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Abstract

Crowdsourcing platforms emerged as popular venues for purchasing human intelligence at low cost for
large volume of tasks. As many low-paid workers are prone to give noisy answers, a common practice is
to add redundancy by assigning multiple workers to each task and then simply average out these answers.
However, to fully harness the wisdom of the crowd, one needs to learn the heterogeneous quality of each
worker. We resolve this fundamental challenge in crowdsourced regression tasks, i.e., the answer takes
continuous labels, where identifying good or bad workers becomes much more non-trivial compared to a
classification setting of discrete labels. In particular, we introduce a Bayesian iterative scheme and show
that it provably achieves the optimal mean squared error. Our evaluations on synthetic and real-world
datasets support our theoretical results and show the superiority of the proposed scheme.

1 Introduction

Crowdsourcing systems provide a labor market where numerous pieces of classification and regression tasks
are electronically distributed to a crowd of workers, who are willing to solve such human intelligence tasks
at a low cost. However, because the pay is low and the tasks are tedious, error is common even among
those who are willing. This is further complicated by abundant spammers trying to make easy money with
little effort. To cope with such noise in the collected data, adding redundancy is a common and powerful
strategy widely used in real-world crowdsourcing. Each task is assigned to multiple workers and these
responses are aggregated by inference algorithms such as averaging (for real-valued answers) or majority
voting (for categorial answers). As workers’ qualities are heterogeneous, such simple approaches can be
significantly improved upon by re-weighting the answers from reliable workers. Here, the fundamental
challenge is identifying such workers, which requires estimating ground truth answers and vice-versa. Our
focus is solving this inference problem, when neither true answers nor worker reliabilities are known.

For a simpler problem of classification tasks, where each task asks a worker to choose one label from a discrete
set, significant advances have been made in the past decade (Karger et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2012; Khetan
and Oh, 2016; Shah et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2014) based on the model proposed in
the seminal work of (Dawid and Skene, 1979). Deep theoretical understanding of the model under a simple
but canonical case of binary classification has led to the design of powerful inference algorithms, which
significantly improve upon the common practice of majority voting on real-world datasets. However, neither
the model nor the algorithms generalize to regression tasks, where each task asks for a continuous valued
assessment, and possibly in multiple dimensions. Despite of the significance of the crowdsourced regression
evidenced by the empirical studies (Everingham et al., 2015; Su et al., 2012; Deng et al., 2009; De Alfaro
and Shavlovsky, 2014; Piech et al., 2013), the theoretical understanding of the crowdsourced regression has
remained limited.

To bridge this gap, we take a principled approach on this crowdsourced regression problem to theoretically
investigate the tradeoff involved. More precisely, we ask the fundamental question of how to achieve the
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best accuracy given a budget constraint, or equivalently how to achieve a target accuracy with minimum
budget. As in typical crowdsourcing systems, we assume we pay a fixed amount for each response, and thus
the budget per task is proportional to the redundancy: how many answers we collect for each task.

Contribution. Inspired by the simplicity of the model in (Dawid and Skene, 1979) for crowdsourced
classification, we propose a simple, yet effective model for crowdsourced regression. We introduce a Bayesian
TIterative algorithm (BI) to solve the inference problem efficiently. We provide an upper bound on the error
achieved by the proposed BI (Theorem 1) that captures () the fundamental tradeoff between redundancy and
the accuracy, and (ii) the performance loss due to the difficulty in estimating workers’ reliability. Further,
we prove that it is information theoretically impossible for any other algorithm to improve upon BI. This
is achieved by coupling the proposed inference algorithm with a carefully constructed oracle estimator, and
showing that there is no gap in the performance between those two algorithms (Theorem 2). Such strong
guarantees are only known for a few other cases even under more strict assumptions (which we discuss later).
Finally, in numerical evaluation, we confirm our theoretical findings on synthetic and real-world datasets.

Related work. Crowdsourcing systems are widely used in practice for a variety of real-world tasks such as
protein folding (Peng et al., 2013), searching videos (Bernstein et al., 2011; Salvo et al., 2013), ranking (Lee
et al., 2012), peer assessment (Piech et al., 2013; Goldin and Ashley, 2011) and natural language processing
(Wu et al., 2012). However, recent theoretical advances have been focused on crowdsourced classification
tasks to (a) design algorithms for aggregating answers from multiple workers on the same task; (b) analyze
the performance achieved by such algorithms; and (¢) identify and compare against the fundamental limit
(Karger et al., 2011, 2013; Ghosh et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2014; Ok et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2012; Dalvi
et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2012; Karger et al., 2014). In this paper, we theoretically investigate these fundamental
questions for crowdsourced regression.

There has been several novel algorithms recently proposed for the crowdsourced regression. Raykar et al.
(2010) proposed a probabilistic model and a corresponding maximum likelihood estimator, but no supporting
theoretical or empirical analysis is provided (as the estimator is intractable). Zhou et al. (2015) propose a
heuristic of quantizing the continuous valued answers and reducing it to discrete models, i.e. crowdsourced
classification. On top of being sensitive to hyperparameter choices such as the quantization level, treating
the answers as categories loses the fundamental aspect that the answers are given in a metric space where
distances are well-defined.

A related work is (Liu et al., 2013), in which the authors provide a theoretical understanding in a semi-
supervised setting. All workers are first asked golden questions with known answers, which is used to estimate
all unknown parameters of the workers. Then, they are assigned to tasks with unknown answers, and their
responses are aggregated using the estimated parameters. As this two phase approach completely de-couples
the uncertainty in worker parameters and task answers, the analysis is extremely simple and is not applicable
to our unsupervised setting.

Finally, we remark that the proposed algorithm BI is a variant of the popular Belief propagation (BP).
Although BP enjoys numerous empirical successes in various fields (Jordan, 2004), its theoretical analysis
has been limited to a few instances including community detection (Mossel et al., 2014) and error correcting
codes (Kudekar et al., 2013). In particular, those analyses showing the optimality of loopy BP (Mossel
et al., 2014; Ok et al., 2016) are limited to cases where the corresponding factor graph has only factor degree
two. Our main result (Theorem 2) extends the horizon of such cases where BI provably finds the optimal
inference under an arbitrary factor degree while the regression problem is more challenging to analyze than
the discrete models studied in (Mossel et al., 2014; Ok et al., 2016) as the regression error is unbounded.

2 Problem Formulation

2.1 Crowdsourced Regression Model

The task requester has a set of n regression tasks, denoted by V' = {1, ..., n}, where task i € V is associated
with the true position p; € R% To estimate these unknown true positions, we assign the tasks to a set
of m workers, denoted by W = {1,...,m} according to a bipartite graph G = (V,W, E), where edge
(i,u) € E indicates that task ¢ is assigned to worker u. We also let N, := {i € V : (i,u) € E} and



M; :={u € W : (i,u) € E} denote the set of tasks assigned to worker u and the set of workers to whom
task 7 is assigned, respectively.

When task 4 is assigned to worker u, she provides her estimation/guess Ay, € R? for the true location u;. Each
worker u is parameterized by her noise level o2, such that the response A;, suffers from an additive spherical
Gaussian noise with variance 2. Precisely, conditioned on y; and o2, Ay, is independently distributed with

Gaussian pdf fa,, (| pi, 03) = (x| i, 03) = exp(= ||z — pil3/(207))//(2m07) .

We assume that each worker u’s variance o2 is independently drawn from a finite set & = {0%,...,0%}

uniformly at random. We further assume that the true position p; is independently drawn from a Gaussian
prior distribution ¢(z | v;, 7%) for given mean v; € R? and variance 72 € (0, 00), which can be interpreted as
a side information on true positions. Note that we just take the Gaussian prior for the simple expression
and our analysis can be generalized to other distributions, e.g., a uniform distribution on a Euclidean ball.
Our analysis is valid for arbitrarily large 7, i.e., no prior information, and our numerical experiments assume
no knowledge of the prior distribution by taking 7 — co. Theoretical understanding of such a simple but
canonical model allows us to characterize the tradeoffs involved and provides guidelines for designing practical
algorithms.

