isynn — oo. Then the

following are true.

1) If

then P, 4 5(X) — 0.
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2) If
(1 =9)In(mn)

X Ry

for somed > 0,

then P, 4 5(X) — 1.
Proof: The proof is given in Section VIiB. [
We note that when all the clusters are of the same size (whapipdns with high probability as per
Lemmall), then the above result states that there is a shaghtiid: if the cluster size is smaller than
In(mn)/In(1/p1), then exact recovery is not possible, but if it is largerntinee can make probability

of error as small as we wish.

Example: Form =n = 108, m; = n; = ng, € = 0.9, p = 0.25, this threshold corresponds to clusters
of size aboutt5 x 45 = 2025. We plot the lower and upper bounds B 4 5(X) from TheoreniR and
the threshold in Figurgl 1.

Remark: A finer analysis reveals that we can refine Part 2) of Thedremar@ (hence also Part 1)
of Theorem(]l) by letting) approach zero asi,n — oo. The result holds as long &%, , In(mn) —

2InIn(mn) — oc.

C. Probability of Clustering Error

To get an upper bound on the probability of erfy, in this section we analyze a specific collaborative
filter: we first cluster the rows and columns using the algonidescribed below and then we fill in values
using the majority decoder assuming that the clusteringiigect. The majority decoder has already been
analyzed in Section1lI-B and for proving Part 2 of Theorelhwg, only need to analyze the probability
of error in clustering.

Clustering Algorithm: We cluster rows and columns separately. For rows the normalized Hamming

distance over commonly sampled entries is

dij =

1 n
N Zl(yvlk#ayvjk#e?}/zk#y}k)?
k=1

where N;; is the number of commonly sampled positions in rawand j, given by

Nijzzl(ym#ﬁay}k#ﬁ)-

k=1
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Let I;; be equal to 1 if rows), j belong to the same cluster and let it be O otherwise. The ithgor

gives an estimate:

1, di; <do,
Iij =
07 dl] > d07
whered, is a treshold whose choice will be discussed later. A sinailgorithm is used to cluster columns.
We are interested in the probability that we make an erroown ¢lustering averaged over the probability

law on the rating matrices defined as

Py = Pr(fz-j 4 I,; for somei,j) .

We note that this is a conservative definition of clusteringre As seen in Lemmal 1, there is a small
chance that rows in different clusters may be the same neguh the merging of two clusters into a
larger one. The above definition of error does not accounthisrand declares more errors. We use this
conservative definition of clustering error to simplify &rsas.

Theorem 3: Suppose conditions Al)-A4) are true. Lgt> 1, ro € (0,1) be constants and lét. be

the smaller root of the quadratic equation
2uv(1 — do)h? + (2dg — 2uv — 1)h 4+ 1 — 2dy = 0, 2)
wherey := 2p(1 — p),v = 1 — u. Suppose the thresholf) € (i, i+ 1/2). Let

a1 = D (7“1(1 — 6)2"(1 — 6)2) N

az =D (ra(1 = ¢)’[|(1 - ¢)?),

1 1 — ph*\"or=e)’
—— |1 d
Mi(no) 2( + (=) ) and,

1
/\Q(no) = B (1 + 2—n0a2) .

Then for the above clustering algorithm,

B, <mm-1)

, D) max{P(fij = O‘Iij = 1),P(jij = 1|[Z] = O)},

where
P(fij = 0|Z;; = 1) < exp (—nmin {ry(1 — 6)2D(d0||,u),oz2}) (3)
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and

P(l;j = 1|I; = 0) < min {Py, Py} (4)

e <1_7M*>W1_E)2A (n0)" + exp(—a1n) + Aa(no)’ ©)
1= (1 — hy ) 1{1o p 1 2{No

P, = exp (—ast) (6)

for a positive constants.
Proof: The proof is given in Section VIiC. [

The proof uses the union bound and considers pairwise efftws pairwise errors consists of two
cases: error when the pair of rows is in the same cluster andwhen they are in different clusters. The
probability of the first kind of error is exponentially dedag in n. The probability of the second kind
of error is upper bounded by the minimum B&f and P: while P, is tight for finite n and largep, e,
the boundP, is useful for establishing asymptotic results (like Theo®) for all p,e. For example, in
Figure[1, the upper bound on clustering error is dominate@hywhile the proof of Part 2) of Theorem
[ usesP,. We note that both?, and P, have terms that decay exponentiallyriras well ast. The terms
decaying exponentially in are related to Lemmnid 1 and the conservative definition ofteting error as
discussed before the statement of Thedrém 3. These terntiseaceigin of thet = Q(log(n)) condition
in Part 2) of Theorerh]1 and can perhaps be avoided with mofdeista@mted analysis; however, we prefer
to work with this condition since as per Leminh 1, the conditio= Q(log(n)) is anyway needed for

interpretingmong as the representative cluster size.

