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The Dawid-Skene model is the most widely assumed model in the analysis of crowdsourcing algorithms that
estimate ground-truth labels from noisy worker responses. In this work, we are motivated by crowdsourcing
applications where workers have distinct skill sets and their accuracy additionally depends on a task’s type.
While weighted majority vote (WMV) with a single weight vector for each worker achieves the optimal
label estimation error in the Dawid-Skene model, we show that different weights for different types are
necessary for a multi-type model. Focusing on the case where there are two types of tasks, we propose a
spectral method to partition tasks into two groups that cluster tasks by type. Our analysis reveals that task
types can be perfectly recovered if the number of workers n scales logarithmically with the number of tasks d.
Any algorithm designed for the Dawid-Skene model can then be applied independently to each type to infer
the labels. Numerical experiments show how clustering tasks by type before estimating ground-truth labels
enhances the performance of crowdsourcing algorithms in practical applications.

CCS Concepts: « Computing methodologies — Spectral methods; « Mathematics of computing —
Probability and statistics; Probabilistic inference problems.
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1 Introduction

Labeled datasets are required in many machine learning applications to either train classifiers using
supervised learning or to evaluate their performance. Crowdsourcing is a popular way to label
large datasets by collecting labels from a large number of workers at a low cost. The collected
labels are often noisy due to many reasons including the difficulty of some labeling tasks, differing
skill sets of the workers, etc.(Bonald and Combes [2], Gao et al. [8]). The crowdsourced labels are
then used to infer ground-truth labels by aggregating the responses of the workers. To analyze the
quality of the inferred labels, a statistical model for the workers’ responses is often assumed.

A widely-studied model for crowdsourcing was first proposed by Dawid and Skene [5]. Their
one-coin model assumes that workers have distinct skill sets, and each worker submits responses to
a task independently of all other tasks and workers. Formally, each worker i is assumed to submit a
response X;; to a task j that correctly reflects the label y; with an unknown but fixed probability
pi. Although the true labels are never observed, it is possible to estimate the unknown accuracy
parameters p = (py, ..., pn) by assuming that workers respond according to this statistical model.
Once the accuracy parameters are estimated, labels can be estimated using the Nitzan-Paroush
estimate(Nitzan and Paroush [17]). Despite the simplicity of this Dawid-Skene model, the optimal
error rates of label estimation algorithms have only been understood relatively recently Berend
and Kontorovich [1], Gao et al. [8].

In this paper, we are interested in modeling worker responses when crowdsourced tasks demand
different levels of expertise. The considered model is motivated by expert behavior in radiology
when labeling the presence of thoracic nodules can be more difficult because of their shape and
size, or when they are imaged with different resolutions, resulting in labels that are more reliable
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for tasks with one type than the other He et al. [9], Shiraishi et al. [21]. The contributions of the
paper are the following:

(1)

2
2.1

We consider a model for crowdsourcing that describes settings when workers label tasks that
require different levels of expertise. To motivate the need for clustering tasks into different types,
we first examine a scenario where the task types are known. For this model, we demonstrate
that the type-agnostic weighted majority vote (WMV) algorithm, designed for Dawid-Skene
models, performs worse than a WMV algorithm designed for each task type separately.

Next, we consider our main model where the task types are unknown. For this model, we design
a spectral clustering algorithm to cluster the tasks into two types. Our main contribution is
a result that the clustering algorithm correctly classifies all tasks if the number of workers is
of the order of the log of the number of tasks. Specifically, we first show that the observation
matrix whose spectral properties are used for clustering has a special structure, namely, a
low-rank part plus a perturbation. We show that the perturbation is small and then adapt
the ideas from Fan et al. [7] to show that perfect clustering is possible under conditions that
are natural in crowdsourcing applications. The most common perturbation result used in the
clustering literature is the Davis-Kahan theorem [24], which characterizes the perturbation in
eigenvectors as a function of the perturbation in a matrix. However, the Davis-Kahan theorem
does not exploit any special structure of the matrix that is being perturbed while the result
in [7] allows us to exploit a low-rank structure that we have identified in the crowdsourcing
observation matrix.

Once the tasks are clustered into two different types, any crowdsourcing algorithm designed
for the DS model can then be applied to estimate labels corresponding to tasks of each type
independently of the other. For concreteness, we focus on estimating the workers’ reliabilities
using the Triangular Estimation (TE) algorithm proposed by Bonald and Combes [2], followed
by the Nitzan-Paroush (NP) decision rule(Nitzan and Paroush [17]) to estimate the labels. For
this algorithm, we obtain an upper bound on the probability of task labeling error, and using
this bound, we show that the probability of labeling error goes to zero exponentially fast in the
number of workers. Further, we show that for the type-agnostic algorithm, this is not the case,
i.e., there are problem parameters for which the asymptotic probability of labeling error does
not go to zero exponentially fast.

Finally, we conduct experiments using publicly available datasets. We compared two classes of
algorithms: one where we first performed task clustering by type and then applied an algorithm
designed for the traditional DS model to label tasks separately for each type and the other
where the labeling algorithm is directly applied to the dataset without any clustering. Our
experimental results show that clustering followed by labeling outperforms direct labeling in
most of the datasets we considered except in one dataset. We also compared our algorithm
with other algorithms which also divide tasks into types. Again, we found that our algorithm
outperforms other task type-dependent algorithms except in the case of one dataset. We also
explain why we believe this to be the case.

Background
Problem Setting

Throughout this paper, the notation log refers to the natural logarithm. For any positive integer m,
denote by [m] the set {1, ..., m}. Let n > 3 be the number of workers labeling d > 4 tasks. Each task
Jj € [d] is associated with deterministic but unknown ground-truth labels y;, ys, . . ., yq € {—1,+1}
following Gao et al. [8]. Each worker i € [n] independently submits a response X;; € {-1,+1} to
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each task j with X;; being independent across task index j. The goal is to estimate the true label
yj € {—1,+1} for every task j € [d].

In our model, each task j is further associated with a type k; € {e, h} indicating “easy” and
“hard” types, respectively. The task types are also deterministic but unknown, and a task’s type
kj determines the accuracy parameter py,; = P(X;; = y;) as the probability of worker i correctly
labeling a task j for all workers i € [n]. Using the accuracy vectors, we can define the reliability
vectors r,ry € [—~1,1]" as rp = 2px — 1, where we denote the i" element of pi by py; for all
k € {e, h}. Finally, we let the number of tasks of type k be di; clearly, d. + dj, = d. We assume that
di is unknown. We consider the case when all workers label all tasks.

This hard-easy model is motivated by applications where certain tasks can inherently be more
difficult than others. We characterize the collective potential of the crowd of workers for type
k by the Euclidean norm of the corresponding reliability vectors ||rg||, where ri = (rk1, ..., Tkn)-
In keeping with the motivation of studying problems with hard and easy tasks, we assume the
following:

Assumption 2.1. The reliability vectors satisfy
Irell > llrnll- (1)
We also assume that the reliabilities are bounded away from —1 and +1:

Assumption 2.2. For some p € (0,1/2) independent of (n, d, k), the reliability vectors r,, ry, satisfy

1+rg;

ps——<1-p )

for all i € [n] and type k € {e, h}.

Our hard-easy model can be considered an extension of the one-coin Dawid-Skene (DS) model
to two types of tasks. Henceforth, when we refer to the DS model, we mean the one-coin DS model
unless explicitly stated otherwise.

2.2 Related Work: Dawid-Skene Model

Crowdsourcing models differ in the assumed structure for the accuracy matrix P, where
P =P (X;; = y;) . ®3)

In the one-coin DS model, P is a matrix with d identical columns. There is a vast literature on
inferring labels from data under this model. These include the original EM algorithm proposed
in Dawid and Skene [5], spectral-EM algorithm in Zhang et al. [25], message passing algorithm
in Karger et al. [10, 11], label estimation from the principal eigenvector of the worker-similarity
matrix studied in Dalvi et al. [4] to name a few.

For our experiments, we will use the following DS algorithm: first estimate reliabilities and
then use a weighted majority vote algorithm for estimating task tasks. We will review the WMV
algorithm first. Consider the Dawid-Skene model so that the distribution of the binary worker
response matrix X € {—1,+1}™¢ is determined by a single reliability vector r € [-1,+1]", i.e.
all tasks are of same type. Given known reliabilities r and focusing on a single task with worker
responses x = (X, . .., Xp), the maximum likelihood decision rule for a given task j is then given

by the map
n
g"(x) = sgn (Z Wixi) , (4)
i=1
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with (possibly infinite) weights
147

wizlogl_r_. (5)

Based on this observation, a common approach is to estimate the reliability vector r from the
responses X, denoted as #, and use the Nitzan-Paroush decision rule(Nitzan and Paroush [17]) to
infer the labels as

~NP _
97" = sgn
1

n A
3 log %xij),w e [d]. ©)
i=1
Equation (6) corresponds to a weighted majority vote of the form (4) with weights w; = log llf—'r’l
Next, we review the TE algorithm for estimating reliabilities proposed in Bonald and Combes
[2], which we will use in our theoretical results. The reason we focus on this algorithm is that it
has been compared to other algorithms and shown to perform better in real datasets. Additionally,
by comparing the probability of labeling error expression derived from Bonald and Combes [2]
with the lower bounds in Gao et al. [8], it can be seen that the algorithm is provably asymptotically
optimal. We give a brief description of the TE algorithm for completeness. The TE algorithm
designed for estimating a reliability vector for the DS model first computes the worker-covariance
matrix

d
1
Wb = ;Xajx,,j,\m,b e [n]. (7)
For every worker i € [n], the most informative pair of co-workers arg max, pe(n1.azb+i |Wap| denoted
by (a;, b;) is computed, and the magnitude of the ith worker’s reliability is estimated as

-] |

The sign of 7; is estimated by letting

Wa;iWp; i
Wa;b;

, if |Wa,-bi| >0

®)

] [2p-1,1-2p]
0, else

i* = arg max [P + E Wil .
i€[n] . L

jeln]:j#i

and by setting the sign of # according to

2y = | S8 (P4 Dyenyur Wi) i i= 1
sgn(fi) = { sgn (7 W), else

This concludes our discussion of the TE algorithm.

2.3 Related Work: Task-Specific Reliability Models

Having reviewed the DS model and associated algorithms in the previous subsection, we note that
the key feature of all these models is that a worker has the same reliability for all tasks although
different workers may have different reliabilities. The basic DS model has been extended to consider
the case where the same worker can have different reliabilities for different tasks, we review these
models in the next subsection.

A rank-1 model studied in Khetan and Oh [13] assumes that P is an outer product of the accuracy
of the workers and a vector parametrizing the easiness of all tasks. A more general model was
studied in Shah et al. [20], where P is assumed to satisfy strong stochastic transitivity (Shah et al.
[19]). In the context of crowdsourcing, this assumption implies that workers can be ranked from
most to least accurate, and that this ranking does not change across tasks. The P that they consider
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can be associated with a rank as large as min(n, d). Lastly, the model in Kim et al. [14], Shah and
Lee [18] assumes an accuracy matrix P that exhibits a low-rank structure with a fixed number
of distinct entries. they call it a k-type specialization model which is close to a stochastic block
model with k communities. In their model, each worker and task can be of k different types with
type assignment being independent among tasks and workers. The accuracy parameter P;; with
worker i and task j having a matched type is relatively higher than any other mismatched pair. The
algorithms designed for this model in Kim et al. [14], Shah and Lee [18] have a two-step approach.
The first step involves clustering workers according to their types. The second step is estimating
labels for each task j using a weighted majority vote where significant weight is given to workers
that match the type of task j and negligible weight is given to all other workers.

We now compare our model to the above models. As pointed out in Kim et al. [14], both Khetan
and Oh [13] and Shah et al. [20] consider the following: if worker A is better than worker B for any
task, then this same ordering holds for all other tasks. Such a monotonicity is not assumed in our
model. The k-type specialization model in Kim et al. [14], Shah and Lee [18] somewhat similar in
spirit to our model in the sense it attempts to cluster tasks according to types. However, they also
cluster workers according to types and their algorithm uses a simple majority vote or a majority
vote with two weights. Such a voting scheme is not optimal when different workers have different
reliabilities [17].