2.2 Optimal but Intractable Algorithm

Under the crowdsourcing model, our goal is to design an efficient estimator ji(A) € RV of the unobserved
true position p from the noisy answers A := {4;, : (i,u) € E} reported by workers. In particular, we are
interested in minimizing the average of (ezpected) mean squared error (MSE), i.e.,

o 1 .
minimize > | E[MSE(ii(4))] (1)
ev
where we define MSE(f1;(4)) = E[||@:(A) f,ung |A] as the MSE conditioned on A. Using the equality
(1 (A) — ) = (1 (A) — E[w; | A]) + (E[p; | A] — pi) , it is straightforward to check that for each i € V., MSE

is minimized at the Bayesian estimator i} (A) := E[u; | A], which is

ArA) = > i (Aioig,) Plogy, | 4] (2)

2 M;
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where we let A; := {Ay, : u € M;} and [i;(A;, 03,) := Elui | As,03,] = 07 (03,) (/7> + X uenr, Ain/o2)
with a7 (03,) == (1/7% + X ,enr, 1/02)~". We provide a derivation of this formula in the supplementary
material. The calculation of the marginal posterior P[U%& | A] is computationally intractable in general. More
formally, the marginal posterior of 012\/& can be calculated by marginalizing out o2, := {02 : v € W \ M,}
from the joint probability of o2, i.e.,

Plos, [Al= Y Plo?|4] (3)

02 ,€SWA\M;

which requires exponentially many summations with respect to m. Thus, the optimal estimator 4*(A) in
(2), requiring the marginal posterior P[o3, | A] in (3), is computationally intractable in general.

3 Iterative Bayesian Learning

We now introduce a computationally tractable scheme, the Bayesian iterative (BI) algorithm, and provide
its theoretical guarantees under the crowdsourced regression model. For its analytic tractablity, we consider
a popular assignment scheme, referred to as (¢, r)-regular task assignment, widely adopted in crowdsourcing
(Karger et al., 2011; Ok et al., 2016). The assignment graph G is a random (¢, 7)-regular bipartite graph
drawn uniformly at random out of all (¢,r)-regular graphs, where each task is assigned to ¢ workers and
each worker is assigned r tasks. Nevetheless, we remark that the BI algorithm is applicable to any (even,
non-regular) task assignments.



3.1 Bayesian Iterative (BI) Algorithm

We first factorize the joint probability of o2 in (3) as

Plo? | Al o [] Ci (A, 03s,)

i€V

4
2

52(02
where C;(4;, 0 12\4) = (721_1%)

weM 2mwo2

e D), and Dy(Ar,0%,):= TG (T Muenll | 5 Mec )
ueM; veM\{u} wov

We provide a derivation of this formula in the supplementary material. This factorization of the joint
probability of 02 given A forms a factor graph (Jordan, 1998) where each worker u’s variance o2 and each
task ¢ correspond to a variable and a local factor C;(A;, O'JZMi) on the set of workers, M;, to whom task i is
assigned, respectively. This probabilistic graphical model motivates us to use the popular (sum-product)
belief propagation (BP) algorithm (Pearl, 1982) on the factor graph of P[o?|A] to approximate the intractable
computation of IP’[UM | 4] in (3). However, BP is typically used for approximating the marginal probability
of a single variable o2, while we need the marginal probability of a subset of variables 0']2\/[i depending on
each other. Hence, to approximate the optimal Bayesian estimator in (2), we build upon BP and propose an
iterative algorithm (BI) updating belief bi(a%/[i) from messages m;_,,, and m,_,; between task ¢ and worker u:

f:lu Z C A“UM H mfj%z(og) (4)

M-\{u} UeMi\{u}

mie2) o [ mith(ed) (5)
FENN{i}

b (03y,) < Ci(Ai o3y [T miti(o2) (6)

u€M;

where we initialize the messages with a trivial constant 1/|S| and normalize the messages and beliefs so that

p mt_,(c2) = D02 mt_,.(c2) = Zaﬁ bi(03,) = 1. At the end of k iterations, as an approximation of the

optimal Bayesian estimator in (2), we estimate fiP' %) (A) using (2) with belief b¥ (03, ) as an approximation
of P[0}, | A]. Formally,

Aty = N (A, 030k (03),) - (7)

2 M;
o, eSMi

Although the messages and their updates are the same as those of the typical BP, we use a specific form of
belief in (6) for approximating the marginal probability of a subset of dependent variables. This allows us to
provide sharp performance guarantees in Section 3, while the typical BP for single variable marginalization
has little known provable guarantees.

We note that if the factor graph is a tree, i.e., having no loop, then it is not hard to check that the iterative
algorithm calculates the exact value of the marginal posterior of multiple variables 012\4i since

Plofy, | A] o Ci(Ai, o3p,) ] Ploa | A
ueM;

where A_; := A\ A;. More formally, if the assignment graph G is a tree from task ¢ with depth 2k, then
we have bﬁ(ajzwi) = IP’[U%L, | A] for all t > k. However, for general graphs with loops, the typical BP has no
guarantee on neither the approximation error nor the convergence of BP while it has been successfully applied
to many applications (Murphy et al., 1999; Yanover et al., 2006). Perhaps surprisingly, we can analytically
explain such empirical success for crowdsourced regression with strong guarantees in the following section.

3.2 Quantitative Performance Guarantee

We first present a performance guarantee of BI estimator that is close to that of an oracle estimator. The
proof is in Section 4.1.



Theorem 1. Consider the crowdsourced regression model with S = {01, 0%} and a random (€, r)-regular
graph G conszstmg ofn tasks and (E/r)n workers. For given g,02; 02, >0and 0> 2, if (i) |c2—0%| > ¢
and 02, <02 < o2, foralll <s#s <8, and (ii) 2 < rk < loglogn, then for sufficiently large n, BI
in (7) with k iterations achieves

E [1 3 MSE(,;Z.B“’“’(A))} < IS B [o? (03] (82)
niev "iev
2

NCANE (4 exp (—W) + 2—"“) v (8b)

where s :=2d(Z5 +{ ““’”‘)(T—l2 + Uf. )~2 and the expectation is taken w.r.t. G and A.

We provide three interpretations of Theorem 1. First, consider an oracle estimator that knows the hidden
variances o.’s and makes optimal inference as (i (A, 0?) := E[u; | A, 0] = f1; (Ai, 03;,). This gives the MSE

of /122 (A, 0?):

B | SMSB((4,0%)] = & B (02 (03]

eV icV

Note that the oracle estimator [i°® always outperforms even the optimal estimator 4* in (2), providing a

lower bound on the MSE of any estimator. This coincides with (8a) in our bound, implying that the gap
(8b) to the oracle performance (8a) quantifies the difficulty in identifying reliable workers. We stress that
considering a weaker oracle that captures the difficulty in estimating worker reliability, should give a tighter
lower bound than (8a). This is stated precisely in the following section (see Theorem 2).

Second, for sufficiently large n, when the number r of per-worker tasks and the total iterations k grow with
n, the performance of BI quickly approaches that of the oracle estimator, as (8b) vanishes exponentially.
This is because under (¢, r)-regular task assignment, for increasing r with the total number of tasks n, the
iterative algorithm accurately infers all workers’ variances and thus optimally estimates the true positions .
Note that the above performance limit holds for any r = w(1), implying that a reasonable number of tasks
per worker is enough to achieve a performance close to the oracle bound.