IV. GENERAL FINITE ALPHABET AND NON-UNIFORM CLUSTERS

In this section, we consider a general finite alphadetnd non-uniform cluster sizes. We work with
assumptions B1)-B3) described in the Secfidn Il and geizerdthe results in Sectidn]Il. To state our
results, we first introduce some notation. oy € A, define

tog =Y a(wilp)aly;la)- 7
YiFY;
If Ay, A, are i.i.d. uniform onA and we pass them through the DMC|-) to get outputsd,, A,, then

- ~ 1
PI’(Al 75 A2|A1 = Ag) = W Z:U’P;D =:dp,
peA

_ 1
Pr(A; # Ay) = AP > tipg = dus.
p,qEA
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The following useful lemma sheds light on the relationshimeeend;, andd,,.
Lemma 2: For any DMC,d,;, > dy,, with equality iff ¢(y|p) = q(y|lq) V p,q,y € A.
Proof: The proof is given in Section VIE. [
We next state our main result for general finite alphabet amdumiform cluster size.
Theorem 4: Suppose conditions B1)-B3) are true and the clustersuakmown. Then there exist
constantg, ps € (0,1), p1 > p2 such that
1) Converse: If

1
maxm;n; < (1 —mn) n(mn) n >0,

iJ In(1/p2)’

then P, — 1 for any estimator.
2) Achievability: Suppose that there exist somep, ¢ € A such that # ¢ andq(y|p) # q(ylq). (By
Lemmal2, this ensures tha, < d,;.) If n2/(n? +n3+...+n?) = Q(log(m)), m?/(m? + m3 +

...+ m2) = Q(log(n)), limsupm/n < oo, limsupn/m < co and

minm;n; > ln(mn)
ij 7T In(1/py)’

then P, — 0 for the following polynomial time estimator:

« Cluster rows and columns using the algorithm of SecfionClllising the threshold, €
(dip, dyp) (Which does not depend anm;, n;).
« Employ maximum likelihood decoding in a cluster assuming ¢lustering is correct.
Proof: The proof is similar to Theorem 1; we now use Theoréims 5[and @ace of Theoremis] 2
and[3 respectively. [ ]
The above result again identifies(mn) as the exact order of the cluster size threshold for asymaptot
recovery. Similar to the binary alphabet and uniform clusiee case in Sectidn]ll, the constapis p-
arise from the case when the clusters are known (see Thédtmtod). The gap between the constants
p1,p2 can be made arbitrarily small: the proof of Theorigm 5 ideggifa constant’; (see equatior (29))

such that for any > 0,
pr=c+ (1 —¢€)exp(=C1+6), p2=c+ (1 —¢)exp(—C1—9)

is a valid choice in Theorem 4.
We next consider the case when the clusters are known anddeXtesorent 2.
Theorem 5: Suppose conditions B1)-B3) are true and in addition assinaethe clusters arkenown.

Also let
In(1/2[A])

Tn(c/pa) (®)

s4(X) >
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wherepy, po are as defined above. Then for a sequence of rating matricesrefasing sizenn — oo,

the following are true.

1) If
In(mn)
«(X) > ————=,
00 2 (1)
then Pe|A,B(X) — 0.
2) If
. (1 —¢)In(mn)
X) < , for some( > 0,
Y0 = W) ‘
then P, 4 3(X) — 1.
Proof: The proof is given in Sectiop VI-D. [ ]

Finally, we study the performance of the clustering aldgnitand extend Theorem 3.

Theorem 6: Suppose conditions B1)-B3) are true and in addition supfiegehere exist somg p, q €
A such thatp # ¢ andq(y|p) # q(y|q¢). (By Lemmal2, this ensures thdf, < d,;.) If we choose the
thresholddy € (di, dyy), then

_ m(m —1
P, < c’% exp (—cnz/(n% +ni+.. .+ ntz)) , 9)
for some positive constants ¢. Consequently, ifi?/(n? +n +...+n?) = Q(log(m)), thenP. .. — 0
asm,n — oo.

Proof: The proof is given in Section VIiF. [ ]

V. CONCLUSION

We take a channel coding perspective of collaborative ifiigeand identify the threshold on cluster
size for perfect reconstruction of the underlying ratingtnma The result is similar in flavor to some
recent results in completion of real-valued matrices. Ttheaatage of our model is that the proofs are
relatively simple relying on Chernoff bounds and noisy usehavior can be easily handled.

In the typical applications of recommendation systemggtlieea lack of good models. We believe that
our model has two characteristics that make it suitable falydical comparison of various methods:
a) in our model the user opinions are diverse and no singl¢itese reveals much information about
itself, that is, collaborative filtering is necessary; byashave shown, the model is analytically tractable.
There are several directions where this model may turn obetaseful: analysis of bit error probability

instead of block error probability, analysis of local pagty based mechanisms, etc.
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VI. PROOFS OFRESULTS

A. Proof of Theorem[Q

The proof is based on Theoreis 2 and 3.

