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Abstract

Humans and other intelligent agents often rely on collective decision making based
on an intuition that groups outperform individuals. However, at present, we lack a
complete theoretical understanding of when groups perform better. Here we exam-
ine performance in collective decision-making in the context of a real-world citizen
science task environment in which individuals with manipulated differences in task-
relevant training collaborated. We find 1) dyads gradually improve in performance
but do not experience a collective benefit compared to individuals in most situations;
2) the cost of coordination to efficiency and speed that results when switching to a
dyadic context after training individually is consistently larger than the leverage of
having a partner, even if they are expertly trained in that task; and 3) on the most
complex tasks having an additional expert in the dyad who is adequately trained
improves accuracy. These findings highlight that the extent of training received by
an individual, the complexity of the task at hand, and the desired performance in-
dicator are all critical factors that need to be accounted for when weighing up the
benefits of collective decision-making.
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Significance statement

Collaboration is one of the fundamental processes in humans’ social lives. With
the invention of digital communication technologies designed to further facilitate
collaboration, identifying the keys to successful collaborations is more desirable than
ever. Previous work in this area consists primarily of lab experiments and therefore

suffers from a lack of generalizability. In this work, we utilize a real world citizen



science platform to run experiments with subjects recruited from a diverse pool of
non-expert participants. We show that when the task is complex, making decisions
as an individual can be better than joint decision-making in dyads, particularly
where coordination requires time and effort. Our work can inform the design of

collaboration platforms and advance the science of teamwork.

Introduction

Intelligent agents, be they natural or artificial, constantly have to make decisions to
solve complex problems. Humans are no exception; decision-making is omnipresent
in socioeconomic life, occurring in households, classrooms and, increasingly, online
(Tsvetkova et al., |2016). The common belief is that group decisions are superior
to decisions made by individuals. The proverb “two heads are better than one”
captures the intuition that two (or more) people working together are indeed more
likely to come to a better decision than they would if working alone (Bahrami
et al. 2010; [Koriat} [2012). To test this notion empirically, we experimentally study
collective image classification tasks using the real-world task environment of a citizen
science project, where participants classified pictures of wildlife, taken as part of a
conservation effort, as accurately and quickly as possible.

Our study focuses on dyadic interaction and was designed to reveal to what
extent task complexity and variation in learned expertise influence the accuracy of
classifications. We ask three core questions: whether and when dyads perform better
than an average individual, whether dyads with similar training perform better than
dyads with different training, and how performance is mediated by the complexity
of the task.

Surprisingly, we find little support for two heads being more accurate than one
except for the most complex tasks, for which having an additional expert significantly
improves performance upon that of non-experts. Our results show that pairs of
individuals gradually improve in performance as they work together but tend not

to experience a collective benefit compared to individuals working alone; rather, the



cost of coordination to efficiency and speed is consistently larger than the leverage of
having a partner, even if they are expertly trained. These findings highlight that the
extent of training received by an individual, the complexity of the task at hand, and
the desired performance outcome are all critical factors that need to be accounted
for when weighing up the benefits of collective decision-making.

Our findings stand in stark contrast to a vast literature of research on decision-
making showing that groups usually make better decisions than individuals; most
of that research considers groups with more than two members. Beginning with
the discovery of judgment feats achieved by large numbers of people, classically in
point estimation tasks like guessing the weight of an animal (Galton, [1907), the
idea of the “wisdom of the crowd” (Surowiecki, 2004) has become a prominent
example. Building on other cases from stock markets, political elections, and quiz
shows, evidence from other guessing tasks and problem-solving experiments (Kerr
and Tindale, 2004; |Grasso and Convertino, 2012) shows that the aggregate of many
people’s estimates often tend to be closer to the true value than all of the separate
individuals.