Third, we compare BI with simple averaging, i.e., ji;"¥(A) := 3, <5y Aiu/| M|, which achieves

1
E =) MSE(i*¥(A E | ZueM T
S S smurnan] =1 e S
i€V zEV
Note that E[MSE(/i5"8(A))] increases proportionally to the arithmetic mean of variances of workers assigned
to each task, while ]E[MSE(ABI(}C)(A))] is proportional to the harmonic mean of variances of workers and

prior, i.e., E[MSE(i5"8(A))] > E[MSE( ABI(k)(A))]. This gap can be made arbitrarily large by increasing the
dlﬁerence between the maximum and mlnlmum variances of workers. For example if a single worker v € M;
assigned to task ¢ has high accuracy, i.e., 02 ~ 0, and the others’ variances are z’s, then E[MSE(i."¢(4))] ~
(d/|M;])x but EIMSE(f; T (A))] ~ 0. Hence, the existence of a single worker with high precision in each task
can reduce MSE mgmﬁcantly. Our estimator iteratively refines its belief and identifies those good workers,
when r is sufficiently large.

3.3 Relative Performance Guarantee

We present the relative performance of BI by comparing to the optimal estimator, in particular, when the
quantitative guarantee in Theorem 1 is not tight, i.e., r is small and thus estimating reliability is difficult.

Theorem 2. Consider the crowdsourced regression model with S = {o2,,,02..} and a random (¢, r)-regular
graph G consisting of n tasks and (£/r)n workers. For given ¢ > 0 and {, there exists a constant Cy.,



depending on only ¢ and e, such that if (i) 02, +¢ < 02, <202, and (ii) Cre <r <loglogn, then BI

in (7) with k = loglogn iterations achieves

E [i > (MSE(ir(4)) - MSEmff““)(A)))] -0 (9)

i€V
as n — 0o. The expectation here is taken w.r.t. the distribution of G and A.

This result is not directly comparable to Theorem 1 as it applies to different regimes of the parameters.
The oracle optimality gap (8b) does not vanish for finite ¢ and r. This is perhaps because the oracle is too
strong to compete against when ¢ and r are small. Hence, to obtain the tight result in (9), we construct
a more practical lower bound on the optimal estimator in (3) that takes account of the worker reliability
estimation. We use the fact that the random (¢, r)-regular bipartite graph has a locally tree-like structure
with depth & < loglogn and our message update is exact on the local tree (Pearl, 1982). By revealing the
ground truths at the boundary of this local tree of depth k, we construct a weaker oracle estimator that
gives a tighter lower bound. We show that the gap between our estimator (without the ground truths at the
boundary) and the weaker oracle vanishes as the tree depth increases. This is made clear by establishing
decaying correlation from the information on the outside of the local tree to the root. A formal proof of
Theorem 2 is presented in Section 4.2.

For the analytic tractability, we need a constant lower bound of r > Cy . and |S| = 2. Similar conditions are
also required in other BP analysis (Ok et al., 2016; Mossel et al., 2014), while ours is more general in terms
of ¢, i.e., factor degree since the other analysis made on only factor degree 2 but also more challenging due
to the unboundedness of the regression error. We also assume 02, +¢ < 02, < 202, . However, this is the
most challenging regime for any inference algorithms since it is hard to distinguish the workers’ variances.
Note that when this assumption is violated, i.e., omin <€ Tmax, Theorem 1 provides the near-optimality of BI
since the MSE gap between BI and Oracle vanishes as the variance gap increases. The experimental results

in Section 5 indeed suggest the BI’s optimality even when such assumptions are violated.

4 Proofs of Theorems

4.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We start with an upper bound on the conditional expectation of MSE of /:L?I(k)(A) conditioned on 0% = 5% €

SW. Let Es2 be the conditional expectation given 02 = 2. Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for random
variables X and Y, i.e., |E[XY]| < E[X?]E[Y?], it is not hard to obtain that (see the supplementary
material for the detailed derivation)

N o~ - 1/4
Eq 17 (4) = will3] < do2(33) + o (1~ Eae [F@3,)])"" - (10)

To complete the proof, we will obtain an upper bound of the last term in the RHS of (10) using the known
fact that a random (¢, r)-regular bipartite graph G is a locally tree-like. Pick an arbitrary task 7 € V. Let
Gron+1 = (Vrok+1, Wrokt1, Er op+1) denote the subgraph of G induced by all the nodes within (graph)
distance 2k + 1 from root 7. From Lemma 5 in (Karger et al., 2014), we have that for sufficiently large n,

3( ) 2k+2
P[G 2k+1 is not tree] < % <9k )

where the last inequality follows from the choice of r, k < loglogn and large n. Thus, we obtain that
E[1 —Es[b¥(63, )] SE[1—Es2[b¥(63,. ) | Grok+1 is a tree]] +27F (12)

where E is taken w.r.t. G and o2.

Let A; k41 := {Aiy : (i,u) € Erart1}. The exactness of BI on tree implies that if G, gx41 is tree, b’i(aﬁT)
is the likelihood of 0‘]2\4T = 05\%{7 given A; op41 and thus

L= s b5(6%,)] = Ese[Blo%y, # 631, | Arie]]



< Z Es2[Ploy, # 2 | Ar 2k 1] (13)
ueM,

where the inequality is due to the union bound. Hence, it suffices to show that if G, o541 is tree, for any
u € M, the marginal probability of o2 concentrated at 2.

Lemma 1. For given p € W, suppose G, a2 = (V26, Wp 2k, Ep 2k) Yis a (£, r)-regular bipartite graph with
¢ >2andr > 1 and it is a tree rooted from worker p with depth 2k > 2. For given €,02, ,02.. > 0,
consider S = {0%,...,0%} such that (i) |02 — 02| > ¢ and 02, <02 <02, foralll1<s+#s <S. Then,

min max

52’7‘
E [Exe [P [02 # 52| Al < 4T
where the inner expectation Ez2 is taken w.r.t. A, o from the crowdsourced regression model given o? =

52 € SV, and the outer expectation E is taken w.r.t. 5> € SW drawn uniformly at random.

The proof of Lemma 1 is in the supplementary material. Combining (12), (13) and Lemma 1 leads to

E [(1 - B DA%, )Y < (1~ BEs:[5(33,))*

1
1

52’7‘
< (456_8(85“)”%% + 2—k)

where the first inequality is from the fact that (1 —x)/4 is concave, i.e., E[(1 — X)'/4] < (1 —E[X])*/*. This
completes the proof of Theorem 1 with (10) because of the arbitrary choice of root task 7 € V.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Pick an arbitrary task 7 € V. Recalling the exactness of BI on tree, it is clear that in the case of £ = 1,
ﬂTBI(k) (A) is identical to the optimal estimator i (A). We so focus on ¢ > 2. Recall that the Bayesian optimal
estimator [i*(A) minimizes the MSE given A. However, its analysis is very challenging due to loops in its
corresponding graphical model. To overcome this issue, we use the locally tree like structure of random (¢, r)-
regular bipartite graph, again. Intuitively, we will first construct an artificial but (analytically) tractable
estimator outperforming /i¥(A) in terms of MSE and then we will show the diminishing gap between MSE’s
of BI and the constructed estimator.

Let OW; 241 be the set of all workers at distance 2k + 1 from root 7 in subgraph G; 25y1. Consider an

oracle estimator [Lira(k)(A) of pr with free access to true variances of leaf-workers OW: 211, formally defined

as

ﬂ?‘ra(k) (A) = Z ﬂT(AT’U?WT)P[U?W,r' A7U('2)W.,-72k+1]

2 M
oM, eSMr

= Z i (A‘ra 0—12\4T) P[O—JQ\L | AT,Qk-‘-l’ JgWT,2k+1]
O'IZWTGSMT
where for the last equality, we use the conditional independence between A, opy1 and A\ A;ox41 given
the additional information ogwr‘%ﬂ. Using the equality (fif(A) — pr) = (45(A) — Elur | A, 05y, o))

(Elur | A, 03y srsa] = H7), it is not hard to check that ﬂira(k) has smaller expected MSE than ji*(A), i.e.,

EMSE(72**) (4))] < EIMSE(ji%(A))] < EMSE(i2'®) (4))]. Thus, it is enough to show that as n — oo,
E [ |MSE(2()(4)) - MSE(i2'® (4))|] = 0. (14)

Since the only difference between ﬂgra(k)(A) and /lTBI(k) (A) is the estimation on o3, , i.c., BI uses b¥(03, )

instead of Po, | A, 03y, sers)- Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and some calculus, similarly as (10), we

We denote by 7 € V and p € W task and worker roots.



derive an upper bound on the expected difference between MSE’s of /f;'a( )(A) and ,uTBI(k) (A) as follows:

E [|MSE(,13“<’<>(A)) MSE(j BI(’“)(A))H <&s Y \/ Dri(0 o2 ))2} (15)

"2 Y4
O’MT O €S

where Dy (0l 047 ) = bi(offy V(o7 ) — Plok, = o [ A odw ., JPlok, = oif | A cdw, ,,,,] We
provide the detailed steps for (10) in the supplementary material. Then, from the same decomposition in
(12), it follows that for each 0% , 047 € S and sufficiently large n,

E [(DT;C(UE\% ,oht) } < E[D;ylof .ont] < E [ |Dr il o o) | )| | Gr k41 is tree] +27F  (16)

where the first inequality follows from that 0 < Dy (0% 077 ) < 1.