It is worth noting that our model assumes all workers respond to all tasks, as it is motivated by
applications where an institution contracts professionals to label a dataset. This does not model
applications that use platforms such as Amazon Mechanical Turk, in which workers independently
select a sparse subset of tasks to label. Our model can be extended to accommodate such a sparsity
in the dataset, where a sparsity parameter would be integrated in the performance bounds. But
given our motivation, we have chosen not to do so in this paper.

3 Main Results
3.1 Limitations of Type-Agnostic Weighted Majority Vote

In our hard-easy model, the response matrix X is drawn from a distribution depending on two
reliability vectors r, and ry,. Suppose these parameters are known, while the task types ki, ..., kg
are unknown. This motivates the study of all algorithms of the form (4), which we call type agnostic
weighted majority vote (TA-WMYV), that use a single weight vector w as a function of r, and ry,.
The average error rate for this label estimate §"V"M" (w) is defined as

d
Bao(w) = = D B (M (w) £ ), ©)
=1

where the dependence on weights w is emphasized. For the case of one-coin model DS model, the
error rate (9) is invariant to the true labels yy, . . ., y4, and can therefore be equivalently expressed
as

Baolw) = B, (5" () # y) + 2, (547 () ), (10)

where Py is the probability measure parametrized by task type k € {e, h}. The following two
propositions characterize the error rate of all TA-WMYV algorithms with access to the reliability
vectors but use a single weight vector for both task types. The proof of the Proposition 3.1 is a
straightforward application of Chernoff bound and is given in the Appendix B for completeness.

Proposition 3.1 (upper-bound on expected labeling error: TA-WMV). Suppose X is drawn from the
hard-easy model, and that the reliability vectors re, ry, are known. For any weight vector w = w(r, rp,),
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the probability of error on task j of type k € {e, h} satisfies

Bi (337 () # y5) < exp (=nga(w. i), (1)

where the error exponent ¢, (w, ) is given by

(12)

1% 1- 1 1+ 7

w,rp) =—inf = » log|ef™—=L e Wi 2L

ononry = -in 2 3o o715 :
i=

Next, the Proposition 3.2 shows that the error rate is tight up to multiplicative factors:

Proposition 3.2 (lower-bound on expected labeling error: TA-WMV). Let 0 < w; < wy, < co be
positive constants such that the weights of a TA-WMV algorithm satisfy w; < w; < wy, for all workers
i. Foranyy € {~1,+1}9, the average error rate Po,(w) of any TA-WMV with that uses a single weight
vector across all tasks for label estimation satisfies
1
lim inf — log min P,,(w) > — lim sup max mkin On(W, i), (13)
n w w

n—oo n—oo
for any ground-truth vectory € {1, +1}.

The above result is similar to Theorem 5.1 in Gao et al. [8]; however, our proposition uses
weighted majority voting for arbitrary weights for a type k, whereas their result is for majority
voting. While the techniques are similar, the generalization is important to study the role of having
two task types as compared to the single task-type DS model. The requirement that the norm of
the weights w is bounded excludes pathological constructions where, for example, weights are all
zeros. The proof of Proposition 3.2 is given in Appendix C.

To understand the limitation of TA-WMYV algorithms, it is instructive to compare the error rates
in Proposition 3.2 with the achievable rates by an algorithm that accounts for type difference among
different tasks under the setting when task types are known but the reliability vectors (7, ry) are
unknown. For this purpose, we assume the following condition, which is also used in Bonald and
Combes [2]:

Assumption 3.3. There exists a positive constant 7 such that % i ki > 7 for all types k € {e, h}.
Further, the co-reliability of workers is non-zero: For every k,

Vi = min max v/|rgqres| > 0. (14)
i ab#i

Proposition 3.4. Suppose the number of workers n satisfies

n>+3p/F, (15)

the number of tasks per type satisfies
2
dp > C;

— (nd +log(6n?)). 16
TG 75 (1200 +log(6n) (16)
for some universal constant Cy. Then, the TE algorithm to estimate the reliability vectors followed by

NP-WMYV for label estimation separately for each type achieves a label error rate

1 R d
G2 PG EY) <3 ) —Lexp(-nd(n)), (17)
J ke{eh}

where j; and y; are the estimated and true labels of task j, respectively, and

b0 = -2 3 g (VT (=7 (18)
i=1
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Algorithm 1 Clustering tasks into hard and easy types

Input: Worker responses X € {—1,+1}"%¢,
Compute the principal eigenvector 9 of the task-similarity matrix T = n"!X7X.
Set threshold i = 4 3%, [4].
) i 16> 7
Classify task types by thresholding: k; = ¢ 1 iljj | =/
h if \U j| < fL.

Return: Task type estimates 121, .o kg

The error exponent (18)! for type-dependent weighted majority voting can be related to the
error exponent for the type-agnostic weighted majoring voting in (12) through the identity

O(rr) = max @, (w, ry), (19)

where the maximizing weights are given by the maximum likelihood weights w in (5). Recall
from Proposition 3.2, the lower bound on the error exponent for type-agnostic Weighted Majority
Vote is max,, ming ¢ (w, rr) and from the definition of ®(ry), it is clear that max,, ming ¢(w, i) <
®(r), Vk. This suggests that knowing the type of a task can be helpful. In fact, it is easy to come
up with examples where the error rates for the known and unknown task types are dramatically
different.

Consider the case that for re; = f for all i and that r; = —f for all i for some : 0 < < 1. Then,

max mkin(<p(w, re)) = mkin(qo(O, re)) =0,

whereas ®(ry) = —log (\//3(1 - ,B)) > 0. In fact, ®(ry) is always positive for a non-zero reliability

vector rg. This shows that, while separating tasks by type always leads to an exponentially decaying
probability of error, not doing so does not.

Our analysis in this section suggests that if we have an algorithm that can perfectly cluster tasks
by type, then it can be useful to cluster tasks before the label estimation. With this motivation, we
now study a spectral clustering algorithm for separating tasks into different types.

3.2 Spectral Clustering

When task types are not known, we propose a spectral algorithm that clusters tasks into two groups.
Crowdsourcing algorithms designed for the Dawid-Skene model can then be applied separately to
each group. We assume that the number of tasks per type is in the same order. Otherwise, the task
types are almost homogeneous, and it is difficult to cluster tasks by type.

Assumption 3.5. There exists @ € (0,1) such that d, = ad and dj, = (1 — @)d.

The proposed spectral algorithm is described in Algorithm 1. We adopt the convention that
any eigenvector has unit norm in this paper. We note that our clustering algorithm only needs to
classify tasks into two groups, as long as all the easy tasks fall into one group and all the hard tasks
fall into the other group. Later, we will apply the TE-WMV algoithm separately to each cluster and
hence, it does not matter which group we call hard and which group we call easy. Therefore, the
clustering error associated with Algorithm 1 can be defined as

pi=  omin % > {n i) # k) (20)
’ ’ J

IThis error exponent also serves as the asymptotic lower bound for the labeling error for a one-coin DS model corresponding
to a reliability type ri(Gao et al. [8]).
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We show that the probability of the event of perfect clustering, that is, {n = 0} goes to 1 with a rate
exponentially fast in n. This is precisely stated and shown in Theorem 3.12.
We give an outline of the key ideas involved in proving Theorem 3.12 here:

(1) Let the expected task similarity matrix be E[T] := E[n~'X T X]. We first note that E[T] can be
written in the form n™'R, + S where n™ 'Ry, is a low-rank matrix and S is a diagonal matrix. The
expressions for these matrices are provided in Lemma 3.6.

(2) Then, we show that the principal eigenvector o(n~'R,) of n™'Ry has a special structure: all the
elements corresponding to easy tasks take on the same value in magnitude and all the elements
corresponding to hard tasks take on the same value in magnitude. Further, these magnitudes are
sufficiently separated under our model for hard and easy tasks under an additional assumption
(see Assumption 3.8) which holds outside a set of measure zero. The precise version of this
result is stated in Lemma 3.7. This lemma suggests that, if we had access to v(n"'Ry), then
we can cluster tasks by using a threshold to differentiate the magnitudes of the elements of
v(n~'Ry). But we do not have access to this eigenvector, therefore the rest of the proof shows
that the eigenvector we have access to is a small perturbation of v(n™'Ry).

(3) Next, we note that

T=n"R,+S+N,

where N is a random matrix noise term given by N = T — E(T). We use matrix Hoeffding
inequality to show that this noise term is small in the infinity-norm sense. This is shown in
Lemma 3.10.

(4) Since S is a diagonal matrix, it can be easily shown that its spectral norm is sufficiently small
when the number of tasks is large, which is the case in crowdsourcing models. This implies that
the spectral norm of S + N is sufficiently small with high probability. Then, using the result
of Fan et al. [7], we show that the principal eigenvector of the matrix T which is denoted as
6 has a structure similar to that of o(n"'R,), i.e., 4 is a perturbed version of o(n"'R,), in the
I norm sense, where the perturbation is small under our hard-easy model. This is shown in
Lemma 3.11 under the assumption that the vectors r, and rj, are not collinear, which again
holds outside a set of measure zero.

(5) Now, putting these results together yields our main result in Theorem 3.12, which shows that
our spectral clustering algorithm works due to the structure of o(n"'R,). In other words, if an
appropriate threshold is chosen to differentiate the magnitudes of the elements of 9, then this
would leads to perfect clustering with high probability.

Now, we will present the lemmas leading up to the main result in the same order as in the outline
above. To do this, we suppose for analysis that the tasks are arranged so that easy tasks are in the
first d. columns of X and hard tasks are in the remaining columns. Knowing the arrangement of
columns implies knowledge of task types, but we only use this to simplify exposition and note that
this is not used by our algorithm and does not affect our analysis.

The following Lemma 3.6 presents the decomposition of the expected task similarity matrix
E[T]. The proof is straightforward and can be obtained by expressing the expectation of the entries
of the task-similarity matrix T.
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Lemma 3.6. The expected task-similarity matrix E[T] can be written as a perturbation of a low-rank

2 T
r.1121 r,rpl .
Irell3la,xd,  rernldexd, )dlag(y)-

ionaln 'R, := n~1di
signaln™'Ry :=n""diag(y) rirela,xd,  Irall31d,xd,

B17) = Laiag(y) (et remmlio ) gy~ Ling (11l Wl )7
n rirelayxd,  Irall31d,xd, n ell271xde> 27 1xdp

n~IR, S

(1)

Here, 1; is the d X d identity matrix and for any natural numbers a and b, 1,xp, is the all ones matrix
of size a X b. The perturbation matrix S in this context is a diagonal matrix.

The spectral properties of the signal matrix n™'R,, are presented in the next lemma. As previously
mentioned in the outline, we observe in Lemma 3.7 that the magnitude of the entries of U(n’lRy)
are the same for tasks of the same type but are different for different types of tasks. The proof of
Lemma 3.7 follows from the eigendecomposition of matrix n~'R, and is presented in Appendix E.

Lemma 3.7. Considerd, > 1 and dy, > 1. The principal eigenvector of the matrix n™'Ry, has the
following form:

I S 14.%1
\/Szde+dh ¢

diag(y) r , whenrlr, #0
o(n"'R,) = Vorderd, 4 (22)

1
1g

diag(y) | Ve whenr]r, =0
dpx1

where

_ dellrellz = dllrall; + \/[dellrell;f, — dyllrali2])” + 4dedn (T ry)?

2d.rlry,

s (23)

The matrix n~'Ry, is a rank-¢ matrix with ¢ < 2. Let the two largest eigenvalues of the matrixn™ 'R,
be \1(n"'Ry) and A;(n"'Ry) defined in non-decreasing order. They can be expressed as below:

» dellrell? + dpllrnll3 + \/[dellre||§ - alhllrhllﬁ]2 +4dedy (rlry)?
A(n7'Ry) = - . (24)

o dellrell3+ dullrnlly = [deliell? — dalirl2]” + ddeds (T )2
Ap(n”'Ry) = - . (25)

Clearly when r, and ry, are collinear, A;(n"'Ry) = 0 from definition.