Recent examples of research on the wisdom of the crowd include answering
general-knowledge questions (Navajas et al. [2018)) and estimating political events
(Becker et al., [2019). Yet, while some have found the effect holds for higher-
dimensional tasks involving spatial reasoning and combinatorial problems such as
the traveling salesman task (Yi et al.l [2012)), in general, most are different to our
study as they nevertheless continue to rely on numeric judgment tasks, such as
dot estimation (Almaatouq et al. 2020). This difference in task context means
most studies have focused simply on understanding the collective decision making
through the pooling of personal information, often via simple averaging.

Importantly, as studies have turned their attention to understanding what deter-
mines the performance advantage of collective decision-making, they have reached

divergent conclusions on the importance of (i) diversity, in terms of individual team



member attributes (Hong and Pagel 2004; |De Oliveira and Nisbett|, [2018); (ii) group

size and structure (Galesic et al., 2018; Navajas et al., 2018)); (iii) incentive schemes

(Mann and Helbing} [2017)); (iv) the nature of the task, also referred to as the “task

context” (used henceforth) or “task environment” (Mata et al., 2012); and, perhaps

most contentiously, (v) the role of social influence, that is, whether interaction un-

dermines (Lorenz et al., 2011} Muchnik et al., [2013)) or improves (Becker et al., 2019;

2011)) collective performance.

With respect to pairs of individuals (dyads)—the most elementary social unit

(Kozlowski and Bell, 2013) and focus of this paper—related recent experimental

studies have tended to examine the role played by (1) individual confidence (Koriat,

2012; Bang et al., 2014)) and (2) argument quality (Trouche et al., [2014) in deter-

mining the success of collective decision-making. When taking others’ opinions into

account on various numerical estimation tasks, studies have shown that people are

known to rely on a ‘confidence heuristic’ (Yaniv and Milyavsky, 2007)) such that

more confident opinions tend to weigh more. For instance, has shown
that in the case of perceptual or even general knowledge questions, the outcome
of group discussion can be emulated by aggregating the individual judgments of
the group members weighed by their confidence. Meanwhile, studies of intellective
tasks, problems or decisions for which there exists a demonstrably correct answer
within a verbal or mathematical conceptual system, have focused on the idea that

arguments, more than confidence, explain the good performance of reasoning groups

(Trouche et al. 2014). Blanchard et al| (2020) report that decision outcomes im-

proved when people act in dyads compared with acting individuals to complete a
general-knowledge test.

Recent studies have reported on other challenges in dyadic collaboration. The
dyad members can suffer from an egocentric preference for personal information and

fail to reap collective benefits by not listening to their expert counterparts

and Milyavsky], |2007; Tump et al., [2018)). Similarly, pairs may underperform due to




people’s tendency to give equal weight to others’ opinions (Mahmoodi et al., [2015)).
Finally, individuals experience a collective benefit only when dyad members have
similar levels of expertise and training, as this ensures members accurately convey
the strength of their belief and the dyad can reliably choose the best strategy (Bang
et al., 2017, 2014).

Based on the observation that such critical agent characteristics, particularly the
relevance of prior personal knowledge (i.e. expertise), are not randomly distributed,
our work builds on this line of work by directly operationalizing differences in the ex-
tent of task-relevant training between interacting individuals—in contrast to studies
which have relied on proxies for fixed differences in decision experience and ability
(Sella et al., 2018)).

Crucially, most prior studies typically provide participants with immediate feed-
back, alongside treating collective benefit as a static event. However, this fails to take
into account that actual human pairs often have to perform tasks under uncertainty,
whilst simultaneously benefiting from continued individual and social learning. The
present study narrows the gap between experimental control and realistic settings by
examining collective decision-making in the context of an established citizen science
task—something that has not hitherto been tried for large-scale image classification

platforms.