When A, B are known, under our model all feasible rating matrices greably likely. Hence the ML
decoder gives the minimum probability of error and so we hBve> E[P, 4 5(X)]. To prove Part 1),
we lower boundE[P, 4 3(X)]. Let T be the event that*(X) > mong. Proceeding as in Lemnia 1, we
have fort > (2 + §) logy(n), r > (2 + &) logy(m), 6 > 0,

1 1
Pr(T) < p— + vl

Hence P{T") — 0. Now,

B[P, 45(X)] = E[Py45(X); T

But on the evenf, s*(X) = mono and hence we get

Pe 2 B[P 45(X)] = (1 = PH(T)) P a5(X). (10)

But from Part 1) of Theorerl 2P, 4 3(X) — 1 for

In(mn)

, 0>0.
In(1/p1)

mong < (1 — 5)

This proves Part 1).
Next we prove Part 2). LeD denote the event that the clustering is identified corre@tg note that
the probability of error in estimating& averaged over the probability law on the block constant icesr

satisfies

P, [Peja,s(X)Pr(D) + Pr(D?)]

<FE
<E [Pe|A,B(X)] + (pe,rc + pe,cc)

where P, . is the probability of error in column clustering. The dedimesult follows from Part 2) of
Theoren 2 and Theorem 3. [ ]
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B. Proof of Theorem[2

Suppose in clusted; x B; we haves non erased samples. Then the probability of correct detisio

this cluster is given by

,_
M)
[

S

P, = ( >pq<1 )t if s s odd
q=0 q
|
=S <3>pq(1 e (11)
q=0 q
1/s\ s . .
+ = <s>p2(1 —p)z if sis even
2\3

Averaging over the number of non erased samples, the pidpaificorrect decision in clusted; x B;
is given by

Pr(ES,) =Y (m”9> €™ (1 — ) PHEL, ). (12)

s=0 5
Since the erasure and BSC are memoryless

Poap(X)=Pr <U:il,j:1Ez’,j>

r,t
=1- [ Pr(g;). (13)

i=1,j=1

Equations[(111),[(12), and (l13) specify the probability aber

Upper Bound: The desired upper bound is obtained by deriving a lower bcan’r(Ei‘fj,S). First we
note that from[(I1),

1-PHES) <Y <Z> pI(1 — p)*e.
5]

But for 0 < p < & andq > £, p?(1 —p)*~9 < p5(1 — p)=. Substituting this in the previous equation, we
have

Pr(E;; ) > 1—(2y/p(1 —p))°. (14)

From Equations[{12) and{1L4), we have(Pf,) > 1 —p|"" and so from[(IB),

r,t

Poap(X) <1 - H (1—p"™).
i=1,j=1

We note that forr € [0,1/2], 1 — x > exp(—21In(2)z). Hence

rt

rt
exp (zm<z> S o)< I1 G-,

i=1,7=1 i=1,7=1
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Where the first inequality holds fgr/"™ < 1/2. This is true since.(X) > In(2)/In(1/p1). The upper

bound follows by noting that

: inj (X mn (X
ST o <rtpy ™ < - (X)pi( g
i=1,j=1 *

Lower Bound: The lower bound on?, 4 5(X) is obtained from an upper bound on(Ef; ). From

@D,

1 s _Ts
1—PrES;,) > = <[ Opwz](l—p)”m,

s/2
L osh(rs/21/s), [5/2] s—[s/2]
> — .
> 561 1)2 p'* =1 —p)
If sis even, we have
1 s
— co)> — .
L= P 2 gy (2P0 ) (15)
For s odd,
h([s/2]/s) = h(1/2 4+ 1/2s) > 1—1/s%
and so

Pr(Efjs>z2(s_l+/sl),/ (2\/T ) (16)

From [1%) and[(16), we have for all

— P > oy [ (Ve —9) a7

Now from (12),

PrE;) < 1= _\/T Z <mm]> e ((1 —€)2¢/p(1 —p)>8 SJ%
=1 4(%";:; D F

Using this bound on RE? ) in (@3), we have

7l min;
P p
P X)>1-— 1-—
olas(X) 2 , H < 4(min; +1) | 1 —p>
i=1,7=1
> 1 . Z pi” (18)
- P 4 mm] min; + 1
p P1
>1-— — t
= eXp( 1-p s (X)+1>

D pi*(X)
>1-— ——
= exp 1 1—pmns*(X)—|—l )

-

—_
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where in [(18) we have useld— = < exp(—=x). This completes the proof ofl(1).
Asymptotics: Now consider a sequence of rating matrices of increasing 3ike upper bound on error
in (@) is a decreasing function &f.(X). Hence if

In(mn)

54(X) > (/p1)’

then
21n(2) In(1/p1)

In(mn) -0

Peap(X) <
Now suppose
(1 —=9)In(mn)
In(1/p1)
The lower bound on errof{1) is a decreasing function’@X ), and hence substituting the above upper

s*(X) < , for somed > 0.

bound ons*(X), we have

(mn)’ )

Poias(X) > 1~ exp (—Cl (62 + In(mn)) In(mn)

wherecy, c; are some positive constants. Henégy z(X) — 1 asmn — oo. ]

C. Proof of Theorem

Recall thatN;; is the number of commonly sampled positions in rawand j, given by

Nijzzl(Yik#&ij#ﬁ)-

k=1
From the Chernoff bound [10, Theorem 1], we have

Pr(N;; > nri(1—€)?) <exp (—nD (ri(1 — €)?[|(1 — €)?)) = exp(—ney), and (19)
Pr(N;; < nra(1 —€)?) < exp (—nD (r2(1 — €)?[|(1 — €)%)) = exp(—naz). (20)

To get a handle on the probability of error, we first analyzeomditioned on the erasure sequence and

X. Let E denote the erasure matrix:

E=[1(Y;; = e)] € {0, 1},

mxn

Rows in Same Cluster: Consider rows;, j of X and supposé;; = 1, i.e.,j are in the same cluster.
We wish to evaluate the probability of error(Ry; > do|I;; = 1, £, X). In this case, the random variable
Ni;d;j is given by

Nijdij = Y (Y # ).