Suppose G 2541 is tree. Then, the graph subtracted from G, 2,11 to task 7 and edges between task 7 and
workers in M is partitioned into r sub-trees denoted by {G,or = (Vj 2k, Wpok, Ep2k) : p € M;} each of
which is rooted from worker p € M, with depth 2k in the subtracted graph. From the exactness of BI on
tree, it follows that

blﬁ(‘fﬁ,) = P[Uﬁ/f, = 03517 |A‘r,2k+1]
x C-(As, 03, )Ployy, = U?\QL | Arort1 \ Ar]
=Cr(Ar, %) [ Plo) =0 | Ay 2]

pEM .

where A, o5 1= {A;y : (4,u) € E, 9} and for the last equality, we use the conditional independence among
O']2VIT given A; o1 \ Ar decomposed into A, 5. Similarly, we also obtain

Plods, = ot | A, 0w, o] < Cr(Ar, 08y Plody, = 07, | Aok \ Ar, 03w, ]

= CT(AT7 J%J.,.) H IF)[U?) = 0;)2 |AP’2k7 U?)WT,%_H] .
pEM;

Hence it is enough to show the vanishing correlation of true variances of workers at leaves to inferring the
root worker’s variance. Formally, we provide Lemma 2 that captures a decreasing rate of the correlation.

Lemma 2. Suppose G, 21 = (Vj, 21, W ok, Ep 21) is induced from (€,r)-regular bipartite graph G = (V,W, E)
and it is a tree with depth 2k > 2. Let OW, o1, be the set of workers at the leaves in G, ar. For given

g, 0 02 > 0, consider S = {02,,,0%..} such that 0%, +¢ < 02, < 202,.. Then, for any given

min? max min?’

52 € SV, there exists a constant Cy . such that if 1 > C., then

E6.2 [

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. A from the crowdsourced regression model given 02 = &2 and G.

72 = 2 Ayt O, )~ Plo? = 52 Al < 27 ()

The proof of Lemma 2 is given in the supplementary material. This lemma completes the proof of Theorem 2
with (15) and (16).

5 Experimental Results

We experiment the following five algorithms:

o Bl is implemented without any prior information on true positions by taking the limit 7 — oo, i.e., it
outputs xP1(A) in (4)-(6) with lim,_, C;(A;, 03, ). Note that our theoretical guarantees on BI still hold
in this regime.
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Figure 1: The average MSE of various algorithms on the synthetic datasets consisting of 200 tasks and
workers with Sgmain = {10,100, 1000} and Siarge = {10,100, 5000}; (a)-(b) £ =5 with varying r; (c)-(d) r=>5
with varying /.

o NBI is an iterative algorithm of non-Bayesian type. It recursively updating workers’ variances and tasks’
answers based on workers’ consensus. Formally, initialized with 63, = 1, it estimates ui\l BI(t)(A) =
limy o0 fii (Ai, 62 07,) and 62,1, 1= Sien, [Ai — b= (A)]2/|Nu|.

o Average just takes the average of workers’ observations without learning workers’ variances, i.e., u; ¢(A) :=

o Strong/Weak-Oracle are two artificial estimators which have free access to workers’ variances o2. They
would outperform all existing algorithms, even including the optimal estimator. For each task i, Strong-
Oracle uses every worker’s true variance, i.e., y5 "8(A,02) = lim, oo E[p; | A, 0?]. Weak-Oracle uses just
the true variances of leaf workers, denoted by 0T;, in Breadth-first search tree, denoted by T;, of root 1,
Le., @k (A,0?) = lim, o0 B | A, 037 ].

Recall that the true positions u;’s are assumed to be drawn from the spherical Gaussian with mean v; and
variance 7. As v;’s and 7 are hard to obtain in practice, in all experiments, we implement Bl with no
knowledge on the prior distribution of the true positions of the tasks by taking the limit of Bl as 7 — oc.
Note that our theoretical guarantees on Bl still hold in this regime.

Our baseline comparisons include the ones with a simple approach of Average and the fundamental lower
bounds from Strong/Weak-Oracle. Strong-Oracle and Weak-Oracle correspond to the fundamental limits that
we compare with Bl in Theorems 1 and 2, respectively. As we use the prior distribution in the synthetic
experiments, one may ask about what is the gain of this side information. To address this, we test a non-
Bayesian algorithm (NBI) that does not assume such prior information, iteratively estimating task answers
and worker variances based on consensus. Note that a similar idea has been also investigated in (Raykar
et al., 2010).

5.1 Synthetic Datasets

Since our theoretical results cover a large n regime, we test a more challenging regime of modest size n = 200.
Synthetic datasets are generated by the set of random (¢, r)-regular bipartite graphs of 200 object detection
tasks where each task 4 is associated with the true position p,; chosen uniformly at random in a 100 x 100
image. We randomly choose each worker’s variance using Ssman = {10, 100, 1000} or Siarge = {10,100, 5000}
The simulation results with varying r and ¢ are plotted in Figures 1(a)-(b) and 1(c)-(d), where we take the
average of 50 random instances.

Optimality of BI. As discussed in Section 3, Figures 1(a)-(d) show that for all (£,7), Bl closely achieves
the fundamental limit of Weak-Oracle, whereas Average and NBI have the suboptimal performance. We
also observe that Weak-Oracle with the challenge of identifying reliable workers indeed provides tighter
fundamental limit than Strong-Oracle, as discussed in Section 3. Overall, NBl has a small constant gap
to BIl, which quantifies the gain of Bl using the matched prior distribution. Average shows the significant
performance loss, compared to the optimal Bl or even NBI. For example, in Figures 1(c)-(d), in order to



Table 1: Estimation quality of Average, NBI, Bl with Ses, PGl and Weak/Strong-Oracle’s on crowdsourced
FG-NET datasets from Amazon MTurk workers.

Weak Strong

ESTIMATOR Average NBI BI PG1 Oracle Oracle

DATA NOISE

5 4
(MSE) 34.99 32.80 28.72 33.54 28.68 28.45

make MSE less than 100 with Sgpan, Bl and NBI require only ¢ > 3, but Average requires ¢ > 9, implying
that Average needs to hire three times more workers per task than others.

Importance of worker identification. Comparing Figures 1(c)-(d), we observe that under the minimum
of workers’ variances fixed, both Bl and NBI, which identify reliable workers and adaptively weight their
answers, sustain good performance for both small and large maximum worker variances. However, the
performance of Average, which does not distinguish workers, is significantly degenerated by spammers with
large variance from Sjarge. This shows the importance of classifying workers in making the estimator robust
to spammers or adversary.

Impact of (¢,7). As Figures 1(c¢)-(d) show, increasing ¢ (or budget) exponentially reduces MSE’s of all
algorithms, while the value of exponent varies for each algorithm. In Figures 1(a)-(b), the gap between the
optimal Bl (or Weak-Oracle) and Strong-Oracle quantifies the difficulty in identifying reliable workers. As
studied in Theorem 1, the gap is diminishing exponentially fast with increasing r, whereas the fundamental
limit of Strong-Oracle does not change with r. Hence, for efficiency from the worker identification, the task
requester needs to assign each worker so as to answer a certain number of tasks at least, while letting a
worker solve too many tasks may be impractical but also unhelpful to increase accuracy.