Study Design

The Wildcam Gorongosa task

In the experiment, participants had a set amount of time to classify pictures taken
by motion-detecting camera traps in Gorongosa National Park in Mozambique as
part of a wildlife conservation effort (the trail cameras are designed to automatically
take a photo when an animal moves in front of them). Specifically, we instructed

participants, physically present in the lab and seated in front of a computer moni-



tor, to use the Wildcam Gorongosa website, hosted by The Zooniverse!, the world’s
largest online platform for citizen science (Cox et al., 2015). To increase the gen-
erality of the findings, the exact number and sequence of images are not controlled
at the individual level, as is the case in many prior studies that have employed
abstract, stylized tasks. Rather, to reflect the real-world nature of the tasks used
in the experiment, we ensured participants classified images in a manner consistent
with the experience of volunteering citizens visiting the Wildcam Gorongosa site.

The Wildcam Gorongosa task consists of five distinct labeling subtasks which
each involve classifying an image with the correct label. Specifically, for each image,
participants in the experiment had to perform the following classifications, listed
in increasing complexity: (1) detecting the presence of the animal(s), (2) counting
how many animals there are, (3) identifying the behaviors exhibited, specifically,
identifying whether the animal(s) is (a) standing, (b) resting, (c) moving, (d) eating,
or (e) interacting (multiple behaviors may be selected), (4) recognizing whether any
young are present, and (5) identifying the species type. The 52 possible species
options include a ‘Nothing here’ button but no ‘I don’t know’ option (see Fig.
for example images and Supplementary Material Figs. S1-S4 for further examples
and screenshots of the online platform and instructions).

Prior work has demonstrated that object recognition is a task that requires
context-dependent knowledge and various facets of our visual intelligence (DiCarlo
et al., [2012); hence, citizen scientists primarily carry out tasks for which human-
based analysis often still exceeds that of machine intelligence (Trouille et al. [2019).
In the present case, the Wildcam Gorongosa task is thus considered suitable for the
purposes of analysis for the following two reasons. First, it has high ecological va-
lidity: as part of an established crowdsourcing platform, a type of “human-machine
network” characteristic of our hyper-connected era (Tsvetkova et al.| [2017)), the site

has engaged over 40,000 volunteers to date (Wildcam Gorongosal, 2020). Given the

"https://www.zooniverse.org/projects/zooniverse/wildcam-gorongosa.
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Figure 1: Experimental design. (A) Examples of the experimental task and illustra-
tion of the difference between the set of images seen in the general versus the targeted
training condition. Instances of images classified in the testing stage are also provided. (B)
Sequential schema of events in the Experiment. In the training stage, 17 every participant
classified images individually. In the testing stage T5, participants were additionally as-
signed to either an individual or dyad condition. Wildcam Gorongosa imagery is reprinted
under a CC BY 4.0 license with permission.

abundance of situations in everyday life where immediate outcomes are difficult,
sometimes even impossible, to establish, the task can also be generealized to other
contexts in that no feedback was provided to participants. Second, identifying var-
ious features in camera trap wildlife images is sufficiently difficult (Norouzzadeh
et all [2018) that it offers the possibility of collaborative benefits, especially when

dyad members have received similar training for identifying particular features.

We operationalize task complexity experimentally by varying the number of in-



formation cues that subjects consider(De Cesarei et al., [2017;|Groen et al.; 2018). In
particular, as our definition means the complexity of each subtask is based upon the
number of visual information cues that must be processed in order to succeed in the
task, identifying the species is considered the most complex because it is expected
to require processing the most inputs (Swanson et al., 2016} [Parrish et al., 2018)).
Whilst this conceptualization diverges from classical organizational behavior def-
initions (Wood, 1986; Hackman, |1969), which also consider the actor doing the task,
the task context, and the behavioral pattern required to perform the task, it has
parallels with the notion of ‘component complexity’, part of the original frame-
work proposed by Wood (1986). We thus nevertheless retain the original label
‘task complexity‘ because our definition retains a connection to the original con-
cept. Differences in learned expertise are meanwhile operationalized as differences
in task-relevant training, which is taken to be the main way to facilitate the acquisi-
tion, enhance retention, and promote the transfer of relevant knowledge to contexts

not encountered during training (Healy et al., 2014]).