Yikijk7ée
X=X
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For any columnk such thatY,, # e, Y, # e, the indicatorl(Y;, # Y ;) has mean = 2p(1 — p).
Hence, the above summation hag; i.i.d Bernoulli random variables of megn An application of

Chernoff bound [10, Theorem 1] yields

Pr(dij > do

Iy =1,5,X) < exp (= Ny D(dol ) - (1)

The bound is independent 2. We only need to take the average [ofl(21) with respedt ttsing [20),

we have

Pr(fy = 0l = 1) = Pr(ds = do

I;=1)
< exp (—n(1 — €)*r2D(do||pt)) + exp(—naz),
< 2exp (—nmin {ry(1 — €)2D(dy ||| 1), as}). (22)

Rows in Different Clusters: Next consider the casg; = 0, i.e. rows: andj are in different clusters.

We wish to evaluate Pd;; < do\lij =0, F,X). For I;; = 0 and fixedE, X, the random variableV;;d;;

is given by
Nidij= Y W(Ya#Y)+ > 1(Yu#Y). (23)
Yir, Y e Yir, Y e
X=Xk X'Lk?éxjk

Note that for any columit such thatY;;, # e, Y; # e, the indicatorl (Y, # Y ;i) has mean

o 2p(1 —p) = p if Xy, = X, and

o PP+ (1—p)?=vif Xy # Xjp.
Define S;; as the number of columnissuch thafY;;, # e, Y, # e andX;;, # X,;. Then from [28),we
observe that the first sum in(23) ha$; — S;; i.i.d Bernoulli random variables of meanand the second
sum hasS;; i.i.d Bernoulli random variables of mean all the random variables being independent.

Using the Chernoff bound, we may then write

Pr(dij < do

I = o,E,X)

(1 — v+ ve?)% (1 — p+ pef)Nii =5
edoNije

< , for 6 <o0. (24)

By substitutingh = 1 — exp(6), we can rewrite the above bound as
(1 —vh)Si (1 — ph)Nio—5%
(1 — h)doNi;

We are free to choose< h < 1 in the above bound. We choogesuch that the bound is optimized for

, foro <h <1 (25)

Pr (di; < do

I; :o,E,x) <

the average cas§;; = N;;/2. For this case, the bound ih_{25) reduces to

(1 —vh) (1 — uh)\ N/
(Fo=)
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The value ofh that minimizes this bound can be checked to be the smalld@rafothe quadratic given

by ().

Next, we take expectation ifiL(25) with respect to the eraserpience. Let s;; denote the number

of columnsk such thatX;, # X;;. Then we have, from the Chernoff bound, as[inl (20),

Pr(S,-j > SijTl(l — 6)2) < exp(—s,-jal). (26)

Now, from (28), we have

Pr<d--<d I-»—OEX)< L~ ph M (L) for0<h<1
o — 0 ) D ) — (1 o h)do 1 —/,Lh 9 = .
Now, sincey < v < 1, we have
1—vh
<1, for h > 0.
1—puh -

First note that the functiorf(h) = (1 — uh)/(1 — h)® for h € [0,1) has derivative

F(h) = do — /z;r_/l;z)(dlo —do)

Sinceu < dy < 1, f'(h) > 0 and sof(h) > f(0) = 1. Hence(1 — uh)/(1 — h)% > 1. Now if
Sij > SijTg(l — 6)2 andN,-j < TlTl(l — 6)2, then
_ 1 _ I[,Lh nr1(1—5)2 1 _ I/h SijT’g(l—E)2
Jp— < | = - < .
I; O,E,X)_<(1_h)do> - for0<h<l1
Combining this with [(26) and_(19), we have

Pr(dij < do

Pr(dij < dy

1 _ I[,Lh nT1(1—6)2 1 _ I/h SijT’g(l—E)z
Li;=0,X) < [———-
i =0 > <(1—h)d°> 1 — uh

+ Pr(S,-j < SijTg(l — 6)2) + Pr(Nij > nrl(l — 6)2) ,

1 _ h nT1(1—6)2 1 _ h SijT’g(l—E)z
< <7,u> < v > + exp(—sjja2) + exp(—naq).

(1 — h)do 1 — ph

(27)
Sinces;; = noX, whereX is Binomialt,1/2), we have
14 exp(Ang)\’
€ foxp(3s)] = Elexp(ung )] = (L2200
Now taking expectation with respect & in (24), we have
1 _ /,Lh TLT1(1—6)2 . .