Let the magnitude of the entries of v(n~'Ry) corresponding to the easy and hard tasks be denoted
as ple(n~'Ry) and p(n~'Ry) respectively. Clearly, from Lemma 3.7, we can write j(n~'R,) and
pr(n”'Ry) as :

, whenr]r, #0

s
\/szdg+dh
1

\/Z’

ﬂe(n_lRy) = (26)

whenr]r, =0
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1
Vszde+dh

0, whenr]r, =0

, whenr/r, #0

pr(n~'Ry) = (27)

We see when the following assumption is satisfied, y.(n"'R,) and p,(n"'Ry) are distinct, that is

.ue(n_lRy) * .uh(n_lRy)'

Assumption 3.8. When d, # dp,

dellrell; = dnllrall;
de — dp,

il

Hence, under the Assumption 3.8, if we have access to the signal matrix n’lRy, we can differentiate
tasks of one type from another using the entries of the vector v(n™'Ry). Specifically, by using the
average of the magnitude of the entries of v(n™'R,) as a threshold, we can separate the elements
of this eigenvector into two clusters. Clearly, the threshold is given by

_ d _ dy, _
p(n 1Ry) = geﬂe(n lRy) + gﬂh(” lRy)~

The rest of the lemmas show that such a clustering can be performed with just access to 4. In particu-
lar, we show that each entry of 4 is a perturbed version of the corresponding entry of v(n™'R,) where
the magnitude of the perturbation is, with high probability, at most % min(m.(n~'Ry), my(n~'Ry)),
where m.(n"'Ry) = |pe(n"'Ry) — pt| and my(n~'Ry) = |p — pn(n~'Ry)|. A little thought shows that
this would imply that all tasks are clustered perfectly.

Before proceeding further, we define the normalized spectral gap of n™'R,, as

v(n_lRy) =d ' min {/ll(n_lRy) - Az(n_lRy), /lz(n_lRy)} . (28)

v(n'Ry) would be an important quantity to characterize the performance of our clustering al-
gorithm later. For using the matrix perturbation result in Fan et al. [7] in the following parts,
it is required that the normalized spectral gap v(n~'R,) # 0 which holds when the following
assumption is satisfied (see the last statement of Lemma 3.7):

Assumption 3.9. The reliability vectors r, and rj, are not collinear.

From Lemma 3.6, we can view the matrix T as a perturbation of the signal matrix n™'Ry as
follows:
T=E[T]+N=n""Ry+S+N. (29)
Let the infinity norm of a square matrix M be ||[M||« = max; }};|M;;|. The following matrix
concentration ineqaulity shows how the noise matrix N is small in the infinity-norm sense for
sufficiently large n; the proof can be found in subsection 5.1.

Lemma 3.10. For any t > 0 and any positive values of n and d, the task-similarity matrix T
concentrates around its expectation as follows:

2 nt?
P(|IN]l = t) < 2d exp( Zdz)' (30)

On the other hand, the matrix S is a diagonal matrix with each diagonal entry belonging to
the following set: {1 — n™!||r,||,1 — n~!||r4||}. Hence, ||S|lc = 1 — n~Y||r4|| < 1. Observe that the
normalized spectral gap v(n™'R,) of the low-rank signal matrix n™'R, given in equation (28) is of
the order of O(1). These observations along with Lemma 3.10 show that the perturbation matrix
S+ N to the signal n™'R, in equation (29) is small in the infinity norm sense, compared to the
spectral gap dv(n~'R,) of the matrix n™'R, for sufficiently large n. This motivates us to use a
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matrix perturbation result for a low-rank signal matrix derived in Fan et al. [7] (see Theorem 3 in
Fan et al. [7]) to show that the principal eigenvector of the task-similarity matrix is a perturbed
version of o(n~'Ry) in the following sense. See subsection 5.2 for the proof.

Lemma 3.11. Under the assumption 3.9, if ,(n"'Ry) satisfies : C;(min(a, 1-a))*v(n"'Ry)d—1 > 0,
then, for every 0 < € < (Cy(min(a, 1 — ))?>v(n~'R)d — 1),

(e+1)
(min(a, 1 - @))?v(n~'Ry)dVd

2

< 2d* exp (—n%), (31)

P i 06 —ov(n 'Ry || = C
eegllgl}llv o(n” Ryl 3

where Cy and Cs are universal constants.

Putting all the above lemmas together yields the main result in Theorem 3.12. The proof of this
theorem essentially is based on the following fact: using the Lemma 3.11 we show that each element
of v(n'Ry) is perturbed by an amount at most % min(p(n"'Ry), pe(n"'Ry)). The detailed proof
is given in Appendix 5.4.

Theorem 3.12. Under the stated assumptions, if the number of tasks d satisfies
Cy

d> ———, (32)
VD(re, rp, a, d)
then, Algorithm 1 satisfies
P(n=0)>1- 2d° exp (=CsnD(re, rp, 0, d)), (33)

where the problem-dependent quantity D(r,, ry, a,d) characterizing the error exponent and the re-
quirement on d is given by

o 2
((min(a, 1— a))3%) when, r] rp # 0,
S

D(re,rp,a,d) = )
((min(a, 1 = @))*v(n~'Ry)) when, r]r, =0,

(34)

and C4 and Cs are universal constants, independent of the problem parameters.

3.3 Label Estimation for Hard-Easy Tasks

After having divided the tasks into two clusters, we are now set to estimate the true labels y €
{=1,+1}9 of the tasks. In practice, one can simply apply a DS algorithm, such as TE, to each task
type separately. However, analyzing such an algorithm is difficult because the clustering step and
label estimation steps are correlated due to the fact that we use the same dataset for both. Therefore,
as is common in the literature (see Shah et al. [20], for example), we split the n workers into two
disjoint groups and use the responses of one group for clustering and the other group for label
estimation. We present these details next.

For the following analysis, let N, be the set of workers used for clustering, and define N,; =
[n] — N to be the set of workers that will be used for reliability estimation as well as label
estimation. Let the responses of the workers in the set NV,; be denoted by

Xer = (Xij : (i, ) € Na X [d]),
and the worker responses of the set NV,; be

Xpr = (Xij 0 (i, j) € N X [d]).
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We use Algorithm 1 to cluster the tasks in X; using Algorithm 1 (with X = X,) resulting in the
following type assignment for all task j € [d]:

T = {je [d] :iéjzk},ke{e,h}.

We then use the TE algorithm to estimate reliabilities fx = (f¢; : i € N;;) from the responses
(Xij : (i, j) € Nyi X i) for each k. Lastly, the labels y; are estimated using the NP decision rule

1+1; .

. z: kj

y]TE = sgn( lOg — JlXij

. 1—-r1; .
i€ Ny kjl

(35)

Now we are ready to present the theorem characterizing the accuracy of our combined clustering
and label estimation algorithm. Let n; and n,; be the number of workers in the sets N and N,
respectively. Let ri (N;;) and ri(N;;) be the reliability vector associated with each task type k for
the set of workers N;; and N,;, respectively.

Theorem 3.13. Suppose (n,;, de, dp, ri(Ny)) satisfy the conditions stated in Proposition 3.4 and
(net, des dp, rie (N¢)) satisfy the conditions from Theorem 3.12. Then, for the hard-easy crowdsourcing
model under the stated assumptions, the labels 1) estimated using (35) satisfy

E(§Z1 (4; ¢yj))

J

d
<3| D) = exp (~np®ep,,) | +2d exp (~CsneiD(re(Ner), rh(Ner), @, )
ke{eh}

where O n,, = ®(ri(Ny1)) and D(re(Nep), rn(Ner), . d) is defined similarly to D(re,ry, a,d) in
equation (34), with the obvious changes to account for the fact that we are only using the reduced
dataset X for clustering.

The proof of the Theorem 3.13 is an immediate application of the Theorem 3.12 and is provided
in Appendix G.

4 Discussion

In the previous sections, we proposed the clustering Algorithm 1 and showed that for a hard-easy
model, we can cluster tasks by type with a reasonable number of workers and tasks. Recall that
Theorem 3.12, which characterizes the performance of Algorithm 1, requires the reliability vectors
re and ry, to be not collinear (Assumption 3.9). Even though this is a zero measure set, an interesting
technical question is whether this assumption is needed for our algorithm to work. In what follows,
we show that a large fraction of tasks will be clustered correctly with high probability even when
this assumption is not satisfied.

We notice from Lemma 3.7 that even when r, and rj, are collinear, the principal eigenvector
v(n"'Ry) retains the structure that reveals the type information for each task. A similar structure
is observed for the principal eigenvector of E[T] too. Specifically, we can cluster tasks by type by
clustering the magnitude of entries of v(E[T]) into two groups even when r, and rj, are collinear.
The properties of 0(E[T]) is established in the appendix E.2. We exploit this property to show in
the following Theorem 4.1 that the Algorithm 1 achieves arbitrarily small clustering error n with
high probability even without the assumption 3.9.

Let A;(E[T]) and A, (E[TT) be the first and second largest eigen values of E[T] and the normalized
Eigen-gap of the expected task similarity matrix E(T) be o(E[T]) = d~ (4 (E[T]) — A (E[T])).
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Similar to the case of n™'R,, in Lemma 5.2, let us denote the ratio between the entries of the principal
eigenvector of B[T] corresponding to easy and hard tasks by y.

Theorem 4.1 (Imperfect Clustering). Assume min(d,,dp) > 2. Then, for the Hard-Easy crowdsourc-
ing model, under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.3, 3.5, and if the following is satisfied : when d, # dp,

(de = Dllrell5 = (dn = DlIrall3
de _dh

5

|reTrh| * '

Algorithm 1 returns cluster membership with the following confidence on the clustering error: we have
foreveryt € [0,1)

2
4d exp (—C6 ((T(E[T]) min{a,1 - a} M_ll) nt) whenrlr, 0

P(p > 1) < p (36)

4d exp (—Cs (o(E[T]) min {a, 1 — a})? nt) whenr]ry, =0
where Cq is an absolute constant.

The proof of the above theorem is given in the Appendix section H. A proof sketch is given here:

(1) We show that the entries principal eigenvector of E[T] contain task type information (see
Appendix E.2 for the proof).

(2) Unlike the proof of Theorem 3.12, we treat E[T] as the signal matrix for this proof. We apply
Davis-Kahan perturbation result (Yu et al. [24]) to show the principal eigenvector of T, 0 is a
small perturbation of the eigenvector of the signal E[T] in the l;-norm sense. A concentration
of the noise matrix N = T — E[T] in the I, norm is used for this purpose (see Appendix H ).

(3) Finally, we relate the event < t for some ¢ € [0, 1] to the concentration of principal eigenvec-
tors in the l,-norm sense (again see Appendix H ).

While the above result shows that a large fraction of tasks will be clustered correctly even without
the non-collinearity assumption on r, and ry, the result does not show that perfect clustering is
possible with high probability. As a result, one cannot use the above theorem to establish a result
like Theorem 3.12. Nevertheless, the above theorem raises the interesting possibility that the non-
collinearity assumption may not be necessary for good performance. Establishing such a result
would be an interesting direction for future work.

5 Proof of Theorem 3.12: Perfect Clustering

This section proves the clustering Theorem 3.12. As discussed in the proof sketch of the Theorem,
the first step is to show that the principal eigenvector v(n~'Ry) of the signal matrix n~'Ry, reveals
the type information for each task. This is discussed in detail in Lemma 3.7 and proved in Appendix
E.1. Building upon the Lemma 3.7, the rest of the proof of Theorem 3.12 is given in this section as
enlisted below.

(1) First, we prove the Lemma 3.10 in the subsection 5.1.

(2) Then we Show that the principal eigenvector ¢ of the task-similarity matrix T is a small
perturbation of v(n"!R,) in the I sense. This is stated in Lemma 3.11 and proved in the
following subsection 5.2.

(3) Next, we relate the event of perfect clustering, that is {# = 0} with a sufficient condition on the
concentration of ¢ with respect to v(n_lRy). (see Proposition 5.2 in the subsection 5.3).

(4) Finally, we prove that the condition described in The Proposition 5.2 is satisfied with high
probability. See section 5.4 for this final step.
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5.1 Concentration of the Noise Matrix N

The proof of the Lemma 3.10 stating the concentration of N is given as:

d
P(uNnm2e>=P(%;|nj—E[nj]|ze) < Z (Zm Tij] )

i=1
(a)

d

d d
< 2o# (mirs-miml = 3) < 337 (s -2im = 3)

i=1 j=1
b

)

2
< 2d%exp (—n%) 37)

~.