Experimental Procedure

The experiment was divided into a training and a testing stage (77 = 30 min and
Ty = 45 min). A training stage was required in order to ensure select participants
could receive task-relevant training and build up greater expert knowledge in per-
forming the task at hand; this in turn ensured mixed-skill dyads could be formed
for the testing stage where one member (the ‘expert’) has higher learned expertise.
The length of the training stage was determined by analyzing pre-existing citizen
scientist-generated data for the Wildcam Gorongosa task. In particular, we an-
alyzed the ‘learning trajectories’ of users, and changes in performance over time,
to determine the average saturation time point, defined as the point after which
the majority of users no longer improve. As depicted in Fig. 2 most users who

classified the first image correctly (incorrectly) made an incorrect (correct) classifi-
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Figure 2: Individual learning trajectories of citizen scientists. Trajectories are
defined as the change in the proportion of correct classifications averaged across each of
the five Wildcam Gorongosa tasks relative to the number of classifications made. Each
learning trajectory is for an individual volunteer citizen scientist who accessed the Wildcam
Gorongosa site prior to the time of the experiment. Note the logarithmic scale on the x-
axis, hence for a small number of classifications, the curves take exotic shapes.

cation within 10 classifications; only a small subset maintained their winning (losing)
streak. After determining the average number of classifications an individual made
before no longer experiencing an increase in the proportion of classifications clas-
sified correctly and multiplying this count by the average time it took to make a
single classification, this was found to be 30 minutes.

For the T} period, participants were randomly assigned to two different training
conditions, ‘General’ and ‘Targeted’, and asked to individually classify a sequence
of approximately 50 images, where the content of the images was varied between
conditions. As T} was designed to provide selective training to participants in the
Targeted treatment condition, the set of images seen by these participants (Targeted
set) consisted of pictures sharing specific features, sampled from a predetermined
subset of all the images available to classify on Wildcam Gorongosa. Specifically,

the Targeted set was restricted to pictures containing antelope species: bushbuck,

duiker, impala, kudu, nyala, oribi, reedbuck, and waterbuck. These animals were



chosen as they look visually similar, share a number of morphological features, and
exhibit similar behaviors, thus making them relatively harder to distinguish (Norouz-
zadeh et al., 2018]). For the General condition, pictures shared less specific features
and were instead sampled from a much broader predetermined subset containing
a more diverse set of animals other than the ones mentioned above which are eas-
ier to distinguish, including baboons, warthogs, and lions, among many others (see
Supplementary Text S2.3.1 for details). The analysis presented below confirms the
effectiveness of this treatment in producing significant differences between different
groups.

T, was designed to assess the effect of differences in task-relevant training as well
as the effect of working alone versus collectively. For this reason, participants were
further randomly assigned to either a ‘Solo” or ‘Dyad’ condition, with participants
in the dyad condition having to make a joint decision by reaching a consensus (as
opposed to voting or relying on an averaging procedure); the dyad members worked
together and one of them was randomly assigned to input decisions on behalf of the
pair. When taking into account the level of training, the experimental procedure
resulted in 2 individual testing conditions, ‘General Solo” and ‘Targeted Solo’, and 3
dyad testing conditions, ‘General Dyad’, ‘Targeted Dyad’, and ‘Mixed Dyad’. The
set of images seen by all participants, regardless of testing condition, thus consisted
of pictures sampled from the Targeted set (see Supplementary Text S2.3.2 for
details). Fig. [I|illustrates the overall experimental design.

Each decision process that we measure can be broken down into two phases: (1)
individual or (in the case of dyads) joint deliberation, deciding what decision to
make, and (2) execution, confirming and inputting the decision using the computer
mouse. Because we consider collective decision-making to be primarily concerned
with the process outcomes of interaction, we are interested in the former phase: how
effectively dyads deliberate (i.e., share social information). In the execution phase,

dyads may be expected to be, at least initially, slower in inputting their decision

10



as they have to coordinate their classification. However, we consider this to have a
negligible impact on their overall performance and expect it to diminish over time
as they learn to coordinate. Instead, we expect their performance to be determined
primarily by how effectively they interact during deliberation, so we do not try to
arbitrarily discount the effect of the execution phase on performance via any type
of weighting.