< m )\1(77,0) + )\2(77,0) + exp(—aln) =P (28)
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It remains to show that
P(Ij = 1|I;; = 0) < P».

This result follows from[(P) of Theoref 6 for the general caskich is proved in Section VIIF. =

D. Proof of Theorem[H

For simplicity letYs, ..., Y; denote thes samples in blockd; x B;. Let y, := ¢(-|a), a € A be the
transition law of the channel for inputand lety.y- denote the empirical probability mass function (PMF)
of Y1,..., Y. Let E;;, be the error event when thg, j)th block hass samples. For simplicity leP;

denote the set of types with denominatof8, pp. 348] and define the set of PMFs:
Uap :={v: D(v|m) < D(vllpa)} NPs,  Vap :={v: D(v|m) < D(vllpa)} N Ps.

Upper Bound: Then

PH(Eyjs) = |A| ZE/;Pr Eijsla)
a

LSS PrD Gy ) < Disyla)a)

- ‘ ‘ acA beAb#a
1
Sa XX en(-Dwl),
a,beAa#£breU, ,
where in the second step we have used the union bound and lasthgtep we have used [8, Theorem

11.1.4, pp. 354]. Let

Cq := lim ——ln ex o = min min D(v||pg). 29
§—00 ( Z Z p( vl ))) a7#b {v:D(v||py) <D(V||pa)} ¥lla) (29)

a,beAa#£brel, ,

Then foro > 0 small, fors > sy(J), we have

Pr(Eijs) < =P (_(|i} — 5)8)7

while for s < sg we can bound this probability by 1. Hence we have fréni (12),

PI(E}) = E [Pr(Ej,)] > E [1(8 > s0) (1 _ &P (—(& - 5)8))}

_E [1 _exp(=(Ch — 5)3)}

_E [1(5 < ) <1 _ =P (_(& - 5)8)>]

Al
> p1- SRR g <)
B _exp(=(C1—d)s)| o s
=F {1 A } Pr(s < so). (30)
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But for large enoughn,;n; using the Chernoff bound [10, Theorem 1],
Pr(s < sg) < exp (—min;D(so/min;||1 —¢€)). (31)
As m;n; — oo, D(sg/m;n;||1 —€) — In(1/€). Hence given any) > 0, for large enoughn,;n;, we have
D(so/minj||1 —€) = In(1/(e +n)).

Hence, from[(30) and (31),

xp (—(C1 — 0 M

PF(EZCJ) >F <1 € ( (|A|1 )3)> (6 ) in;
p " min;
=1- T | — (e4mn)™™

where we have used the fact thats Binomialm;n;,1 — ¢) and so the binomial expansion. Note that

€ < p1, and hence we can chooseso thate + n < p;. Hence we have

pminj
Pr(ES) >1— =1
( zy) = |A|

Using [13), we then have

rt

Poap(X) <1— H (1 —2p""™ /|A])
i=1,j=1

r,t

41n(2) ——
<1- R D I 2
= eXp |A| 4 j:1p1 9 (3 )

where in the last step we have used = > exp(—21In(2)x) for = € [0,1/2]. Note that for large enough

m;n;j, we havep;""™ < 1/2. But using

rt
Z pTianTtpi*(X)S mn - s,(X)

p )
i=1,j=1 5+(X) '
we have,
41n(2)mnp!” X)
P X)<1-— — . 33
The RHS in[(3B) is a decreasing function ©f X). Hence if
In(mn)
$.(X) > ,
)= W1/

then

Pe\A,B(X) <1—exp <—w> — 0.

|A| In(mn)
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Lower Bound: Next we give a lower bound on 8;;,). If for eacha we consider somé # a, then

we get

Pr(Eijs) = |A| ZPr Eijsla)

acA
= ZPF (wy [l1) < D(py|pa)la)
ac€A
exp (Vllpa))
sz Dlvle))
acA VeV,

- |A[(min; + 1)IA Z 2 o (=sD(l)).

acEAVEV, ,

where again we have used [8, Theorem 11.1.4, pp. 354] in thet gtep. Since we are free to chodse

we choose it such that

b=ar min D(v||pa)-
& b;éa {v:DW||ps)<D(v|lpa)} (i)

Then we see that
. 1
Jim ——In (Z > exp(=sD(|lpa)) | = Ci.
acAveV,

Hence foré > 0, for s > s1(0),

exp (—(C1 +9)s)
Pr(Ez’js) > ’A’(mﬂl] i 1)\A|

and for smallers we use the trivial bound that the probability is non-negathlence we have from (1L2),

PI(ES,) = E (PHES,)) < E <1 - ‘TET @(qgfﬂf)) +PI(s < s1) (34)
<1- \A\(m]j;;n—]k A +exp (—mn;D(s1/min;||1 —€)) (35)
< e o
< 1_pTAI\|] + €M,

where in [3b) we have used the Chernoff Bound [10, Theoreninl{38) we have used the fact that

D(s1/m;n;||1 —€) — In(1/€) monotonically and in the last step we have useg; > 0. Further, from