—
=

1
— ) (XuXy; ~ BLXuXy, )| 2
=1

In (a) and (b) we use the union bound, and in (¢) we employ Hoeffiding’s inequality for the
independent bounded random variables X;;X;; € {+1}.

5.2 I, Concentration of the Principal Eigenvector

We prove the Lemma 3.11 here.

First, we need to define a quantity called the coherence of the signal matrix n~'R,. Writing the
modal matrix of n™'R, which is of size d X £ as V so that its columns correspond to the unit-norm
eigenvectors of n‘lRy, the coherence M of matrix n‘lR is defined as

= ; max Z (38)

Recall the low-rank decomposition T = n~'R, + S + N in (21), where N = T — E[T] and
S = —Ldiag ([lIrell311xd,, Irnll311xa,17) + Iz Here we are interested in the distance between 4
which is the principal eigenvector of T and o(n™'R,) induced by the infinity norm. We utilize the
following result by Fan et al. [7], cf. Theorem 3.2

Lemma 5.1. Consider a rank-2 symmetric matrix A and its eigen-decomposition

2
A= 2g(A)oy(A)ng(A). (39)

g=1

Denote by v(A) = d~ ' min(A;(A) — 12(A), 12(A)), M(A), v(A) to be the normalized spectral gap,
coherence, and principal eigenvector of A. For a symmetric matrix A, if the second eigenvalue of A
satisfies

122(A)] = max {3, 8M(A) (1 + 4y2M(A), 2° (1 + 2M(ADMAD} 1A = A, (40)
and the normalized spectral gap v(A) satisfies
v(A) > |A - Allw (41)

2The theorem in Fan et al. [7] is for a matrix of rank £ where ¢ can take any finite value, we simplified it for our purpose
when ¢ = 2.
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then
. B » . ; (L+2MA)MA)A = Allw . 72 VM(A)||A - A,
gemin  llon(4) = bor(A)] < 3-2 YAV +2 T AdvE (42)

where, v, (A) denotes the principal eigenvector of the matrix A.

The coherence M of n™'R,, by definition is necessarily M > 27!, and so
max {3, 8M(1+4V2M),28(1 + ZM)M} < 21002,

To apply the above result, we substitute the matrix A with n™'R, and the perturbation A — A with
S+N.

Next, we define an event Ex on the random noise matrix N to ensure the conditions (40) and
(41). Specifically, the conditions (40) and (41) are satisfied when we have

v(nT'Ry)d = 2" M?||IT = n” 'Ryl = 2"°M?||S + N|| o, (43)
or equivalently
IS+ Nlle < 27°M™?v(n"'Ry)d
Define the event Ey as:

v(n~'R,)d
En = {||N||oo <C——— - 1}

4aM?
where C, = 278, Clearly, on the event En the conditions (40) and (41) are satisfied by the use of the

triangle inequality with the fact that ||S||ee = 1 — n™!||r4|3 for the diagonal matrix S.
Now conditioning on the event Ex we can use the Lemma 5.1 as:

3-27(1+ 2M)M||S + Nllw  2ZVM||S + N||>

min |Jo(n"!Ry) — 06| < +
Oe{-1,+1} y Az(n—lRy)\/E v(n‘lRy)d\/c_l
3-27(1+2M)M||S + Nllss 25 VM||S + Nl
—_ v(nflRy)d\/a v(nflRy)d\/a

(a)
3. 2100
< [
— v(n‘lRy)d\/c_i
(b)
In (a), we use the fact that v(n™'Ry)d < 2;(n"'Ry), in (b), we use [|S|c < 1and M > 3.
We are interested the event EyN{||N||w < €} for some e such that,0 < € < 272C,M ™24, (n"'Ry) -
1. On the event Ex N {||N||c < €}, the following is satisfied using (44):
C M (e+1
y—————— (€
v(n‘lRy)d\/a
where C; = 3 - 28. It remains to show that the event Ex N {||N||c < €} for some € in the range
(0,272C,M~22,(n"'Ry) — 1] occurs with high probability:

] [IIN]leo +1] (44)

). (45)

. -1 ~
min |[o(n”'Ry) — 00||e <
i lo(n™Ry) = 06|

2
P(EnN{INlw<e}) = 1—P<{||N||oo3e}0>21—2d2exp( ”e)

2d?
(©)

where in (c) we use the fact that the event {||N|| < €} is a subset of the event Ey.
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Lastly, we want to give an upper bound on the coherence parameter M to arrive at the final form
as in Lemma 3.11. For non-collinear r, and rp, the two non-zero eigenvectors for the signal matrix
n_lRy can be written as diag(y) [s11xq, 11xdh]T and diag(y)[s11xd,» 11><dh]T where s and s takes
the following values:

dellrell = dullrnll} = —\/[d Irell2 = dyllraliZ])” + ddedy (] rh)2
2derlry,

5,8 = (46)

The above statement is proved in the Appendix E.1. From Lemma 3.7, the elements of o(n~'Ry)

corresponding to easy and hard tasks are as

s 1 . ..
Tt and e respectively. Similarly, the cor

and . From the

responding entries of the second eigenvector of n™'R, would be y §§+ ) i = a0
e h

expressions obtained above, we can write the coherence defined in the equation (38) as

Z { s? + 5 1 + 1 }
= - ma max ) =

{ ic[d] des> +dp  d,5%+dy, des? +dn  d,5% +d),
Hence, we can upper bound the coherence term M as:

M<1(ds2+d+d§2+d) B 1( s2+1 . 241 )< 1
des? +dp  d,5% +dp, as?+(1-a) a5°+(1-a)

_ 2 ~ min(a,1 - a)
(e)
where in (e), we use the Assumption 3.5. Using this upper bound in the equation (45) proves the

Lemma 3.11.

5.3 Sufficient Condition for Perfect Clustering
Here, we relate the event of perfect clustering with the concentration of the principal eigenvector o
with respect to v(n"'Ry).

Proposition 5.2. Under the stated assumptions, Algorithm 1 achieves perfect clustering, that isn = 0
when the following event occurs :

1
E, = {ee?nlr:l [lo(n™ 1Ry) — 00| < = 5 min {me(n Ry) mp(n~ Ry)}} (47)

The proof of the above proposition is given in Appendix F.2

5.4 Proof of Theorem 3.12: Perfect Clustering

Now we complete the proof of the clustering Theorem 3.12. From Proposition 5.2, we know that,
1
. -1 ~ . -1 -1
P(p=0)>P (ee?lllﬁl}ﬂv(n Ry) — 0]l < 5 min {me(n"'Ry), mu(n Ry)}) ) (48)

Now we show that right hand side of the above equation is close to 1 for large values of n using
Lemma 3.11. We also derive the corresponding necessary conditions on the problem parameters n
and d.
One requirement of Lemma 3.11 is that C;(min(a, 1 — @))*v(n™'Ry)d — 1 > 0. This leads to the
following requirement on d:
1

d> Co(min(e, 1 — a))?v(n~1Ry) (49)
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Under (49), we have from Lemma 3.11, for every 0 < € < (Cy(min(a, 1 — &))?v(n"'R)d - 1),

P 165 = o(n™ Ryl 2 C (+1) < 2 ( z ) (50)
mm 0 —o(n - < exp |-n=—]|,
Oef-1+ ! ’ (min(a, 1 - a))zv(n‘lRy)d\/E 2d?
Next, we choose € with 0 < € < (Cy(min(a, 1 — a))?v(n~"'R)d — 1) such that
(e+1)

1m1n {me(n Ry) my(n~ Ry)}

“ (min(e, 1 - a))zv(n‘lRy)d\/_

As, C; =278 and C; = 3 - 28, the following value of € satisfies the above requirement :
1
€= (min(e, 1 - a))zv(n_lRy)dmin(me(n_lRy)d%,mh(n—lRy)d%’ )
3

when we impose :
4C;

d>
(min(e, 1 — a))?v(n~'R,) min {me(n‘lRy)dl/z, mp(n~1Ry)d"?, 1}

(1)

Notice that the requirement on d in equation (51) is stronger than the requirement in equation (49).
Putting it together, we get, when d satisfies equation (51) the perfect clustering is guaranteed as

. - N 1 _ _
P(p=0)>P (96?211111}”001 'Ry) — 06| < 7 min {me(n"'Ry), my(n 1Ry)})

2
> 1 - 4d% exp (—Csn ((min(a, 1 = @)*v(n™"Ry) min {me (n™ R)d2, my (0™ Ry a2, 1}) )

where, C4 = 4C; and C5 = 274C;?

When rJr, = 0, we have min {m,(n"'R,)d"/?, m,(n"'R,)d"/%,1} > min(e, 1 — a) from the
analysis of Appendix E.1. On the other hand when, r] rj, # 0, it is convenient to express the absolute
margins m(n~'R,) and my,(n"'Ry) as a function of the ratio s = yo(n"'Ry)/pp(n"'R,) between
the easy and hard magnitudes p.(n™'Ry), up(n"'Ry) so that

_ _ - dp - - dp |lIs| -1
'Ry) = 'Ry) - 'Ry) == 'Ry) - 'Ry)) = 52
me(n y) pe(n y) p(n y) d (pe(n y) pr(n y)) q m (52)
mn(n1Ry) = (i~ Ry) = (1 Ry) = 2 (e (0 Ry) - pn(n 1Ry = 2L )
d d \Jd,s? +dp,
Hence, we can lower bound the term min{m, (n~'Ry)d"/2, my(n"'Ry)d"/, 1} as follows:
dp llsl=11 )5 de llsl=1] 0
min{me(n"'R,)d""*, mp(n~'R )dl/2 1} =min{ — ——— g2, 221 gl/24
¢ Y d desz +dp, d \/d 2+ dh

. alsl -1 A-allsl 1], . |Is| — 1]
= min > min{a,1-a} ——
\/a32+(1—a) \/a32+(1—a) — s?2+1

a

where in (a), we use the fact that min{«a, 1 — « < 1. From the above bounds on M and

} [Is|-1]

Vs2+1
min{me(n~'R,)d"/? mp(n~'Ry)d"/% 1}, we can write the sufficient number of tasks required for
perfect clustering as:

Cy

VD (re,rp, a, d)

d> (54)
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and the probability guarantee on perfect clustering as
P(n =0) > 1 - 2d* exp (=CsnD(re, rp, @, d)), (55)

where the problem-dependent quantity D(re, rp, @, d) characterizing the error exponent and the
requirement on d is given by

) 2
((min(a, 1- a))3%) when, r] rp, #0,
S

D(re,rh,a,d) = )
((min(a, 1 = @))*v(n~'Ry)) when, r] r, = 0,

(56)

6 Experiments

In this paper, we present experiments with real-world datasets, psuedo-real datasets and synthetic
datasets to supplement the theory presented in the previous sections. By pseudo-real datasets, we
mean the following: some real-world sets do not contain all the information we need to run our
experiments and therefore, we generate some of the data we need using the available data in the
datasets. In such cases, we will explain how we filled in the required data. Our experiments are
presented in three subsections, with each subsection focusing on a different aspect of our model
and theory:

(1) First, we compare our two-step algorithm (clustering tasks and then applying a DS algorithm
to each type of task) with a single-step DS algorithm (i.e., applying a DS algorithm to all the
tasks). Our experiments clearly show the benefit of clustering. Although our theoretical analysis
primarily employs TE followed by WMV with NP-weights as the Dawid-Skene (DS) algorithm,
we also compare DS algorithms with and without clustering across various other DS algorithms
to demonstrate the benefits of clustering.

(2) Next, we compare our algorithm with other algorithms that also consider tasks of different
types. We demonstrate that our algorithm performs better on most of the datasets considered.

The datasets we used for our experiments are the following:

(1) Two of the real-world datasets we used called the “Bluebird” (Welinder et al. [23]) and “HC-
TREC”(Buckley et al. [3]) are complete datasets i.e., they have all the information we need such
as worker-task responses for all worker-task pairs and the responses are binary-valued. So we
used the data in these two datasets without any modification.