To measure performance, three metrics were in turn computed for every indi-
vidual or dyad ¢: pace, defined as the number of images classified by ¢ per minute
(referred to as volume when considering the absolute number); accuracy, defined as
the number of correct guesses made by ¢ as a proportion of volume; and efficiency,
defined as the number of correct guesses made by ¢ per minute. These metrics are
chosen as they have been widely used as measures of performance in decision sci-
ence (Maloney, 2002). Except for pace, which is an aggregate measure—and thus
the same across tasks—accuracy and efficiency were computed separately for the

five tasks (see Supplementary Text S3.2 for details).

Results

Fig [3] shows the overall accuracy and efficiency of participants for different tasks.
Tasks vary in their complexity, and therefore in the efficiency and accuracy of clas-
sifications. Based on these results we categorize detection of an animal and animal
count as low complexity tasks and identifying the behavior, recognizing young ani-

mals, and identifying the species as moderate complexity tasks.

The effect of training on classifications

Focusing first on the effect of training on performance across the different tasks of
varying complexity, we assess the difference in performance changes over the course

of the entire experiment where change is relative to an individual’s initial perfor-
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Figure 3: Task complexity mediates performance. Data is combined across
all solo and dyad grouping conditions for the testing stage. The more ‘complex’ the
task, the greater the reduction in average accuracy (A) and average efficiency (B).
The difference in experienced difficulty between the task with the lowest and highest
complexity is very large: the average accuracy score dropped by nearly 50%. Error
bars indicate the 95% confidence intervals.

mance (see Materials and Methods and Details of Analysis in the Supplementary
Information for details). 7 and T3, were separately split into three equally spaced
and non-overlapping time intervals. The average change in performance was then
estimated separately for each interval by computing the difference in performance
compared to the performance of the respective individual(s) in the first interval of
the training stage, which can be thought of as the natural baseline prior to train-

ing. The rationale is that benchmarking against this initial performance allows for

a more precise estimation of whether individual training, interaction (in the case of

dyads) or both provide performance gains (Almaatouq et al., 2021)).

Fig. [4] depicts the results, showing the average change in efficiency across each
of the five Wildcam Gorongosa tasks during the training (77) and testing stage
(T») for participants in the General Solo (Fig. [4A) and Targeted Solo (Fig. [B)

groups. Relative differences in learning rates and performance changes indicate that
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Figure 4: Individual training effectiveness. Performance changes in terms of the
average change in efficiency across each of the five Wildcam Gorongosa tasks during the
training (77) and testing stage (7%) for General Solo (A), individuals who received general
training during 77, and Targeted Solo (B), individuals who received selective training.
The dashed vertical line falling in 75 separates both stages, which each have 3 data points.
Error bars indicate one standard error of the mean.

individual performance is mediated both by the level of training received and the

complexity of the task (Saffell and Matthews, 2003; Mao et al., |2016; Mata et al.,

2012).

Individuals in the General Solo group continuously improve across each task dur-

ing 77, becoming most efficient during the last third of training, as the benefits of
general training gradually subside, before experiencing a sharp decline during the
first phase of testing. Although they are able to recover by the end of T, with
respect to animal detection, count, and behavior—tasks of lower complexity—the
consistency of the decline across tasks indicates that individuals with general train-
ing are initially less efficient when confronted with new task stimuli. In contrast,
individuals in the Targeted Solo group continuously improve upon their 7 perfor-
mance throughout the course of T5, experiencing greater relative gains in efficiency
compared to General Solo for each time interval (Fig. ), suggesting that targeted

training provides consistent accumulative performance benefits.
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Individual versus collective classifications

We now turn to our primary research questions: whether dyads outperform indi-
viduals and how that the performance of dyads depends on task complexity and
individual ability. We analyze differences in performance change during the final
phase of the testing stage, when the benefits of interaction for dyads can best be
separated from additional effects, such as initial improvements in coordination. As a
secondary analysis, we also examine differences over the course of the entire testing
stage; this allows us to see how these changes evolve, which in turn allows us to
detect when and why coordination problems may arise, for instance, as a result of
an initial conceptual shift.