5.2 Human Age Prediction

We also present experiment results on datasets from a real-world crowdsourcing system. We use FG-NET
datasets which has been widely used as a benchmark for facial age estimation (Lanitis, 2008). The dataset
contains 1,002 photos of 82 individuals’ faces, in which each photo is labeled with a biological age as the
ground truth. Furthermore, Han et al. (2015) provide crowdsourced labels on FG-NET datasets, in which
165 workers in Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) answer their own age estimation on given subset of 1,002
photos, so that each photo has 10 answers from workers, while each worker provides a different number (from
1 to 457) of answers, and 60.73 answers on average.

Prior estimation. In processing the real-world dataset, the prior distribution on noise level is not provided
in advance, while it is required to run Bl. To infer the prior distribution, we first study workers’ answer
patterns. We often observe two extreme classes of answers for a task: a few outliers and consensus among
majority. For example, in Figures 2(a) and 2(b), there exist noisy answers 5 and 7, respectively, which are far
from the majority’s answers, 1 and 55, respectively. Such observations suggest to choose a simple support,
eg. §= {O’éood, O’Ead}. In particular, without any use of ground truth, we first run NBI and use the top 10%
and bottom 10% workers’ reliabilities as the binary support, which is Ses; = {6.687,62.56}.

Validation on the estimated prior. For FG-NET, we additionally test PGl which is Gibbs sampling
algorithm? relying on a sophisticated worker model, called PG; model in (Piech et al., 2013), with biased
Gaussian noises where worker variance and bias are drawn from continuous supports. In Table 1, we compare
the estimation of Bl to other algorithms. Observe that MSE of Bl with the binary support Sest is close to
those of Weak/Strong-Oracle, while the other algorithms have some gaps. Despite using a sophisticated
model, PGy, PG1 is observed to perform worse than Bl. This is because PGl needs non-trivial parameter
optimization based on training dataset, which incurs overfitting. This result from the real workers supports
the value of our simplified modeling on workers’ noise. For interested readers, we also report the regression
accuracy of deep neural networks trained using the pruned dataset produced by different algorithm in the
supplementary material.

2 As suggested in (Piech et al., 2013), we use 800 iterations of Gibbs sampling after discarding the initial 80 burn-in samples.
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(a) 1-year-old (b) 35-year-old

Figure 2: Easy and hard samples from FG-NET in terms of average absolute error of workers’ answers:
(1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2)5) and (7,51,52,55,55,55,59,63,66,67) on photo of (a) 1-year-old, and (b) 35-year-old, resp.

6 Conclusion

We study a model to address the problem of aggregating real-valued responses from a crowd of workers with
heterogeneous noise level. In particular, inspired by the observation on answer pattern of Amazon MTurk
workers, we use a canonical noise model. This modeling allows us to pose this crowdsourced regression
problem as an inference problem over a graphical model, naturally motivating the proposed BI algorithm
based on BP. Typically, the analysis of such iterative algorithms is not tractable even for estimating discrete
labels. However, our theoretical framework, inspired by recent advances in BP, e.g. (Mossel et al., 2014),
provides sharp guarantees on BI and shows its optimality for a broad range of parameters.

An important research direction is in generalizing the proposed noise model. First natural generalization
is to allow differing task difficulties, by adding an additional independent Gaussian with variance o2 for
answers on task ¢. Larger variance represents more difficult tasks. Second natural generalization is to
allow worker biases, by adding a constant shift of value p, for answers given by worker u as Piech et al.
(2013) considered. Our observations on the crowdsourced FG-NET datasets also suggest heterogeneous task
difficulty and boundary effect on tasks. As in the examples in Figure 2, we often observe less estimation
error for photos of younger individuals: MSE 15.00 for 233 photos whose ages are below 5, and MSE 85.39
for 769 photos whose ages are above 5. This shows heterogeneous task difficulty and boundary effect at the
same time: age prediction on older individual is more challenging due to more variations, and human age
cannot be negative.
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A Importance of Crowdsourcing System on Machine Learning
Applications

Crowdsourcing is a primary marketplace to get labels on training datasets, to be used to train machine
learning models. In this section, using both semi-synthetic and real datasets, we investigate the impact of
having higher quality labels on real-world machine learning tasks. We show that sophisticated regression
algorithms like Bl can produce high quality labels on the crowdsourced training datasets, improving the
end-to-end performance of convolutional neural network (CNN) on visual object detection or human age
prediction. This highlights the importance of estimator but also justifies the use of the proposed BI, in a
real world system.

A.1 Visual Object Detection

Emulating a crowdsourcing system. To do so, we use PASCAL visual object classes (VOC) datasets from
(Everingham et al., 2015): VOC-07/12 consisting of 40, 058 annotated objects in 16,551 images. Each object
is annotated by a bounding box expressed by two opposite corner points. We emulate the crowdsourcing
system with a random (¢ = 3,r = 10)-regular bipartite graph where each image is assigned to 3 workers and
each worker is assigned 10 images (=~ 24.2 objects on average) to draw the bounding boxes of every object
in the assigned images. Each worker has variance drawn uniformly at random from support S = {10, 1000}.
and generates noisy responses of which examples are shown in Figure 3.

Evaluation on visual object detection task. Using each training dataset from four different estimators
(Average, NBI, BI, Strong-Oracle), we train® CNN of single shot multibox detector (SSD) model (Liu et al.,
2016), which shows the state-of-the-art performance. Then we evaluate the trained SSD’s in terms of the
mean average precision (mAP) which is a popular benchmarking metric for the datasets (see Table 2).
Intuitively, a high mAP means more true positive and less false positive detections.

3 As suggested by Liu et al. (2016), we train SSD using 120, 000 iterations where the learning rate is initialized at 4 x 1072,
and is decreased by factor 0.1 at 80,000-th and 100, 000-th iterations.
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(a) When o2 = 10 (b) When o2 = 1000

Figure 3: Examples of object annotations by a worker u with o2 = 10 or 1000.

Table 2: Estimation quality of Average, NBI, Bl, and Strong-Oracle on crowdsourced VOC-07/12 datasets
from virtual workers in terms of MSE, and performance of SSD’s trained with the estimated dataset and
ground truth (VOC-07/12) in terms of mean average precision (mAP); mean portion of the output bounding
box overlapped on the ground truth (Overlap).

DATA NOISE TESTING ACCURACY

ESTIMATOR (MSE) (MAP) (OVERLAP)
Average 355.6 71.80 0.741
NBI 116.1 75.62 0.767
BI 109.8 75.94 0.772
Strong-Oracle 109.8 76.05 0.774
GROUND TRUTH - 77.79 0.784

Comparing mAP of Average, mAP’s of Bl and NBI are 4% mAP higher as Figure 4 also visually shows the
improvement. Note that achieving a similar amount of improvement is highly challenging. Indeed, Faster-
RCNN in (Ren et al., 2015) is proposed to improve the mAP of Fast-RCNN in (Girshick, 2015) from 70.0%
to 73.2%. Later, SSD in (Liu et al., 2016) is proposed to achieve 4% mAP improvement over Faster-RCNN.

A.2 Human Age Prediction

Real-world dataset. We also perform similar experiment using datasets from a real-world crowdsourcing
system. We use FG-NET datasets which has been widely used as a benchmark dataset for facial age estimation
(Lanitis, 2008). The dataset contains 1,002 photos of 82 individuals’ faces, in which each photo has biological
age as ground truth. Furthermore, (Han et al., 2015) provide crowdsourced labels on FG-NET datasets, in
which 165 workers in Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) answer their own age estimation on given subset of
1,002 photos so that each photo has 10 answers from workers, while each worker provides a different number
(from 1 to 457) of answers, and 60.73 answers in average.