(2) Four other real-world datasets, “Dog”(Deng et al. [6]), “Duck”(Welinder et al. [23]), “Temp”(Snow
et al. [22]) and “RTE” (Snow et al. [22])) are sparse datasets which do not provide responses
corresponding to all worker-task pairs as in our motivating example in the introduction. To
handle this, for the “Dog” dataset that contains 4 classes, we converted it to binary groups {0, 2}
vs. {1, 3} following Bonald and Combes [2]. Then we calculate the fraction of correct labels
(given by workers) for each task based on the ground truth and the available responses and
classify half of them (the half with the most accurate worker responses) as easy tasks and the
rest as hard tasks. Then, we estimate the empirical reliabilities of the workers for each type of
task and use this to generate synthetic entries for the missing worker-task pairs in the response
matrix. Similar treatments for the no-response entries is done for "Duck”, “RTE” and “Temp”,
each of which contains binary truth values. Thus, the actual datasets that we use for “Dog”,
“temp” and “RTE” are pseudo-real datasets. The number of workers and tasks for all six datasets
(“Bluebird”, “HC-TREC”, “Dog”, “Temp”, “Duck”, and “RTE”) are provided in Table 1.

(3) Obtaining real world crowdsourcing datasets for healthcare examples that we mention in the
Introduction is difficult due to privacy reasons. With the limited information available from a
radiology dataset, we created a synthetic dataset and we report the results from the dataset in
the appendix A
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6.1 Comparison with Traditional DS Algorithms

Since the literature on crowdsourcing is vast, there are many algorithms available in the literature
for the original DS model. From these algorithms, we select a few algorithms which we choose as
the baseline for our experiments.

Baseline Algorithms: We consider the following Dawid-Skene algorithms in our experiments:
unweighted majority vote (MV), ratio of eigenvectors (ER, Dalvi et al. 4), TE (Bonald and Combes
[2]), and Plug-in gradient descent (PGD, Ma et al. 15). Then we compare their performances when
applied separately to each task type clustered using Algorithm 1 to demonstrate the importance of
separating tasks by type. A large number of algorithms have been proposed for crowdsourcing
including Spectral-EM (Zhang et al. [25]), and message-passing (Karger et al. [12]) to name just a
few. Exhaustively comparing with all the algorithms is difficult, so we have chosen to compare our
algorithms to ER, TE, and PGD for the following reason: many algorithms have been compared
in Dalvi et al. [4], Bonald and Combes [2] and Ma et al. [15], where it was shown that ER, TE and
PGD consistently out-perform other algorithms.

Dataset MV ER TE PGD

Bluebird-TA  24.07 27.78 17.59 25.93
Bluebird-C 24.07 11.11 1296 12.96

Dataset # Workers # Tasks

Gain 0.00 16.67 4.63 1297
Bluebird 39 108 Dog-TA 26.15 19.85 13.64 19.01
Dog 78 807 Dog-C 26.15 0.78 12.23 20.56
RTE 164 800 Gain 0.00 19.07 141 -1.64
Ducks 53 240 Duck-TA 32.58 59.37 41.04 38.96
HC-TREC 10 1000 Duck-C 32.58 2433 41.67 32.58
Temp 76 462 Gain 0.00 3504 -0.6 6.38

HC-TREC-TA 33.70 68.80 67.30 30.80
HC-TREC-C  33.70 40.90 30.60 40.80
Gain 0.00 2790 36.6 0.00

Table 1. Dataset Descriptions and Label Estimation Errors

Label estimation errors for the datasets considered are shown in Table 1. We observe that
clustering improves performance in most cases. In the case of RTE and Temp datasets, with or
without clustering, the accuracy of label estimation is 100%, that is why we did not include them in
the Table 1. Hence, our results show that clustering does not hurt the accuracy even in cases where
it may not be required.

An interesting is question to understand is why clustering performs better than directly applying
a DS algorithm to each of the datasets. To answer this question, we plotted the eigenspectrum of
the matrix T in Figure 1. As we can see, all the datasets exhibit at least two eigenvalues which are
larger than the rest of them which are close to zero, thus indicating that there is more than one
type of task. Therefore, clustering helps to separate tasks by their reliabilities.

6.2 Comparison with Task-specific Reliability Models

As discussed in the related work section, several previous papers address models with multiple
types of tasks and use different task-specific reliability models to infer task labels. Notable works
include Khetan and Oh [13], Shah et al. [20], Shah and Lee [18], Kim et al. [14] to name a few. The
model in Khetan and Oh [13] assumes that E(T) is a rank-1 matrix. Clearly, this is not true in all
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| N— i =

(a) Bluebird Eigenspectrum (b) TREC Eigenspectrum (c) Dog Eigenspectrum
— —
(d) Duck Eigenspectrum (e) RTE Eigenspectrum (f) Temp Eigenspectrum

Fig. 1. Eigenspectrum of T for different datasets: (a) Bluebird, (b) TREC, (c) Dog, (d) Duck, (e) RTE, and (f)
Temp. For each plot, the y-axis represents the eigenvalues, and the x-axis represents the corresponding index
of each eigenvalue.

the datasets we have considered as shown in Figure 1. The algorithm in Shah et al. [20] involves a
large number of parameters, leading to very poor performance on the datasets we used, therefore
we are not comparing it with our model. Thus, we restrict the comparison of our algorithm to those
in Shah and Lee [18] and Kim et al. [14].

Dataset TE-C SDP-2 SDP-3 SDP-4 SS-2 SS-3  SS+4

Bluebird 12.96 24.81 44.07 40.25 2568 27.9 22.62
Dog 12.23 3456 3941 39.18 51.70 74.85 74.65
Duck 41.67 19.88  22.17 23.08 56.58 68.67 75.12
TREC 30.6 48.94 4295 3822 4939 6649 75.7
Temp 0 1.93 1996  31.28 50.35 67.67 74.26

Table 2. Comparison of our approach with Task-specific Reliability Models. ‘TE-C’ is our two step approach -
clustering followed by TE-WMYV; ‘SDP-g’ and ‘SS-g’ are the algorithms from Kim et al. [14] and Shah and Lee
[18] considering g-type specialization model.

Table 2 shows the comparison of our algorithm with the SDP-based algorithm in Kim et al.
[14](alg3 in that paper) and the Subset selection algorithm(SS) in Shah and Lee [18]. Both the
SPD and SS algorithm requires an input: the number of specializations considered in their g-type
specialization model. In the Table 1, the column ‘TE-C’, ‘SDP-g’ and ‘SS-g’ correspond to our
two-step approach, SDP-based algorithm in Kim et al. [14] with g number of specializations and
SS algorithm from Shah and Lee [18] with g number of specializations, respectively. We used the
MATLAB code provided by the authors in Kim et al. [14] for running different ‘SDP’ and ‘SS’
algorithms. We see that our algorithm outperforms SDP and SS in the following datasets: “Bluebird”,
“TREC”, “Dog”, “temp”. The "ducks" dataset is an exception: here, ‘SDP-2’ beats “TE-C’. We believe
that the reason for this is the following: ’SDP-2’ uses majority voting among the matched workers
instead of weighted majority voting as in “TE-C’. It is widely reported in the prior literature that
weighted majority voting is better than simple majority voting for most crowdsourcing applications.



Spectral Clustering for Crowdsourcing with Inherently Distinct Task Types 21

However, there are datasets for which this is not true, the “Duck” dataset is one such example. as
can be seen from the ‘Duck’ entry in Table 1.

7 Conclusion

We considered a crowdsourcing model which is more appropriate than the Dawid-Skene model when
there are tasks that require different levels of skill sets. Then we described a spectral clustering
algorithm that clusters tasks by difficulty and analyzed its performance in clustering and its
performance in label estimation when combined with TE and NP-WMYV for each task type separately.
Experiments with real-life datasets demonstrate the benefits of our algorithm.
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A Additional Experiments : Synthetically Generated Radiology Data

Obtaining real-world datasets for healthcare examples mentioned in the Introduction is difficult.
Due to privacy reasons, such datasets do not contain much of the information we require, including
ground truths and responses. Nevertheless, we considered one radiology dataset: the Japanese
Society of Radiological Technology (JSRT) Database and its report [21] to conduct a synthetic
experiment. These datasets only contain information about the reliability of the doctors who looked
at the data. In other words, this dataset only provides a range of realistic reliabilities, but we had to
generate synthetic ground truths and response matrices.

A.1 Setup

In this subsection, we describe how we generate our synthetic datasets from JSRT report in Shiraishi
et al. [21]. The JSRT report contains the performance of 20 radiologists for identifying solitary

Subtlety 0 1 2 3 4 5
Count 93 25 29 50 38 12
Size 0.0 230 179 172 164 14.6

Mean sensitivity(accuracy) of experts 80.9 99.6 92.6 757 547 29.6

Table 3. JSRT dataset. Size is in millimeters, and a subtlety of 0 indicates that a nodular pattern is absent.

pulmonary nodules in chest radiographs. Its dataset statistics are summarized in Table 3. Expert
performances are reported for various levels of subtlety defined by the size of nodular patterns. It
is clear that detecting nodular patterns becomes significantly more difficult as the size is decreased,
demonstrating a multi-type phenomenon with varying levels of task difficulty. Our setup for the
JSRT experiments are as follows. There is a total of 6 types according to the mean sensitivity
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reported across all radiologists for 6 different subtlety levels. These values are used as the accuracy

for each type as described next.

(1) For the JSTR-6 data, we use the reported means and standard deviations of sensitivities of a
type k € [6]: (7, ox) as: for each type, we sample the probability parameter for each worker i,
Pki as a sample from the uniform distribution with support 7 + 0. Then we set ry; = p"#ﬂ.

(2) To get an easy-hard model from this, we generate the dataset JSRT-2. Here, we combine the
higher and lower 3 accuracy parameters as: for the easy type, the sensitivity is estimated as
having mean of % Zi:l 7 and standard deviation as the root mean square of the standard
deviation of the first three subtlety levels. The parameters for the hard types are generated
similarly from the next 3 subtlety levels.

Each truth value y; is drawn randomly from its class-distribution defined by the sample mean of
positive (presence of nodules) cases. We then sample the crowd’s response following the number
of tasks per type in Table 3.

A.2 Results

DATASET MV ER TE PGD

JSRT-2-TA 565 565 4.74 5.06
JSRT-2-C 565 439 316 3.81
GaIN 0.00 126 158 1.25
JSRT-6-TA 10.30 10.30 9.96 9.72
JSRT-6-C 10.30 10.02 9.84 9.76
GaIN 0.00 028 0.12 -0.04

Table 4. Label estimation errors (%) for the JSRT experiments. “TA” and “C” after dataset names indicate
whether label estimation was performed without(type agnostic) or with clustering, respectively.

The performance of crowdsourcing algorithms with and without our clustering algorithm on
the JSRT-6 and JSRT-2 datasets is shown in Table 4. As shown, separation consistently increases
accuracy over Dawid-Skene algorithms. Because experts labeled the JSRT dataset, we observe a high
accuracy using the simple majority vote. However, failing to identify nodules can be consequential
and even a small gain in accuracy is critical.