(@), we have
M1
eMini < Dy
O2IAlY
and hence
M5
PrES)<1— 22—,
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Using [13), we then have

rt min;
p
Pe|A,B(X) >1- H <1_ ;’A’ >

i=1,j=1
1 r,t
MmN
>1—exp —mz Do )
i=1,7=1

where to obtain[{37) we have uséd- = < exp(—z). Now since

rt

>~ Py >ty X > 8 py X,
= s*(X)
i=1,7=1

we have

mn_s(x)
P, X)>1- —_— .
€|A,B( ) = eXp < 2‘A‘S*(X)p2 >

The RHS above is a decreasing functionsdfX), and hence if

(1 —¢)In(mn)

S W)

, for somed > 0,

we have

(mn)¢ ) 7

Pejap(X) 2 1 — exp <_2\A\(1 —¢)In(mn)

and henceP, 4 3(X) — 1 asmn — oo.

E. Proof of Lemma 2

We recall

dub =Y 1pa/IAP =D " alylp)a(zlq)/|A]%.

P4 y#z

Adding and subtracting the terms corresponding te z, we have,

duy =YY a(ylp)a(zla)/IAI”

pP.q Y,z

= awlp)atyle) /1Al
p.qg Yy

Py pq Yy

DRAFT
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Now, >_, . a(ylp) is the sum of all entries of the transition probability mat@nd hence is equal {@|.

So we have
duy = 1= > q(ylp)a(yle)/ AP
P v
=1-> (Zq ylp> 1A, (38)
Similarly y p

dyy, = ZN’PP/’A’ Z Z y!p ‘p /’A’

P y#z

Adding and subtracting the terms coresponding te z, we have,

= > qlylp)a(zlp)/|A| - ZZq (ylp)/|A]

P Yz

-y (Z ) ) ST
=133 i)/ 1AL (39)

In the last step we have uséd, ¢(y|p) = 1 for the first term. From[{38) and (B9), we have

dup — dpp = # > (A > d*lp) - (Z q(y!p)> ) :

p

From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

(Z y\p> <!A!Zq (ylp),

p

with equality iff ¢(y|p) = q(y|q) for all p,q. The result then follows. [

F. Proof of Theorem

We begin with a lemma that provides some useful upper bounds.
Lemma 3: Let 7,25, Zs,...,Z; be ii.d with meany such that0 < Z; < 1, Vi € [1 : t]. Let

mi,ms, ..., m; andm be positive integers such that, m; = m. Let

t
mis
Then the following hold for sufficiently large.
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1) Fordy > p,

Pr(8 > dp)

< exp (=2(do — p)*m?/(mi +m3 + ... +mj)) . (40)
2) Fordy < p,

Pr(8 < dp)

(41)
< exp (—2(do — p)?>m?/(m? +mi+ ...+ m?)) .

3) For any positive constarmt there exists a positive constantsuch that
E (exp(—em(f — do)?))
< exp (—a(dy — p)*m?/(mi +m3 + ... +mj)). (42)
Proof of Lemma[3 (40) and [(41l) are direct applications of the Chernoff bout@ [Theorem 2]. (This
particular form is also known as Hoeffding’s inequalityg frove [42), first assume thdg > p. Then
E (exp(—em(8 — do)?))
< Pr(|B = do| < (do — p)/2) + exp(—cm(do — ©)?/4)
< Pr(B > dy— (do — p1)/2) + exp(—cm(dy — p)?/4)
< exp (—(do —w)?m?/2(m3 +mi+ ..+ mtz))
+ exp(—cm(dy — p)?/4)  from (@Q)
Now, from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
m?/(m3+mi+...+m?) <t <m.
This gives witha < min{1/2,c/4},
E (exp(—em(B — do)?))
< exp (—a(dy — p)*m?/(mi +m3 + ... +mf)), (43)
for sufficiently largen.
To prove [42) in the casé, < , first note that[(40) and(#1) hold even when the random viesab
take values iN—1,0]. Then apply the above result for the random variablgs, i € [1: ¢]. ]

As in the proof of Theoreril3, we first analyze the probabilifyeoror conditioned on the erasure

sequence anX. Let £ denote the erasure matrix. That is,

E = (1(Yyj = ©)) oy € {0,1)™".

mxn
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Rows in Same Cluster: First consider case wheh; = 1, i.e. ¢, j are in the same cluster. We wish to
evaluate the probability of error RE; > do\lij =1, E, X). Defines;;(p, p) as the number of columns

k such thatY;;, # e, Y, # e and X;;, = p. Clearly,
Zsij(pap) = Nij.
p

Note that for such, the indicatorl(Y;; # Yji) has meanu,,. Hence, for/;; = 1 and a fixedE, the

random variableV;;d;; is given by

Nijdij =Y > 1(Ya #Yj).
PEA Y1, Y Fe
Xik:p:Xjk

The above summation has;(p,p) i.i.d Bernoulli random variables of meaun,,, for eachp € A, all
the random variables being independent. Hence the chstictéunction of N;;d;; (for I;; = 1, fixed E

and X) is given by

H(l — tpp + )PP,
peA

Using the Chernoff Bound, we have

Pr(dij > dy Iij = 1,E,X>
1— + )5 (@:p)
< L1, Mm’d N}{gp ) , for anyd > 0.
e 04Vij

By using the inequalityl + =z < e, we obtain

Pr(d,-j > do

I = 1,E,X>

< exp <Nij5ij(€9 —1)— Nz’jd09> , 02>0,

where

ZpGA IppSij (P D)

N (44)

Bij =

Using

max{ln(do/ﬁij),O} if Bij 75 0
oo if 5“' = O,

0 =
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we obtain
Pr(dij > do|I;; = 1, E, X)
exp <Nij(d0 — Bij) + Nijdo In (@—)) if 0< 8;; < do
< 1if By > do (45)
0 if Bij = 0.