In the dataset, we often observe two extreme classes of answers for a task: a few outliers and consensus
among majority. For example, for Figures 5(a) and 5(b), there exist noisy answers 5 and 7, respectively,
which are far from majority 1 and 55, respectively. Such observations suggest to choose a simple support,
eg. S = {ogood, aﬁad}. In particular, without any use of ground truth, we first run NBI and use the top 10%
and bottom 10% workers’ reliabilities as the binary support, which is Sest = {6.687,62.56} in our experiment.
Evaluation on human age prediction task. We first compare the estimation of Bl to other algorithms
as reported in Table 3. Observe that MSE of Bl with the binary support Ses is close to that of Strong-
Oracle, while the other algorithms have some gaps. This result from real workers supports the idea of
simplified workers’ noise level in our model. We also evaluate the impact on de-noising process for human
age prediction. To this end, using the pruned datasets from different estimators, we train* one of the state-

4 We train VGG-16 using batch normalization with standard hyper parameter setting, where we initialize based on the
imagenet pre-trained model. To regressed the estimated age of the given face images, we replaced final layer of VGG-16 with
one dimensional linear output layer, and fine-tuned all the layers with initial learning rate 0.01 (and divided by 10 after 30, 60, 90
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(a) Average

(d) Strong-Oracle

Figure 4: Examples of detections of SSD trained by the crowdsourced VOC-07/12 datasets by Average, NBI,
Bl, and Strong-Oracle.

Table 3: Estimation quality of Average, NBI, Bl with Ses, and
Strong-Oracle on crowdsourced FG-NET datasets from Amazon
MTurk workers in terms of MSE, and performance of VGG-16’s
trained with the estimated datasets and the ground truth dataset
(FG-NET) in terms of median absolute error (MDAE).

Estnaror  DATA NOISE TESTING ERROR (a) 1-year-old (b) 35-year-old
(MSE) (MDAE)

Average 34.99 3.227 Figure b5: Easy and hard samples
NBI 32.80 3.135 from FG-NET in terms of aver-
BI 28.72 3.100 age absolute error of crowd work-

Strong-Oracle 28.45 3.003 ers’ answers:  (1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2,5) and

GROUND TRUTH - 1.822 (7,51,52,55,55,55,59,63,66,67) on photo of
(a) 1-year-old, and (b) 35-year-old, resp.

of-art CNN models, called VGG-16 (Simonyan and Zisserman, 2014), under some modification proposed by
(Rothe et al., 2015) for human age prediction. Although the crowdsourced dataset FG-NET is not large-scale
in order to see performance difference, models trained by both Bl and NBI show superiority to that of Average
(which is widely used in practical crowdsourcing systems), in terms of median absolute errors (MDAE), as
reported in Table 3.

B Model Derivations

B.1 Calculation of /i

We first show that the posterior density of u; given A; = y; := {yi € R?:u e M;} and aﬁ/[i is a Gaussian
density in the following;:

N flti [.’IJ] fAi [yi ‘:ul = 3?,‘,0’12\/[1_]

fixAi:yiaUQv— 18
N e "
= ¢ (2| (vi0hs,) 7 (07,)) (19)
where we define 52 : SMi — R and ji; : R™*Mi x SMi — R as follows
_ 1 _ _ Vi Ay
k) = g ) =) (B T T).

epoch). Protocol of measuring model performance is standard Leave One Person Out (LOPO) which uses images of 81 subjects
for training and use remaining subject for test, and the final result is averaged over the total 82 model training (Panis et al.,
2016).
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The Gaussian posterior density (19) follows from:

fuL[w}fAL [yl|/j/l = x7U]2V[i] = IlV“ H ¢ ylulﬂh )

ueM;
=Ci (viohr,) & (2| 1 (v, 03r,) 07 (93s,))

where we have fa,[yi | 03;] = Ci(yi, 03;,) with

2m52(02,, )
Ci(Ai,o8s,) = ( Jroo) 2)> e~ AT and

1_ [| A — VZH | Az, — Aiv||2
2 o 2/ 2 2 2
Pildois) = 201'(%)( D D Dl T

u€M; w vCM;\{u}

The Gaussian density in (19) leads to the posterior mean, which is weighted average of the prior mean and
the worker responses, each weighted by the inverse of its variance:

Elui | Aiyo3y,) = Bi(Aiy 03,) -

Thus, the optimal estimator i} (A) is given as (2).

B.2 Factorization of Joint Probability
Using Bayes’ theorem, it is not hard to write the joint probability of o2 given A = y = {y;, € R?: (i,u) € E},

Plo®|A=y] o faly|o®) =[] falvilotn] = [] Ci(wio3s,)

eV eV

C Proofs of Lemmas

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

We first introduce an inference problem and connect its error rate to the expectation of likelihood of worker
p’s o5 given A. Let s, € {1,...,S} be the index of 57, i.e., &5 = o . Consider the classification problem
recovering given but latent s from Ap .ok, where A, o 1s generated from the crowdsourced regression model
with fixed but hidden o2 = 2. More formally, the problem is formulated as the following optimization
problem:

minimize P[s, # 5,(Ap k)] (20)

8,:estimator

where the optimal estimator, denoted by §j, minimizes the classification error rate. From the standard
Bayesian argument, the optimal estimator &} is given A, o) as

8p(Ap2k) = arg max Plsp = s, | Ap.2x] - (21)

From the construction of the optimal estimator in (21), it is not hard to check
Ps2[s, = 5,(Ap2k)] == Pls, = 5,(Ap2k) | 0?2 =5 < Es []P’[aﬁ = Erz | Ap2i]] - (22)

Thus an upper bound of the average error rate of an estimator for (20) will provide an upper bound of
Es2 [P[ai #* 65 | Apgkﬂ since the optimal estimator minimizes the average error rate. Indeed, we have

Es2 []P’[oi #* 55 | Ap,QkH <1-Es [P[U;Z) = 5,2; |Ap,2k]]
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= E[Ps2[s, # §:(Ap,2k)]]
= min Pls, # §,(A4,,2k)] .

8,:estimator

Consider a simple estimator for (20), denoted by §;, which uses only A, 2 C A, 21 as follows:

$(dp2) = argmin |(03, +03(S)) = 6 (Ay.20) (23)
where we define
2
Zs/= ng/ N 1 N Zu M
02,4(S) = 75(27_»1) ((Ap2) == Y 62(A) and 67 Lueuip) Aiv T,
ieN, 2

From now on, we condition U§2p additionally to 02 where 9%p is the set of p’s grandchildren in G, . For
every i € N,, we define
=2

_ 5 2uenti\{py Aiu
a; ‘= Z m-i- 5 andZ W—AHJ
weM\{p}

Since the conditional density of Z; given 02 = 62 is ¢(Z; |0, a;), the conditional density of || Z;||3/a; is x*-
distribution with degree of freedom d. In addition, it is not hard to check that || Z;||3 is sub-exponential with
parameters ((2a;v/d)?,2a;) such that for all || <

2a’

e~ @i d a; V)2 N2
Bor e (M (1208 - da))] = (g ) < (Q@A> |

Thus it follows that for all |A| < min;en

p2a’

Es2 |exp [ A Y (123 — dai) | | = ] Es2 [exp (A (I1Z:3 — das))]
i€EN, i€EN,
(2&1\/&)2>\2>
< exp (

From this, it is straightforward to check that 762(A,2) = 3-,cn, 1 Z:]l3 is sub-exponential with parameters
((602,,V/d)?,602,.) since

{+1
0< a; < 0%y (gfl) < 3020 (24)
Using Bernstein bound, we have
> a; € er
~92 i€EN,
IP)&Z’ g (AP’Q) — , 2 Z Z S 2€Xp (_480-12nax) (25)

2

where we let Pz2 denote the conditional probability given 02 = 2. Using Hoeffding bound with (24), it

follows that
€ e2r
> 1 < 2exp ~ 352 . (26)

max

. a;
Ps2 Hm - (vag(S) + Uﬁ)

r

Combining (25) and (26) and using the union bound, it follows that

Py [s, # 81(A,2)] < Py [ &

(Ap2) = (25(S) +02)| > 7]
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er g2r
< 2| exp TN + exp iy

< dexp (M> (27)

max

where for the first inequality we use |02, — 02,| > € for all 1 < s',s” < S such that s’ # s’. Hence, noting
that &7 cannot outperform the optimal one §* in (22), this performance guarantee on &' in (27) completes
the proof of Lemma 1.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 2

We begin with the underlying intuition on the proof. As Lemma 1 states, if there is the strictly positive

gap € > 0 between o2, and o2, one can recover 02 € {02,,,02..} with small error using only the local

information, i.e., A, 2,. On the other hand, A\ A, ok is far from p and is less useful on estimating 0,%. In
the proof of Lemma 2, we quantify the decaying rate of information w.r.t. k.