B Proof of Proposition 3.1: Error Rate of Type-Agnostic Weighted Majority Vote

Recall the label estimation error P,,(w) = é 2P (QJWMV(W) # yj) defined in equation (9). We
drop the task subscript and write k; = k. We also drop the superscript ‘WMV’ in this section from
QJWM V(w). For each worker i and task j, let G;; be a random variable which takes the value +1 if
worker i correctly labels task j and is —1 otherwise. In other words, G;; = y;X;;, which is +1 with
probability %(1 + rgi)-

n
Pr (9(w) # y;) < Px (Z w;Gij < 0) )
i=1

For any t > 0, we bound the error probability using Markov’s inequality on the moment generating

function as
n n n

Py (Z w;G;j < 0) < Py (exp (—tz w;Gij <E (exp (—t Z wiGij)) (57)
i=1

i=1 i=1

=1
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Then for t > 0, we can write:

n
Py (Z w;Gij < 0) < minE
i=1 - i=1

n
exp (—t Z w;Gijj

Because workers respond independently of each other, Gy}, .. ., G,; are mutually independent and

o)

i=1

minE
t>0

n
rthi(I)l 1;[ E (exp(—tw;G;}))

(1 1
min (Eetw"(l - rei) + Ee_twi(l + rki))

t<0 1
i=1

= exp(_n(p(W’ rk))s

where ¢(w, ry) is defined in equation (12), Therefore,

Pau() < 7| D exp (cmp(our)) + Y exp (<np(ow.rn)

Jkj=e J:kj=h

= = (dexp (=np(, 1) + dy exp (~np(w. 7))
< exp (—n mkinq)(w, rk))

C Proof of Proposition 3.2: Error Rate Lower Bound of Task Agnostic Weighted
Majority Vote

Let us first fix a task index j and let the type of that task be k; = k for some k € {e, h}. Defining

G;j as in Appendix B,

n
P (yAJ(W) * y]) > Py (Z WiGij < 0) s
i=1
where we drop the superscript WMV’ in this section from gj}’VMV(W). We notice that 37, w;G;;

can only take finitely many values with the maximum being lower bounded by }}; w;. Consider the
set S ={s:s=2;4i9i € {—wiw;}} For any positive value of Sy with 0 < S < X ; |wil,

Pr (Zn:wiGij<0):Pk (—ZwiGij>0) > Z Py (_ZWiGij:S
i i

i=1 SES:0<s<Sk

= Z Z ﬁ Pr (—wiGij = g:) (59)

s€S:0<s<Sk ); gi=s.gi€{—wi,w;} i=1

(58)

holds by the independence of workers. Now, we use a change of measure of the underline random
variable. Lets say a new random variable corresponding to each i is G;; given by the following mass
distribution for some t,(k) > 0

0 (6 =1) - (L+ e

A (14 eIt (1= rg)etn I
0c (6= 1) = (1= e 1

“\ (1+ rg) e~ 4 (1= g )etn(Im
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Its joint distribution over workers i € [n] is written as Qk, and Eq. (59) is expressed as

Z Z ﬁ P (-wiGi; = gi)

$€S:0<s<Sk Y; gi=s.gi€{—wi,w;} i=1

- 7'17 147 e_tn(k)wi +(1—=r; etn(k)Wi
o (0 =Yy < Sk) T, ((1+ra) (1-ru) )
i

2e5k

where, to obtain the last step above, we have multiplied and divided each term in the product by

o )g‘[n(k)f'ie-ii(l e and used the bound }; |w;| < Sk. Recall the expression
1i —ri

Pn(W,1i) = —mln Zlog( (T +re)e ™ +(1- rk,)e”“')),

Define t,(k) = t, (k) to be a minimizing argument of ¢,(w, r¢) in the domain t,(k) > 0. Now,
putting the minimizing argument t;, (k) in the place of t, (k) we obtain a lower bound for type k as

Pe (97 # y5) 2 Qk (0 <= Z wiGij < S) e~ men (W) =Sk, (60)
i

Noting that the distribution Q (G, ;) is invariant to task index j, we drop the index j in the following
bound on the error rate for positive values Sx, Vk € {e, h} (note that the following holds for all y):

d )
Pao(w) > Eka (0 <= wGi < sk) e~ nen (i) =St (61)
i

ke{eh}

To analyze this further, use the following Lemma on the distribution of — Y; w;G;, an extension to
the asymptotic analysis of majority voting in Gao et al. [8].

Recall our definition py < min; 1+2r"i < 1 - p, Vk € {1, 2}. The following lemma is similar to
Lemma 6.3 in Gao et al. [8]. The proof is given next to it for completeness.

Lemma C.1. Letp < lizi <1-p,Vie [n],k € {e h}, for some p € (0,1/2).

(1) Lett, (k) be the minimizer of ¢n(w, ri) defined in equation (12). Then,
0<tr(k)<— KSR ” logp, k € {e,h},Vn > 1.
(2) Foranyy € {1} and any t,(k) > 0,

=1 (_WiGi - Eg, [_Wiéi]) d

\/Vaer (-2, w;G;)
Moreover, at t, (k) = t*(k)

N (0,1),  under the measure Q.

- Zl 1W1 i d
\/Vaer (-2 wiéi) e
Proor. (1) Let

N (0,1), under the measure Q.

n

Pic(tn(k)) = ]_[ % [(1 +r)e w4 - rki)etn<k>w,-] .

i=1

Then S (0) = 1 and Vt,(k H‘:’llll
Therefore, £} (k) € [0, —m log p].

we have that fi(t,(k)) > TT%, (pe!™!) > 1.
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(2) For the second part, we use Lindeberg’s condition for the Central Limit Theorem for the
expression )., —w;G;. The Lindeberg’s condition in this context corresponds to

~ ~ 2 ~ ~ ~
Z?:l EQk [(—WiGi - EQk [—W,'Gi]) 1 {|—WiGi - EQk [—W,'Gi]| > 6\/Vaer (Z:—ll —WiGi)}]
lim

n—eo Varg, (X%, —w;G;)
=0,Ve > 0.

A direct calculation gives

(k) wi —tn(k)wi

. (1 - pri)e™ — Pkie
EQk [_WiGi] \_,/ i (1 — pki)etn(k)wi +pkie—tn(k)wi
(a)

~ ﬁ [(1 _pki)etn(k)wi +pkie_tn(k)wi]

(1 —pki)etn(k)wi +pkie_tn(k)wi

__d tn (k) wi (k) wi
= log((l Pri)e + prie )

where in (a), we used the following relation : py; = l+2"<",\7’k €eh,iec[n].
The last two equalities imply: at t,, (k) = t;,(k), Eg, [Z?zl —wiéi] = 0. Moreover, Eg, [(~w;G;)?] =
w?. Therefore,

Vaer(—wiéi) =w? |1

[(1— pi)etn v — ppeta(k)wi]2
[(1- pki)et;(k)wi + prie~tn(k)wi]2

_ 2 4pri (1 — pri)
i [(1 _pki)et;;(k)wi +Pkie—t,*,(k)wi]2
4w? p? 2w2p? 2wlp?

> >
= (1= p)2[etalvi 4 e-talwi] = (1= p)2etallwil = (1 p)2etaliim.’

2wl p?

et > Qa8 = eo.

and hence, Varg, (X1, -w;G;) = n
Additionally, |-w;G; — Eo, [—wiéi]| < 2|w;| < 2w, almost surely (and therefore, Vaer(—wiéi) <

4wﬁ). Thus, for every € > 0 we have that

n

Z —wiéi) =0, almost surely

i=1

1 |wiéi - EQk[—wiéi]| > €4|Varg,

2w} (1=p)2eln (k) wu

forn > iy . Lindeberg’s condition now follows.
1

Remark C.2. We can see that Vaer(—wiGi) > 0as (k) < —W log p
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Now, let us go back to proving the lower bound. Setting Sy = \/Vaer (X -wiG; ), we write the
following

Qk (0 < —ZWiGNi < Sk)

= QO 0<—Zwl~éi< Varg,
i

Z _Wiéij

i

-2 Wiéi

<1].

= QOrl0<
b \/V3er(Zi -w;Gij)

In (b), we use the following fact from Lemma C.1: \/Vaer (Zi —wiéij) > 0 at t, (k) = t;; (k). Also,

Z —Wiéi

i

exp (—nep(w, ri) — Sg) = exp| —n@,(w, ry) — JVaer

Evaluating Varp(3; -w,G;) <3 w? and using the following bounds on the entries of w : w; <
wi < wy, Vi € [n],

> —w,-éi) > exp (<nllwll = npa(w,r)  (62)

i

exp | —ngn,(w, i) — t,’:(k)JVaer

> exp (—\/ﬁwu — ng,(w, rk)) (63)
Putting it all together, We can write from equation (61),
Pao(w)
d -3 w:G;
> ngk 0< 2 wiGi <1|exp (—\/ﬁwu - ngn(w, rk))
ke{eh} \/Val"Qk(Zi _WiGij)

2. —wiG;
\/Vaer (i —wiGij)

By first taking a minimum over weight vector w and then taking the lim inf as n — co and using
Lemma C.1,

<1

d
> mkin gk exp (—\/ﬁwu - nmkin on(w, rk)) rr}cin Orlo <

1
lim inf — log min P,,(w) > — lim sup max mkin On(w, r).
n—oo n w w

n—oo

D Proof of Proposition 3.4

The statement is obtained by appropriately modifying Theorem 4.1 in Gao et al. [8] and Theorem
2 in Bonald and Combes [2]. For the known type case, we separate the tasks according to their
type and each type is dealt separately as two Dawid-Skene problem instances. Because task types
are known for this setting, the TE algorithm is applied separately to each type independently of
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the other to estimate each type’s reliability vectors. Labels are estimated using the corresponding
NP-WMV.
From Theorem 2 ® in Bonald and Combes [2]*, we have that if the number of workers n satisfies

3
nt > 2 (64)
r
and the number of tasks di per type k € {e, h} is
2 1 2 2 1 2
dr > max 120 X 24" — 5 (n®(ry) +log(6n)),30 x 8 5 NI, (65)
Vip Vier
then
P (Il = rilles > ) < exp(-ne(r)). (66)

The sufficient condition of d can also be written as

n2

dpr > C

— (n® + 1()g 6112
! V]f min(p?, 72) (n2(re) (6n)
with Cl - 15 X 29

Using the inequality | log x —logy| < Vx,y > 0 implied by log x < x — 1 for positive x,

mm{x y} >
we have that when dj satisfies (65),
+7 1—fri 1
Zmax{log ki ,‘ ki } <= (67)
1+ 1—rgi 2

with probability > 1 — exp(—n®(r)). Now define the event

3 E

Under this event, the weights used by the NP estimate is approximately equal to the maximum
likelihood weights. Applying (66),

1+fki
log
1+rki

1— Fui
’ =7k

P (E{) < exp (—n®(ry)) .
Without loss of generality, consider y; = 1 so that §; # y; implies §; = —
B(3; #yy) < P({3) # 4y} N Ex,) + P(ES)

1+7
=P Z(IOg Ak;lXU)<0 ﬁEkj +P(Elccj)

1

1- fk‘i lxij:I 1+ fk.i ‘IXi.I':_1
=P — — > 1} NEg | +P(E¢ 68
17[(1+fkji) (l_fkji o ( kj) )

3According to the TE algorithm described in the section 2.2, the estimated reliabilities are projected onto the set p <
% < 1 — p. This step was not included in the original TE algorithm proposed by Bonald and Combes [2]. Nevertheless,
the concentration of the reliability estimate derived from Theorem 2 of Bonald and Combes [2] in the max-norm sense also
holds under this projection, as it acts as a contraction operator.

4One difference between our model and the model considered in Bonald and Combes [2] is that we consider the true labels
as deterministic quantity and Bonald and Combes [2] considers them to be random variables. The TE algorithm uses the
worker-similarity matrix and we can easily show that the worker-similarity matrix is independent of the true labels and

thus the performance bound on the TE algorithm in Theorem 2 in Bonald and Combes [2] is valid for deterministic labels
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Define the two random variables
A= 1_[ (1 P )1Xij_1 ( — )IXU_—1
; 1+ 1 =7k
~ 1, .= A 1x;.=—
H( = Fr;i) (147 i)) Xij 1((1+iji)(1—rkji)) X~

(1= i) (1 + Fij) (14 rgi) (1 = Fr;i)

Then, the first event in the above probability is given by the product of A; and A,. On the event Ey ,

A; < exp( Zmax(log li:k : ,'log 1 _ ikji )) < exp(1).
kji — Tkji
Therefore,
p ({A1A2 > 1) N Ekj) <P ({A1 > exp (~1)} N Ekj) (69)
< (a)P ({A% > exp (—l)} N EkA) (70)
—_—— 2 /
SP({A% > exp (—%)}) (71)
< exp (1) E[Ai/z], (72)
—_—— 2
()

where in (a) we used the observation that A; > 0 and in (b) we used Markov’s inequality on the
random variable Ai/ 2>0. Evaluating the expectation,

l_[(l—rkji)énrkj,i (1+rkj,~)%1—rkj,i
+
; 1+rkj,~ 2 1—rkji 2

exp( Zlog ) = exp(—nd(rg)).

E[A}]

Returning to (68), we have that for a task j with type k,

Py (Qj * yj) < exp (%) ]E[Ai/z] + P (Ezx) < (exp (%) + 1) exp (—n®d(ry)) .

Averaging, we get the error rate for known types as

d
Pao(y) = 5 2 P (@ #y)) <3 ), —exp(-nd(r)). (73)

=1 ke{eh}

M&

E Spectral Properties
The content of this section goes as follows:

(1) We establish the spectral properties of the signal matrix n~'R, and give a proof to Lemma 3.7.