The performance of Mixed Dyads is computed in two ways: using a ‘General
benchmark’ (the performance set by the member with general training) when com-
paring Mixed Dyads to General Solo and General Dyads, and using a ‘Targeted
benchmark’ (the performance set by the member with targeted training) when com-
paring Mixed Dyads to Targeted Solo and Targeted Dyads (see Material and Meth-
ods).

Fig. FJA-B depicts the results for pace during the last time interval of T; for the
species identification task (most complex task), indicating that participants in an
individual condition were on average faster in classifying images belonging to the
test set-regardless of whether or not they received targeted training. Moreover,
only Targeted Dyads and, to a lesser extent, Mixed Dyads still improved in terms
of pace during the final phase; however, both General Dyads and Mixed Dyads
benchmarked against individuals receiving general training saw no or close to no
further improvements on average. Statistical tests of the differences provide further
evidence that participants in the solo conditions outperform participants in the
respective dyad conditions (p < 0.05 for pairwise comparisons; see Supplementary
Material, Sec. S3.3).

Moving on to task-specific performance differences in accuracy and efficiency for

14
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Figure 5: Individual and collective performance. Performance differences between
individuals and dyads for the last third of 75 in terms of the distribution and average
change in pace (A-B), alongside accuracy (C-D) and efficiency (E-F) for the species
identification task, considered the most complex. General Solo individuals are compared to
General Dyads and Mixed Dyads (left panels) and Targeted Solo individuals are compared
to Targeted Dyads and Mixed Dyads (right panels). Error bars indicate one standard error
of the mean. Whiskers are 1.5 times the interquartile range. The solid black line inside
each box indicates the median and the red circles do the mean.

the species identification task, considered the most complex task, General Dyads ex-
perience no interaction benefit. Yet, pairing an individual with general training and

an individual with targeted training strongly counteracts this result: Mixed Dyads
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improve in accuracy by 37% more than General Solo (p=0.036, Cohen’s d,=0.616,
95% CI for Cohen’s d: [0.034, 1.199]) and 55% more than General Dyads (p=0.018,
Cohen’s ds=0.895, 95% CI for Cohen’s d: [0.298, 1.492])—indicating that partici-
pants with general training can improve upon their expected individual performance
by collaborating with a selectively trained partner who can supply task-specific ex-
pertise.

Targeted Solo individuals meanwhile experienced a significantly greater average
improvement in accuracy during the last interval of T, (41%; Fig. ) compared to
Targeted Dyads (24%; p=0.026), and to Mixed Dyads (29%; p=0.134), although to
a less evident extent. As a result, they appear to consistently achieve the greatest
efficiency (Fig. [JJF), albeit only slightly. In contrast, whilst General Solo achieved
greater efficiency compared to General Dyads as a result of increased speed (Fig. ),
achieving 0.78 more classifications per minute (p=0.002, Cohen’s d;=0.934, 95%
CI for Cohen’s d,: [0.322, 1.546]), the slight difference between General Solo and
Mixed Dyads (Fig. ; p=0.557) implies that individuals without selective training
experience a speed advantage when working alone but derive an accuracy benefit
when collaborating with a selectively trained teammate.

Surprisingly, across all other tasks, there was no clear indication of substantive
differences between individuals and dyads in terms of accuracy during the final phase

of testing (see Supplementary Material).

Differences in classifications over time

Fig. |§| and [7| show how accuracy changes over time for different tasks (grouped in
low and medium complexity tasks respectively).