We first introduce several notations for convenience. For v € W, ok, let T,, = (V,,, W,,, E,,) be the subtree
rooted from w including all the offsprings of w in tree G, 2. Note that T, = G\ 2r. We let OW,, C W, o4
denote the subset of worker on the leaves in T, and let A, := {4;, : (i,v) € E,}. Since each worker u’s o2
is a binary random variable, we define a function s, : § — {+1, —1} for the given 52 as follows:

su(o

2) _ +1 ifo2 =52
Y -1 ife? #£62.

It is enough to show
Epo [[Plsy(02) = +11 Ay ok, 0B, | — Blsp(02) = +1] Apn]|| < 27 (28)
since for each u € W, Plo2 = 0}] = P[o2 = 03] = 1.
To do so, we first define
Xu:=2P[su(03) = +1|Ay] =1, and Y, :=2P[s.(0}) = +1] Ay, 05y,] — 1
so that we have
]P[sp(ai) = +1[Ap 2k, Ugwp} - ]P[S,o(aﬁ) = +1]| Am?k}‘ = % | X, —Y,l.

Using the above definitions of X, and Y, and noting |X, — Y,| < 2, it is enough to show that for given
non-leaf worker u € W, \ 0W,,,

1
Es: [|Xu - Ya]] < o] UE%;UE&Q [| X0 — Vo] (29)
where we let 9%u denote the set of grandchildren of w in T,.

To do so, we study certain recursions describing relations among X and Y. For notational convenience, we
+ - :
define g, and g;,, as follows:

1+ s,(0?)X,
GXosd)= Y Gl [ S

UﬁiESMi:af:&ﬁ VEDy 1
1+ s,(0?)X
- . — /2 v\Yy v
Jiu(Xous Ai) = > Ci(Ai o) 11 —
UﬁiESMiio'f?é&ﬁ VEDy, T
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where we may omit A; in the argument of g and g;, if A; is clear from the context. Recalling the factor form
of the joint probability of o2, i.e., and using Bayes’ theorem with the fact that P[s,(02) = +1| A,] = %
and some calculus, it is not hard to check
91X, Ai) x P [su(00) = +1] Ai, Xo,i] (30)
From the above, it is straightforward to check that
Xu = hu (Xé)zu)
[licou 98(Xo,i) + [icou 9in(Xo,4)

where we let Ou be the task set of all the children of worker u and 9,7 be the worker set of all the children
of i in tree T,. Similarly, we also have

Yy = hy(Yazy) -

For simplicity, we now pick an arbitrary worker v € W, which is neither the root nor a leaf, i.e., u ¢ OW,
and u # p, so that |9%u| = (¢ — 1)(r — 1). It is enough to show (29) for only u. To do so, we will use
the mean value theorem. We first obtain a bound on the gradient of h,(z) for x € [—1,1]82“. Define
98 (@) == TLicou 9in(@a,:) and g5 (2) := [1;c 9y 9iu(o,:)- Using basic calculus, we obtain that for v € 0,1,

Ohy o 0 g;r*g;
8$v 8%, g{f + gu

2 ( _Jga4 _ +agu>
(g + gu)?

gu axv gu axv

_ 2989, (1 8gi 1 09
(g +9u)? \gf, Oxu g5, Oy )

Using the fact that for z € [—1, 1}82“, both g” and g are positive, it is not hard to show that

+ — —
5 S\ (33)
(g +9u)? ~ \ gu
We note here that one can replace g,, /g with g, /g,; in the upper bound. However, in our analysis, we use
(33) since we will take the conditional expectation Ez2z which takes the randomness of A generated by the
condition 02 = 52. Hence X, and Y, will be closer to 1 than —1 thus g, /g, will be a tighter upper bound
than g /g, .

From (33), it follows that for z € [—1, 1]82“ and v € 0,1,

Ohu 95u(T0,5)
87(33) < |guo(Ta,i)] H 173
v seou: gz \ Jju(T0us)

where we define

) 90 (®a,) 1 9g} (za,:) 1 g, (x,:)
Guw (xaui) = 2 + + R .
9 (To,i) \gi,(za,i)  Oxy 9iu(T0,i) 0Ty

Further, we make the bound independent of zp,; € [~1,1]% by taking the maximum of |g’,, (za,;)], i-e.,

900,53 Aj)
97 (0,55 Aj)

‘8hu )

o, (1‘)‘ < ni(A;) H

jEOU jH£i
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where we define

i Al = max ww ZaA’L .

1i(Aq) L Guo(T0,i3 Ai)

Now we apply the mean value theorem with (34) to bound | X, — Yy| = |hu(Xa24) — ha(Ya24)| by | Xy — Y|
of v € §%u. It follows that for given Xg2, and Yz, there exists A’ € [0,1] such that

Oh,,
SN X = Yol |5 (W Xoey + (1= N)Yaey,)

[ Xu = Yul = |hu(Xo2) — hu(Yo2u)|
e
1EQU VEDy T

(A . Y 'y
< Z Z |XU_YU‘77i(Ai) H max gju( Xa“]Jr(l )Yaujv J) . (35)

+ AL
i€OuveD, i sedugp MO |\ 97 (A Ko, + (1= A)Yo, ;5 4)

where for the first and last inequalities, we use the mean value theorem and (34), respectively. We note that
each term in an element of the summation in the RHS of (35) is independent to each other. Thus, it follows
that

Es2 [| Xy — Yal]

< Es — ;
> > Eer Xy~ Vi[|Be [ni(A)] [ Ese Lxg%x Tju(AXa,; + (1 = \)Ya,;) (36)
1EQU VED, L JEOu:jF#L

where we define function I'y, (g, :; A;) for given x5 ; € [~1,1]% as follows:

i (Ta,is As
Liu(za,i) = 7g+( : ) )
9iu (0,05 Ai)

2 5 2
max < 20 min-

Ly
o2 o2 )2 o2 ’

max min max

Note that the assumption on 02, and o2, ie., 02, +¢ < o> This implies

Hence, for constant £ and € > 0, it is not hard to check that there is a finite constant n with respect to r
such that

max Eg2[n;(4;)] < n < o0 (37)

where 1 may depend on only ¢, 02, , and 02,

min?
In addition, we also obtain a bound of the last term of (36), when r is sufficiently large, in the following
lemma whose proof is presented in Section C.3.

Lemma 3. For given 63, € SMi and u € M;, let o, € SMi be the set of 512 such that 62 # /2 and

Gy =067 for allv € M; \ {u}. Then, there exists a constant Cj _ such that for any r > Cj _,

Amin
Es2 | max qu()\Xaul + (1 - /\)Yaui) < 1—— < 1,
A€E[0,1] 2

where we let Ani, be the square of the minimum Hellinger distance between the conditional densities of A;

given two different aﬁ% and aﬁ, i.e.,

Amin = A}HIH (fA |a';»21 afA |0’”2) > 0.
o'M ,UM eSMi:o2#0!2 FveM;
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Using the above lemma, we can find a sufficiently large constant Cy . > Cé,e such that if |Ou| =r > Cj .,

Cp -2
[[ Ea [max Tju(AXo,; + (1= NYa,5)| <0(1— tumin) 2
. . A€[0,1]
jEOujF#~L

< 1 < 1

T2l —-1)(Cre—1) T 2(—-1)(r—1)

which implies (29) with (36) and completes the proof of Lemma 2.