(2) Next, we discuss the two largest eigenvalues and the corresponding eigenvectors of the matrix
E[T]. This discussion about the spectral properties of E[T] serves as a basis of the proof of
Theorem 4.1 given in H.2.
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Given the ordered response matrix X we consider in Section 3.2, where the easy and hard tasks
are listed consecutively in the columns, the true response matrix with arbitrary task ordering is
obtained by a column permutation of X. It is easy to see that the ordered task similarity matrix
T = n7'XTX is then related to the true task similarity matrix with type-permutations by a similarity
transform. All eigenvalues and eigen-spectrums are therefore related by the same permutations,
and as long as the algorithm does not utilize an unknown prior on the ordering of these types, its
analysis still pertains to the un-ordered case.

Recall the decomposition of the expected task similarity matrix E[T] into

1 Irell2la,xa,  rEralduxd, | 4 1 2 2 T
E[T] = n"'dia 2 GenGe € e”%h 1 dia, —n~ 'dia ( rell51ixa. Irnll51ixa )+Id
(7] B0) gl et ) diag(y) —n~diag ([l Il i,

n~1R, S

=n"'Ry+S, (74)
where S is a diagonal matrix.

E.1 Proof of Lemma 3.7 : Spectral Properties of n™'R,

ip _ “1q: rell2la,xa,  rlrnla,xa, \ 4
Recall, n™!R,, is defined as, n"'R, = n"'dia Irelloldexa. — re «X% | dia . Clearly, the
v v &) rirela,xd,  Irall31d,xd, &) Y

n~'Ry is a rank-¢ matrix with ¢ < 2. Specifically,

_J1, whenr, and rj, are colliner
2, else

Next, we calculate the eigenspectram of n™'R,,. First consider the case when r; rj, # 0.

Case 1: When r]r, #0:

Consider a generic vector q of the form diag(y)[s11xd, llxdh]T for some 5 as the ratio of the mag-
nitude between the entries of the vector corresponding to different types of tasks.. A normalization
of q serves as a candidate eigenvector for the matrix n™'R,, where

S
1d,x1
q . Vd.s? ¢
Tl = diag(y) deS+dy 1 . (75)
1 Vaested,

The eigen-pair equation for the candidate eigenvector above is calculated to be:

) [£Gdellrel +durr)] 1apa |,
~Ryq = diag(y) :[;<sder3rh+dh||rhn§> g (9

[L(derlry +dpllrnll2)] 1a,x1

Now as 5 is the ratio between the quantity %(EdeHrellg +dprlry) and %(§dereTrh +dp|lrall5), we can
write:

i 1 _
5| dert s dulial)] = L5l + durf ), 77)

The solutions to this quadratic equation are given by

dellrell3 — dnllrall3 + \/[dellreI|§ — dyllruli2])” + 4dedn (T ry)?

78
ZderZrh (78)

=
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The eigenvalues n~!(5d.rlrj, + dpllrpll%) of n’lRy corresponding to each solution of 5 are

2
dellrelly + dallrnll3 + \/[dellre|I§ = dpllrall3]” + 4dedn (rrh)?

/Il(n_lRy) = on
and
» dellrell3 + dpllrall; - \/[dellre||§ — dyllrall3]” + 4dedn (rTry)?
A2 (n"°Ry) = ™ , (79)

where Al(n’lRy) > Az(n’lRy). By Assumption 2.1, we have ||r.|| > 0. Hence, ford, > 1anddj > 1,
we can write, A;(n"'Ry) > 0 and A,(n"'R,) > 0. When r, and ry, are co-linear, 1;(n"'Ry) = 0.
Case 2: whenr/r, =0:

When the reliability vectors are orthogonal, we can write

n"'Ry = n""|Irell3diag(y1.a,) 1, xd, diag(yra,) @ IIralldiag(ya,+1.a) 1a,xd, diag(Ya,+1a)s  (80)
where y;.4, and yg4,+1.q are the ground truth vectors corresponding to type easy tasks and type hard
tasks respectively and @ is the notation for a direct sum. From the expression (80), it is clear that
rank(n~'Ry) = 2 when ||r4||, # 0 with the following eigenvalues:

-1 _ -1 2 -1 _ -1 : 2
M(n"'Ry) =n kgg’)’i}dk”rk“zzb(n Ry) =n kg{lgl}dkllrkllg, (81)

with A,(n"'Ry) > Aj(n"'R,) =0 forall j=3,...,d.
Also, the eigenvectors of n™'R,, corresponding to the eigenvalues n='d||r. ||, and n™'dy|ryll
are respectively

1
. lde 1 . OdeX1
dmg(y)[ nghxj ] and dmg(y)[ 4 l
V h

E.2 Spectral Properties of E[T]

The calculation of the spectral properties of E[R] is similar to the case of the matrix n™'R,. We
observe that the structure of the principal eigenvectors in both the matrices are similar with a
difference in the ratio between the magnitude of the entries in the vector. Lets consider the case
rarp # 0 first.

Case 1:r)r, 20

Consider a generic vector g of the form diag(y) [¥1ixd,, lixa,]” for some y. A normalization of g
serves as a candidate eigenvector for the matrix E[T], where

Y
————=14,x1
q . \/d.s? e
Tl - diag(y) | V3 +d”1 ~ (82)
qll2 \/(18?2—+d}1 dpx1
The eigen-pair equation for the candidate eigenvector above is calculated to be

[ (dellrells + dprd ) = ¥llrell; +¥] 1a.xa
E[T]q = diag(y) (83)
[ derd rn + dullrnll3) = S lralls + 1] 14,1

1 _ 1
|2 i) - il 1] o 0
which gives rise to the quadratic equation
I 1 1 _ 1_ —
3@t i) - L 1] = Laadn o) - Siniger 6
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The condition on ¥ given by ((85)) corresponds to a quadratic equation whose solutions are given
by

(de = Dllrell5 = (dn — DlIrall? = \/[(de = Dllrell5 = (dn - 1)||rh||§]2 +4ddy (rlry)?
2derzrh '

As a result, we see that eigenvalues corresponding to eigenvectors of the form (82) are given by

(de = DlIrell3 + (dn = Dllrall; + \/[(de = Dllrell? = (dn = Dlirwll2]”* + 4ded (rTra)?

v,y = 86)

” +1 (87)
(de = Dlrell3 + (dn = Dllrall3 = \/[(de = Dlirell = (dn - 1)|IrhII§]2 +4dody (rlry)? L s8)
+1.
2n

Next we show that the expression in equation (87) corresponds to the largest eigenvalue of E[T]
when min(de, dy) > 2. Recall the decompsition E[T] = n™'R, +S. We also know that S is a diagonal
matrix with its eigenvalues belonging to the set {1 — n™||r|l2, 1 — n7Y||re|l2}. Clearly with an
application of Weyl’s inequality we can bound the g-th largest eigenvalue of E[T] as

Ag(B[T]) < Ag(n'Ry) + {1 —n~Irnll2 < Ag(n"'Ry) + 1

We observe when min(d,, d,) > 2, the following is satisfied :

(de = DlIrell3 + (dn = Dllrall} + \/[(de = Dlrell? = (dn = Dlirall2]” + 4dedn (T ra)?

o +1
> Ag(n"'Ry) +1,¥g > 2
implying,
A (E[T]) =
(de = DlIrell3 + (dn = Dllrall3 + \/[(de = Dlirell? = (dn = DlIrall2]” + adedy (T ra)? .l

2n
Case 2: whenr/r, =0:
In this case, E[T] is block-diagonal and can be expressed as the direct sum

1. . 1
E[T] = ;dlag(ye)I|re||§1dexded1ag(ye) - ;Ilrellﬁlde +1a,

1. , 1
® ;dlag(yh)||rh||§1dh><dhdlag(yh) - ;Ilrhllﬁld,, +1g,.

The eigenvalues of E[T] are the eigenvalues of its blocks. Each block indexed by k is associated
with eigenvalues 1+ n~!(d — 1)||r¢l|5 > 1 and 1 — n™*||ri||? with multiplicity di — 1. Hence, the
largest two eigenvalues have the following relation:

dp —1

dp —1
M(E[T]) =1 2>1 i 2 = \,(E[T)),
1(E[T]) +kr€1}§§} llrellz > +k??2}.} lrlls = A2(E[T])

n
and A2 (E[T]) > 1 — n"!||r||? is the second largest eigenvalue.

By a direct calculation using the same steps as in the non-orthogonal case, the two corresponding
eigenvectors are given by

. \/Ldf lde %1 . Ode X1
diag(y) Oed 1 , diag(y) ‘/;_
h X
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corresponding to the eigenvalue associated with 1+ n~'(d, — 1)||re||5 and 1 + n™*(dy — 1)|Irall3,
respectively. The normalized eigen-gap of E[T] is then given by

o(E[T]) = d™'n~"|(de = DlIrell; = (dn = Dlirll3l- (89)
F Remaining Part of Proofs for Theorem 3.12

F.1 Relating the Event of Misclustering to Eigenvector Concentration

Before stating the sufficient condition for the perfect clustering, we state a more general result
that provides the sufficient conditions for a clustering error n < 1 — t for some t € [0, 1] in the
following proposition:

Proposition F.1. Let 6 be the sign that resolves the eigenvector ambiguity
0= i ~IR,) - 69|
arg, min_[o(n”'R,) - 00|

Fix any non-negative t < 1. Algorithm 1 returns cluster membership withn < 1 —t on the following
event on the random vector O and the random variable ji:

d
1
¥ PRIECHEY: (90)
=1
where,
E;j = {|Uj(n_1Ry) - 00;] + |,u(n_1Ry) -l < min{me(n_lRy), mh(n_lRy)}} (91)

Proor. Assume the event defined in equation (90) is true for a fixed ¢ such that 0 < t < 1. Under
this event we show that there exists a permutation 7 from {e, h} to {e, h} such thatnp < 1-1t.
First, consider the case of y.(n"'Ry) > pp(n~'Ry). Our candidate permutation for this case is
7w = {e — e;h — h}. We claim that when event Es  is true, the task j is clustered into group 1
if kj = e and into group 2 otherwise. Under this claim, it is easy to see that on the event (90), at
least t fraction of tasks are correctly clustered, that is, n < 1 — t. We are left to prove the claim
now. Consider the case k; = e for a task j. By definition of the absolute margins me(n_lRy) and
mp(n"'Ry), we have that min{m.(n"'Ry),mp(n"'Ry)} < |v;(n"'Ry)| — p. Suppose Ej; is true .
Then,

6] = i = [vj(n'Ry)| = p(n™'Ry) + p(n"'Ry) — f+ 08, = |o;(n"'Ry)|
> min{me(n_lRy), mh(n_lRy)} - |Uj(n_1Ry) — 00| + |y(n_1Ry) - [l
> min{me(n_lRy), mh(n_lRy)} - min{me(n_lRy), mh(n_lRy)} =0,
——
(a)

where (a) is due to event Ej ;. This implies |d;| > /. This proves that task j is correctly clustered as
lgj = e and n(l%j) = e. By the similar arguments for k; = h, we obtain that n(lgj) = h in the same
event.

Lastly, consider the case of y(n"'Ry) < pp(n~'Ry). The flow is almost identical for the case of
pe(n™'Ry) = pp(n~'Ry) but, it is given below for completeness. Our candidate permutation for this
case is 7 = {e > h; h > e}. We claim that when event Ej ; is true, the task j is clustered into group
1if k; = h and into group 2 otherwise. Under this claim, it is easy to see that under event (90), at
least t fraction of tasks are correctly clustered, that is, n < 1 — t. We are left to prove the claim
now. Consider the case k; = e for a task j. By definition of the absolute margins m.(n~'R,) and
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mp(n"'Ry), we have that min{m.(n"'Ry), mp(n"'Ry)} < pu(n"'Ry) — |v;(n"'Ry)|. Suppose E,,; is
true. Then,

—16j1 = p—lo;(n"'Ry)| + i — p(n~'Ry) + 165, — |v;(n"'Ry)|
> min{me(n_lRy), mh(n_lRy)} - |Uj(n_1Ry) — 00| + |y(n_1Ry) - A
> min{me(nflRy), mh(nflRy)} - min{me(nflRy), mh(nflRy)} =0,
(a)

where (a) is due to the event E; ;. This implies [9;| < ji. This proves that task j is correctly clustered

as n(lej) = e. Repeating the same argument for k; = h, we obtain that n(lej) = h in the same
event. |

F.1.1  Concentration of the Threshold [i. Recall, the Algorithm 1 uses the following threshold to
cluster the entris of |9] :
SN
j=1

Fact: For any vectors v, 9 of dimension d the mean absolute error |u(n™'R,) — /il between the

&.I'—‘

average of magnitudes y = d™! Z?:l |oj| and that of 4 satisfies

|u—ﬁ|sd-”29gmn o= 66 < | min o - 6]l (92)
€

Proor.