For tractability, we further simplify this bound. To do so wete that for—1 < 2z < 0 and0 < ¢ < 1/2,

the functionf(x) = In(1 + z) — = + cx? is increasing. This can be seen by noting that

(2¢ — 1+ 2cx)
1+z '

flla)y =1

Sincez /(1 +x) <0 and2c — 1 + 2cx < 0, we havef’(x) > 0. Henceln(1 + x) — x + cx? < 0 in the

interval —1 < = < 0. Now for 0 < 3;; < do, —1 < (i; — do)/dp < 0, and so
Bij Bij — do Bij — do\

In(29) <29 0 (29 700

. < do ) — do ¢ do
Using this in [45), fordy > 3;;, we have

_ - — dp)?
Pl’(dij > dO‘[ij = 1,E,X) < exp <—CNide7®> . (46)
0

Taking expectation oveK, we obtain

Pr(di; > do

I = 1,E)

< Pr(ﬁij > dOUij = 1,E)

(Bij — d0)2>

+ F {exp <—cNij p
0

I;; =1, E} 47
=T +T5.

We next boundl; andTs.
Forl € [1 : t], let ny(E) denote the number of commonly sampled positions for rowsad j in the

I*" column cluster, i.e.

m(B)= Y 1(Yu#eYjy#e).

k in clusterl

Note that
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and
SZ] p, p an z{l} —p)

where X, is the rating vector of userin thelth column cluster. From{44) and the above equation,

Nzyﬂzg - Z,uppznl z{l} —p)

pEA
= Z n(E) Z tppl(Xigry = p), (48)
=1 peEA

where the random variable

Z = Zuppl(xz’{z} =p)

pEA

takes the valug,, is diy =, upp/|Al. Further,
Zps are i.i.d. From[(4B), Lemm@l 3 can be appliedde= 3;;, Z;, m; = n;(E). Using [40) of Lemma
B, we have

Ty < exp (—ai(do — dip)> N5/ (nF(E) +n3(E) + ... +ni (E)))

for some positive constant;. Similarly using [42) of Lemma&l3, we have
Ty < exp (—az(do — dlb)zNEj/(n%(E) +n3(E) + ...+ ni(E)))
for some positive constant,. From [4T), we then have

Pr(dij > dy

Iz’j = 1,E> <Ty+ T,
< 2exp (—a(dy — dw)* N7 /(n{(E) + n3(E) + ... + nf(E)))
for some positive constaatand for sufficiently large:. Usingn;(E) < n;, we can loosen the bound to

Pr(d;; > do

I = 1,E>

< 2exp (—a(do — dip)’ N7 /(nf +n3 + ... +n7)).
Taking expectation ovek, for a = ro(l — 6)2 and suitable positive constantg, c, andc, we have,
I;=1)

< 2exp (—a(dy — dp)*a®n?/(n] +nj + ... +n}))

Pr(dij > do

+ Pr(Nij < na)
< 2exp (—cin®/(n} +n3 +...+n7)) + exp(—con) (49)

<dexp(—en®/(ni+n3+...+n7)), (50)
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where in [49) we have used (20]. [50) is obtained by a similguraent as used to obtaih_{43) using
Cauchy Schwarz inequality.
Rowsin Different Clusters: Next consider the casg; = 0, i.e. rowsi andj are in different clusters. The
bounding technique is similar to the case whgn= 1. We wish to evaluate Pd;; < dy|I;; = 0, E, X).
Let s;;(p, q) be the number of columns such thatY;;, # e, Y, # e, Xy, = p and X, = ¢. Then for
al; =0 and fixedE, X, the random variabléV;;d;; is given by

Nijdij= Y > 1(Ya#Yq).