When comparing the change in accuracy over the course of the entire testing
stage, there is no clear indication of significant or consistent differences between
individual and dyads in terms of accuracy for less complex tasks; Fig. [] illustrates

that this holds across the entire testing stage. When comparing changes in accuracy
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Figure 6: Change in Accuracy over time over time. Performance differences
between individuals and dyads over the course of T5 in terms of the average change
in accuracy for low complexity tasks. Error bars indicate one standard error of the
mean.

between General Solo and the respective dyad conditions for the presence of young
task, considered to be of medium complexity (Fig. |f|, a similar pattern can neverthe-
less be observed to changes in accuracy across the species identification task; notably,
individuals and dyads both fail to experience any accuracy improvements. Moreover,
when comparing Targeted Solo and the respective dyads conditions, Mixed Dyads
appear to experience the greatest improvements in accuracy during the first two
intervals of T5. However, the slight variations suggest that tasks of low complexity
are most probably too simplistic for practically relevant performance differences to
emerge.

A decline is to be expected given the coordination issue, the extent of the decrease

in performance experienced by dyads depends on the distribution of expertise among
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Figure 7: Change in Accuracy over time over time. Performance differences
between individuals and dyads over the course of T5 in terms of the average change
in accuracy for medium complexity tasks. Error bars indicate one standard error of
the mean.

dyad members and has a different effect depending on this distribution. As seen in
Fig. [§, whilst General Dyads and Mixed Dyads unsurprisingly undergo a decline
in accuracy, pace and consequently efficiency, Targeted Dyads and Mixed Dyads
only experience a fall in pace but not accuracy, hence the slight dip in efficiency

during the first time interval of Ty (Fig. ) is primarily the result of classifying
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images more slowly. More specifically, individuals and dyads with general training
experienced a reduction in accuracy during the first interval of T, 12% and 13%,
respectively.

Although both groups on average still gradually improved over time, they do not
manage to recover to the performance benchmark set by General Solo during the first
phase of training. As a consequence, the finding that General Dyads experience no
interaction benefit at all remains consistent beyond the initial phase of testing. The
observation that pairing an individual with general training and an individual with
targeted training causes this decline is meanwhile consistently strong but becomes
most pronounced in the final time interval. This not only implies that participants
with general training can improve upon their expected individual performance by
collaborating with a selectively trained partner but further suggests that the greatest
interaction benefits among dyads with mixed expertise occur after overcoming initial
coordination issues.

Regarding efficiency, Targeted Solo individuals appear to consistently achieve the
greatest performance gains, as compared to Targeted Dyads and Mixed Dyads, albeit
only slightly. In contrast, whilst General Solo achieved greater efficiency compared
to General Dyads as a result of increased speed reflected in pace (p=0.018), the
slight difference between General Solo and Mixed Dyads (p=0.557) implies that
individuals without selective training experience a speed advantage when working
alone but derive an accuracy benefit when collaborating with a selectively trained
teammate (see also Supplementary Material Fig. S7, which shows that using different

time intervals does not significantly change any of the reported findings).

Discussion

Our findings, in contrast to empirical studies of larger groups, demonstrate that

the benefits of dyads are contingent. On the one hand, the stepwise performance
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Figure 8: Change in pace over time. Differences between individuals and dyads
over the course of T, in terms of the pace of task completion. Error bars indicate
one standard error of the mean.

improvements experienced by dyads in terms of pace and accuracy for the species

identification task are consistent with prior studies showing that collective perfor-

mance increases gradually for complex tasks in the absence of feedback (Bahrami

et all [2012; Mao et all 2016). On the other, these findings imply that switching

to a dyadic context for a task after training in an individual context in most cases
creates a coordination problem that hurts performance.