&.I'—‘

1 d d
—p=5 2, (60,1~ o) = Z 9,1 = lo1)
j=1 j=1

Taking the absolute value and using the triangle inequality, followed by the root mean square -
arithmetic mean inequality,

d
1
| —p - —oi|<d PIs—0o|| < min |lo- 065 o
=4l G 2oy ol < 475 ol < min o~ 061

Using the above fact, we can relate the concentration of /i with respect to
— 1 d —
p(n lRy) =4 Zj:l oj(n lRy)| as

d
1
=™ Ry)| < 5 D16y =0, (n'R )| < 7Pl —o(n 'R < | min Jlo(n”Ry) = 0. (99)
j=1

F.2 Proof of Proposition 5.2: Relating the Event of Perfect Clustering with Eigenvector
Concentration

The Proposition 5.2 is an immediate implication of F.1 and the equation (93). On the event E;_,
using equation (93), the following is satisfied : |/ — y| < 4 min {m.(n"'Ry), mp(n"'R,)} . Hence,
the event Ej; ; is satisfied for all j € [n]. Hence n = 0 is achieved from Proposition F.1.
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G Label Estimation Performance:Proof of Theorem 3.13
The expected rate of labeling error using the law of total expectation can be decomposed as :

éz 1 (g] Ea yj)) =E (é Z 1 (g] # yj) |EPC) P(EPC)"'E

J

E

22 ) |E;c) B(ES) (9)

J

J

I I
where E,. is defined as the event of perfect clustering, that is = 0. We upper bound second
term II as P(E;.). When the condition (32) is satisfied by (nci, d, 1k (Ncr)) for each k € {e, h} it is
characterized by Theorem 3.12 as :

I < 2d° exp (=CaneiD(re(Ney), rn(Nep), a, d))

To upper bound the term I, we invoke the Proposition 3.4. Recall the partition of the set of workers
to mutually exhaustive sets NV and N,; for clustering and the labeling steps respectively. Hence,
given the event E,, the labeling step has perfect knowledge of each task’s type and NP - WMV
for known type model would yield the following error rate when (n,;, de, dp, i (N,;)) satisfy the
conditions stated in Proposition 3.4:

d
I<3 Z i exp (—anCDk!er) .
ke{1,2}

H Imperfect Cluster: Proof of Theorem 4.1

Below we give a proof sketch for theorem 4.1. The idea is to view the task-similarity T matrix as a
perturbation of its expectation E[T]. Recall, in the proof of Theorem 3.12 given in Section 5, we
leverage the structure of the vector v(n~'Ry) as it has the type information for all tasks. In contrast,
we leverage the structure of the principal eigenvector of E[T] for this proof. While the key steps
are similar to the proof of clustering theorem 3.12, there are a few technical differences. The proof
goes as follows:

(1) In Section E.2, we have shown the structure of the principal eigenvector v(E[T]) of the matrix
E[T]. We observe that the tasks can be clustered into easy and hard types by clustering the
magnitude of the entries of o(E[T]). In the first part of the proof, we show that g, the principal
eigenvector of T is a perturbation of o(E[T]) in the l,-norm sense. This is established using
a Davis-Kahan perturbation result on the following matrix perturbation T = E[T] + N. The
detail of this step is given in Section H.1.

(2) Next we relate the event < t, for some t € [0, 1) with the concentration of ¢ around v(E[T])
in the l;-norm sense and prove that the event occurs with high probability. Recall, in contrast,
the proof of Theorem 3.12 characterizes the event  # 0. This step is carried out in detail in
Section H.2.

H.1 [; Concentration of the Principal Eigenvector

Lemma H.1 (I; norm concentration). For everyt > 0,

(L (EIT]) - LET])) ,

dz 95)

P| min [[o(E[T]) - 04|, > t) < 2dexp (—C7
Oe{x1}

where C; = 2% is a universal constant.

Proor. We use the Davis-Kahan Theorem to relate the concentration of the principal eigenvector
of T with that of the matrix E[T]. Then we apply the Matrix-Hoeffding inequality to obtain a tail
bound on the difference T — E[T] in the l,-norm sense.
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The Davis-Kahan Theorem Yu et al. [24] states that

IT —ET||
M(E[T]) - A(E[T])
Next, we obtain the tail bound on the operator norm ||T — E[T]||; using Matrix-Hoeftfding

inequality. A version (cf. Mackey et al. [16], Corollary 4.2) that works for our application is stated
below:

min [[o(E[T]) - 00|, < 2} (96)
Oe{x1}

Lemma H.2 (Matrix Hoeffding). Consider a sequence of independent Hermitian matrices {Z;}} |,
each of dimension d. Suppose for some sequence of Hermitian matrices {A;}}_,, each Z; satisfies

EZ; =0,-A? < Z? < A,

where < is the Lowner order. Then,
P (

To apply the above result, consider the d x d matrix n™! (X/X;. — E[X[X;.]) formed by the
response of worker i to be substituted as Z;. The matrix Z; contains entries whose magnitude is

e

i

t2
>t| <2d -
) = < exp ( 202)

where o* = 1||3,(A? + EZ2)|.

bounded by 2n~1, and its square is therefore bounded element-wise. As a result, we have
4d® 4d? 4d?
-7} < —li, "< —. (97)
n n n

where we choose the sequence of Hermitian matrices {A;}; for our purpose as A; = %Zld, Vi € [n].
Using the construction )1, Z; = T — E[T], we directly obtain

12
P (IT —E[T]|l, > t) < 2d exp (—%). (98)
Combining with Davis-Kahan’s Theorem, we have that

2{,min flo—05ll, 2 t) < P(IIT = BTll, 2 272 (A4 (BIT]) - A (EIT])) ¢

_n(M(EIT]) = A(E[T])? tz)
2542

< 2d exp (

H.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1: Imperfect Clustering

First, we need to define a few quantities based on the vector v(E[T]). Similar to the definition of
p(n'Ry), pe(n"'Ry), pp(n"'Ry) me(n~'Ry) and my(n~'Ry), let us define the quantities based on
the vector o(E[T]). That is,

y T

1o (E[T]) = | when r, ry #0 (99)
;e, whenr]r, =0
1 , whenrlr, #0

un(B[T]) = { | Vitderdn e’h (100)

0, whenr]r, =0
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pnRy) = % e Ry + 'R, (101)
-1 _ _ _ dh _ _dh ||Y|—1|
me(n""Ry) = pe(E[T]) — p(E[T]) = E(ye(E[T]) un(EB[T])) = Em (102)
e h
Lip s _ _de _ _de |lyl-1]
mp(n~"Ry) = p(E[T]) — pn(E[T]) = 7 (ke (E[T]) — pn(E[T])) = i ed (103)
ey h

Recall the Proposition F.1 where, we give sufficient condition for the event n < 1 — t for some
t € [0,1] which was related to the concentration of ¢ to v(n~'Ry). It turns out the similar relation
holds when we replace v(n™'Ry), p(n"'Ry) , m¢(n~'Ry) and m(n~'Ry) with o(E[T]), u(E[T]),
m(E[T]) and my(E[T])), respectively. It is shown in the following proposition.

Proposition H.3. Let 6 be the sign that resolves the eigenvector ambiguity

0 =arg min |o(E[T]) - 69].
fe{-1,+1}

Fix any non-negative t < 1. Algorithm 1 returns cluster membership withn < 1—t when the following
event on the random vector O and the random variable ji holds true:

d
é Z 1(E,)) > t (104)
=1
where,
E; ; = {10 (E[T]) = 04;| + |u(E[T]) - fi| < min{m,(E[T]), mx(E[T])}} (105)

The proof of the above proposition comes immediately once we follow the proof of the proposition
F.1 by replacing the associated spectral quantities of n™'R, with that of E[T].

Hence, using the above proposition, the tail bound on the fraction of incorrectly clustered tasks
n for any ¢ with 0 < t < 1 is bounded as

P(n>1t) sP(%Zl(E;’j)<l—t) (106)

J

=P (é DE) > t) : (107)

J

Define the following event similar to the event E,

E, = {Iﬁ - pE[T)] < %min {me(E[T]), mh(E[T])}} : (108)

We see that on the event E},, min{m, (E[T]), my(E[T])} — |2 — p(E[T])| is non-negative. As a result,
the intersection of events E; ; and E;, can be re-written as

(66 —v;(E[T])* = (min{me(E[T]), mp(E[TD} — |4~ p(E[TD]? .



38 Saptarshi Mandal, Seo Taek Kong, Dimitrios Katselis, and R. Srikant

Using this expression for the right hand side in (107) with using the law of total probability we
write,

P(p>t) < P({é Zl(Eg,jc) > t} ”EL) +P(E})

J

IA

P ({Z(Gﬁj —0; (E[T]))* > td (min{m,(E[T]), m(E[T])} - |5~ ul)z} n EL) +P(E,)

J

I/\

B ({165 - o(BITDIl2 = Ved jmin{m  (EIT]), my (BITD} - |i - pll} 0 E,) + B(E,)
<P ({ueﬁ —o(BITDl; = \/ﬂmm{me(E[T])’"’"(Em)}}) +B(E,).

2
Next, we apply the relation (92) to obtain an upper bound on the probability of the event E/°,

B(Ep) <, min, Io(BIT]) - oal, > V@l m G

< P( min ||U(E[T])_95||22\/gmin{me(E[T]),mh(E[T])})
——  \0e{-1+1} 2

(a)
where, (a) follows due to t € [0, 1).
Putting it together, after applying the I, eigenvector concentration in Lemma H.1 we arrive at
the inequality:

(109)

P(n>1) <2P (9 min [lo(E(T]) - 63l > \/—mm{maE[Tl) mu(E[T ])})
(M (E[T]) - A2(E[T]))’

d
where Cs = 278 . We can simplify the above right hand side by giving a lower bound on the quantity
min{m, (E[T])d%, mh(E[T])d% as follows : From the definition of m.(E[T]) and my(E[T]) in
equations (102) and (103),

< 4d exp (—C6n min{m, (E[T]), mh(E[T])}Zt), (110)

-1
min{me(E[T])dl/Z,mh(E[T])dl/Z}=min{d—th1/Z de =1 e 1}

d \/de}/z +dy, d Vde )/2 +dp

N S o e

Vay? +(1—a) Vay? +(1—0{)
}ll}’l 1
e

Applying the above lower bound on the equation (110), we get,

> min{a,1 -«

2
4d exp (—C6 (O’(E[T]) min{a, 1 — a} %) nt) whenr]r, #0

4d exp (—Cs (o(E[T]) min {a, 1 — a})® nt) whenr]r, =0

P(y > t) < (111)

Remark H.4. Recall, the perfect clustering Theorem 3.12 assumes the non-collinearity between
re and ry,, whereas, the result in Theorem 4.1 works without this assumption. It is an interesting
problem to find out if perfect clustering is achievable even when r, and ry, are collinear.
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We acknowledge that the I, concentration from Lemma H.1 implies [, concentration in the
following sense:

P| min |[o(B[T]) — 09]|cc > t) < P( min ||o(E[T]) — 04|, > t)
fe{=1} fe{£1}

< 2dexp (_Cs n(?h(lE[T])d—2 A2 (B[T]))? tz) |

For an event of perfect clustering, one sufficient and straightforward condition is that I error
minge (413 [[0(E[T]) — 09| is restricted by a order \/ig quantity min(me (E[T]), my(E[T])) °. But,

as the eigenvalues grow linearly with d, the tail bound above results in a vacuous clustering

performance when d = Q(n) because of the n/d exponent when t = O (\/LE) In our problem setting

where n workers label d = Q(n) tasks, the above argument is insufficient to conclude that all tasks
are clustered correctly for a large number of workers even when r, and ry, are collinear.

SRecall, u(E[T]), pte (B[T]) and py, (E[T]) are of order %
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