R e

The above summation has;(p, ¢) i.i.d Bernoulli random variables of mean,,, for each(p, q) € A?,

all the random variables being independent. Using the GifieBound, we may then write

Pr(d,-j < do|I;; =0, EX)
Hp q(l - /‘pq + lupqee)sw (p,q)

By using the inequalityl + = < e” we obtain

Pr(d,-j < dy

I = o,E,x)

< exp (Nijﬂij(ee — 1) — Nwdoe) , for any 6 <0,

where
ZP,QEA :upqsij (p7 q)
Bij = N, - (51)
Using # = min{In(dy/B;;),0}, we obtain
Pl’(dij < dO‘Iij = O,E,X)
(d — B , Bi )Y if 8. >
e (Nlj(do Bi;) + NijdoIn ( o, )) if B, > do 2)
1if ﬁij < dp.
But s;;(p,q) < N;j;, and so
@SZp,qlu’pq—l_'_ ’
do do
wheres is defined as
_ zp,q Hpq 1
do )
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So for g;; > dy, we have0 < (f;; — do)/dy < s. But for any0 < ¢ < 1/(2(1 + s)), the function

f(z) =In(1 +x) — 2 + cx? is a decreasing function 0, s]. So we have the following
Bij Bij — do Bij —do\

In (22 )< 0 (2 0

! < do) = do ‘ do
Using this in [52), forg;; > dy, we have

o dn)2
Pl’(dij < dO‘[ij = O,E,X) < exp <—CNide7(i())> . (53)
0

Taking expectation oveK, we obtain

Pr (d;j < do

I;=0,E)

< Pr(ﬁij < dy

I =0, E)

(Bij — do)?
j - >

+ F [exp <—CNZ'J' Iij =0, E:| . (54)

Then we follow the same line of arguments as in the case whea 1. Note that now

t

NijBij = Z Lopp Z m(E)(Xqy = p)

peEA =1
t —
=> m(E)>  ppl(Xigy =p), (55)
=1 peEA

where the random variable

Z; = Z Npql(Xi{l} = p)l(Xj{l} =q)
p,qeA

takes the valugy,, with probability 1/|A[>. The mean ofZ; is du, = Y, , 11pq/|A*. Further,Z;’s are
i.i.d Applying Lemma3 and(20) as in the caselof = 1, we again have

Pr(di; < do

I; = 0)
<dexp(—en®/(n]+n3+...+n})).

Since there are at most(m — 1)/2 pairs of rows, the result follows by the union bound. ]

REFERENCES

[1] http://www.netflixprize.com/

[2] S.T. Aditya, O. Dabeer, B.K. Dey, “A Channel Coding Perstive of Recommendation SystemkJIT, 2009, Seoul, Korea.

[3] G. Adomavicius, A. Tuzhilin, “Toward the Next Generati@f Recommender Systems: A Survey of the State-of-the-Art
and Possible ExtensiondEEE Tran. Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 17, no. 6, pp. 734-749, June 2005.

[4] E. J. Candes, Y. Plan, “Matrix completion with noisé¥'xiv Preprint larXiv:0903.3131, 2009

July 12, 2021 DRAFT


http://www.netflixprize.com/
http://arxiv.org/abs/0903.3131

32

(5]
(6]

(7]
(8]
(9]
[10]
[11]
[12]
[13]
[14]

[15]

[16]

E. J. Candes, B. Recht, “Exact Matrix Completion via CamxOptimization,”Arxiv Preprint lar Xiv:0805.4471, 2008

E. J. Candes, T. Tao, “The Power of Convex Relaxation:rNeatimal Matrix Completion,’Arxiv PreprintlarXiv:0903.1476,
2009

S. Chakrabarti, “Mining the Web,” Morgan Kaufmann Puwiblérs, San Fransisco, 2003

T.M. Cover, J.A. ThomasElements of Information Theory, Second Edition, John Wiley & Sons, 2006

A. Felfernig, G. Friedrich, L. Schmidt-Thieme, “Guestior’s Introduction: Recommender SystemEZEE Intelligent
Systems, vol. 22 no. 3, pp. 18-21, May 2007

W. Hoeffding, “Probability Inequalities for Sums of Boded Random VariablesJournal of the American Satistical
Association, vol. 58, no. 301, pp. 13-30, Mar 1963.

R. Keshavan, A. Montanari, S. Oh, “Learning low rank ris from O(n) entries,Allerton 2008.

R. Keshavan, A. Montanari, S. Oh, “Matrix Completiomin a Few Entries,1IST 2009, Seoul, Korea.

Y. Koren, “Factorization Meets the Neighborhood: a kifaceted Collaborative Filtering ModelACM Int. Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (KDD’08), 2008

K. Lee and Y. Bresler, “ADMiRA: Atomic Decomposition foMinimum Rank Approximation,” Arxiv Preprint
ar Xiv:0905.0044, 2009

M. Mitzenmacher, E. UpfalProbability and Computing: Randomized Algorithms and Probabilistic Analysis, Cambridge
University Press, 2005

B. Recht, M. Fazel, P. A. Parrilo, “Guaranteed minimuenk solutions to linear matrix equations via nuclear norm
minimization,” submitted t&8 AM Review, 2007

DRAFT July 12, 2021


http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.4471
http://arxiv.org/abs/0903.1476
http://arxiv.org/abs/0905.0044

	Introduction
	Related Work
	Summary of Our Model and Results
	Organization of the Paper
	Notation

	Model and Assumptions
	Binary Rating Matrix
	Main Result
	Known Clustering
	Probability of Clustering Error

	General Finite Alphabet and Non-uniform Clusters
	Conclusion
	Proofs of Results
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 2
	Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Theorem 5
	Proof of Lemma 2
	Proof of Theorem 6

	References