C.3 Proof of Lemma 3

We first obtain a bound on X, and Y, for v € J,i. Noting that v is a non-leaf node in G, o5 and |0v| = r—1,
Lemma 1 directly provides

N 1- X, 2
Egz2 [P[a?) # 52 |Av,2k]] = Ez [ 5 } < 4dexp (—W(r— 1)) .

max

Using Markov inequality for % > 0, it is easy to check that for any § > 0,

P2 [X, <1-0] < §exp (—W(r - 1)) . (38)

max

Note that

4 exp (—W(r - 1)) > Es [Plo? # 62| Au]

max

> E; []P)[CT?; 7£ &g‘AwA*UH = Ea [I_QYU] '

Hence, we have the same bound in (38) for Y, i.e.,

8 g
52 — < = —_—— — .
Ps2 [V, <1—-0] < 5 &P ( 88z 1 1)o? (r 1)>

max

, similarly to (37), we can find finite constants n’ and

:| < 77//.

Using the assumption that o2, +¢ < o2, < 202,

max R
Oyt
b

7'’ with respect to r such that for all x € [0, 1]

(“)Fw(:v)

max Bz [[Tiu(z)]] < 7', and maxEs. H

Then, it follows that for given § > 0,

. TinAXs i 4+ (1= \)Ya ;
52 Lrg[gﬁ} (AXa,i + ( )Y, )}

<(1-Ps[X,>1—-0dand Y, >1—0, Yo € 9yi]) max Ez2[[u(x)]+ max Ez2[[y,(x)]

z€[—1,1]%u1 z€[1-4,1]0u?
< ( D PaalX, <1-6]+PplV, <1- 5]) max  Ez2[Dy(2)] + max  Esz [Ty (2)] (39)
) r€[—1,1]%w r€[l—e,1]%i
VEDy 1
<r ’§ex —L(r— 1) ]+ max Ez[[(x)] (40)
=T s exXp 8(8s + 1)o2,,. vellogjoin 2L
<r ’§ex —L(r —1) ) + 60" + Ez2[Tiu(1a,:)] (41)
—= ’r] (5 p 8(85+ 1)0_r2nax T} 52 U dul
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where for (39), (40), and (41), we use the union bound, (38), and the mean value theorem, respectively.
We will show there exists constant A such that Ez2[T';,(1s,:)] < 1— A, since the first term in (41) is
exponentially decreasing with respect to r thus there exists a constant C; _ such that for r > Cj _,

E;2 [max Fin(AXs,: + (1 — )\)Yaui) < 1- é .
A€[0,1] 2

Recalling the property of g; and g;, in (30) and (31), it directly follows that
Eg2[liu(10,4)]

REXM;
=12

i|o? =52 2 _
:/ faulos o2, = 33,0 P P = P e 2 0]
RAXM; il M; M; fAi [-rz | 0-12\41' — 5-%/[1] i

=0 | g2 — 52 2 _ =2 .
/]RdXIVI \/fA i | UM =3 i]\/fAi [ |UM¢\{u} = OMi\{uy Tu = 62 dz; .
For notational simpllclty, we define
~2 =2 ~ ‘
B0, 0r,) = /]RdxM \/fA [wi |0y, = 531, \/fA (@i 1 o8 fuy = b\ u)> O = 0] di -

Then QA(UM ,67%) is equal to the square of the Hellinger distance H between the conditional densities of

A; given o3, = 63, and 03, =675, Le.,

A(G3y,,00,) = HQ(fAi\Er?VI_vaH&ﬁ) > 0.

This implies A(63,,,67;,) > 0 and taking the minimum A, we complete the proof of Lemma 3.

Il
Q

iwlo,is Ai = 2
12\4] gf( % - 736) dx;
9iu(Lo,is Ai = i)

Q

C.4 Proof of inequality (10)

Noting that ﬂBI

as follows:

(k) (A) is the weighted sum of fi;(A;, o, ) as described in (7), we can rewrite ||/:L:—3I(k) (A)— ;|3

A7) = a3 = S0 (iAo — ) T (i Aiy 042) — i) b (o2 ) (042 .

"2
JM IM;

Hence, usmg Cauchy—Schwarz inequality for random variables for the summation over all O’M ,UK} e St
except o7 F 72 a1, it follows that

15" ) ] < B [l (46, 530) ~ 5] +3° 3 oo [0kt o))

2
"X{ 760-M

\/ [((m(Az,a ) =) (A o) m))z] (42)

Noting that the conditional density of X = (f1;(A;, 53, ) — ) given 0% = 62 is identical to ¢(X |0,07(53,,)),
it follows that

Ese ||| (i (4::6%,) = mi)|ly] = do2(53,) - (43)

To complete the proof of (10), we hence obtain an upper bound of the last term in the RHS of (42). For
2

any aﬁ\%[i € SMi | the conditional density of the random vector ji;(A;, aﬁi) — u; conditioned on 02 = &2 is

identical to
2/ 12 2 1 NZ
0, (O’ (O’M ﬁ + Z ﬁ .

ueM,; Y

fmA ol2 1) ul[x|0252]¢<$
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e sMy

Using this with some linear algebra, it is straightforward to check that for all o/

2
2 (1 52
Ese [|17(As, 0%7,) — mill3] = @+@Q wﬁ»(ﬂ+§ng>
ueM,; ¥
2
1 + Z ;
T2 u i ol%
—d2+d) eM; o7 i
(717 + Zuel\/li ,714;)
2
—|—£ Tpax
<d(2+d) i 5
(o)
2. <o2<al,. forany1<s<5. Using
12 c SM,;
M; 5

where for the last inequality, we use the fact that |M;| = ¢ and o
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality with the above bound, it is not hard to check that for any o M , O

Es [((ui(Ai,aﬁéi) — i) (alAi0f}) — ”i)ﬂ

< Eor [|li(4is 0f3,) — il | (Ai, 072 — ]

oo [HMAmm sl Ity ]

<
2
&t
< A2+ d) an_ (44)
(orit)
Combining (42), (43) and (44), we have
1y 502'
« _2/~ 2 ol 2
<ﬁ =+ ggfnin) JXIZ ‘TM #UM
(45)

Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Jensen’s inequality sequentially, it follows that
1 1/4

> 3 (oltenmen)]) sT 3 (E[oten]) " @ o))
Ry 1/4

> (e [0k ) | | X (e [00eR0)])

12
IM;

12 52
I, 7£O.]Wi
1/4

1/4

> B [(00))] > Es [(0F(052)) ]

<
UM 7’5‘71\/1 UXIz
1/4 1/4
<| > Ee[bf(of,)] ZEU2 [bE (042
Uﬁﬂé&?\/[i //2
= (1-Eq b3
i >0 U?wi) <1

where for the last inequality and the last equality, we use the fact that b is normalized, i.e., 0 < b¥(
b¥ (03, ) = 1. This completes the proof of (10) with (45).

and ZUJQM
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C.5 Proof of Inequality (15)
We start with rewriting the difference between MSE’s of ,&fa (A) and uBI( )(A) for 7 € V as follows:

1A (4) = e 3 = 1AE)(4) — por3
= > (Plod, =R 1A cBw POk = ofF (A oBy L, ) - DR bR (oRE))

12 12 £
Nt O Ny €S

x (i (Ary 0 ) = r) | (e (Ar,0%2) = pir)

Then, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for random variables X and Y, i.e., |E[XY]| < /E[X2|E[Y?], we
have

E [(MSE(a2°™)(4)) - MSE(RZ1¢)(4))) ]

2
< Z E {(]P)[J?\/[ :UM |A UaW 2k+1]IP[ %4 *UK/% |A UdW 2k+1]7bk( )bk( "2 )) }

2 2 ’
o, TN, €S

B[ (et =)o) - )]

which completes the proof of (15) with (44).
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