Although the observation that dyads do not consistently experience a collective
benefit across tasks goes against prior results that indicate an interaction benefit in

the context of low-level visual enumeration and numeric estimation tasks (Koriat),

2015; [Wahn et al 2018), this finding is nevertheless in line with literature that

has found no pair advantage when the task context consists of general knowledge-

based tests involving discrete choice decisions (Schuldt et al., 2017; Blanchard et al.,
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2020). This underscores the extent to which performance greatly depends on over-
coming any initial coordination issues and the task context. Whilst some previous
studies have suggested that individuals outperform dyads due to faster skill acquisi-
tion (Crook and Beier| 2010), the greater accuracy gains achieved by Mixed Dyads
when compared to General Dyads and General Solo for the species identification
task shows that, at least for complex tasks, this may further depend on the level
of task-relevant training among dyad members. Additionally, Our results highlight
that task-relevant training, particularly targeted training, provides significant per-
formance improvements, regardless of working individually or in a pair.

Our work stresses that existing experiments and theories of collective decision-
making, such as the “confidence matching” model stating that only pairs similar in
skill or social sensitivity experience a collective benefit (Bang et al. 2017), do not
adequately stipulate if, and under what conditions, dyads will outperform individu-
als.

The immediate contribution of this study is to demonstrate that in the context of
a real-world task context, namely, Zooniverse’s Wildcam Gorongosa citizen science
project, the heads of two experts, understood here as individuals with targeted
training, are not always better than one. Rather, one expert is more efficient than
two experts or a mixed ability dyad, indicating that the cost of coordination to
efficiency is consistently larger than the leverage of having a partner—even if that
partner is also specially trained for the task at hand.

Moreover, we also show that a non-expert, an individual with basic training,
works faster than a dyad, even if one of the dyad members is an expert, thereby
giving further support to the theory that dyads face a coordination problem which
costs time and suggesting that individuals exert less effort when working in a pair.
However, when it comes to accuracy in the most complex task, having one ex-
pert in a dyad significantly improves performance compared to that of individual

non-experts or dyads of non-experts; importantly, two expertly trained individuals
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working together do not appear to be more accurate than one. This suggests inter-

action, whereby dyads are allowed to exchange personal information, may inherently

give rise to as-of-yet unexplored psychological biases that hurt performance, even

when there is equality in the distribution of knowledge.

To explain our findings we theorize the following scenarios:

(a)

Process losses due to social dynamics: our findings are in line with lit-
erature that has found no pair advantage when the task context consists of
general knowledge-based tests involving discrete choice decisions. Theories of
social dynamics that could help explain why this is the case, relate to the “pro-
cess losses” that can plague group settings (e.g., groupthink). One possible
explanation for the differential gains in confidence observed across dyad types
is with regard to the ability of group settings to reduce individual feelings of
uncertainty. Social comparison theory (Festinger, |1954) posits that individu-
als are motivated to assess the validity of their opinions by comparing them
to those held by others, in the absence of other non-social, “physical” means
for doing so. Social comparison processes are thus more likely to operate in
groups performing tasks that are more judgmental, as compared with intel-
lective, in nature (Laughlin and Earley, |1982), as when individuals in a jury
scenario adopt a higher threshold for finding a suspect guilty (“beyond a rea-
sonable doubt”) after participating in a group discussion (Magnussen et al.,

2014; |Schuldt et al., 2017).

Overconfidence/equality bias: overconfident (but inaccurate) people con-
vince less confident (but accurate) people to change their opinions towards the
wrong decision; this idea is regularly invoked in the field of collective decision
making and is advanced, for instance, by Valeriani et al. (2017). |Blanchard
et al.| (2020), for instance, argue that overconfidence may be responsible for the
failure to improve group decisions, as they find that, on average, dyads became

more confident than individuals despite no increase in accuracy. The reasons
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they give to explain this, relate to the metacognitive constructs (i.e., trait-
confidence and bias), that is, the presence of one cautious individual (i.e. lower
trait-confidence and underconfident) may cause unjustified increases in con-
fidence di-played by dyads composed of overconfident and potentially higher
trait-confidence individuals. In a different but related vein, Mahmoodi et al.
(2015) argue that the reason individuals in a dyad weigh each others’ opin-
ions equally, even if one individual is unjustly confident, is because there is an
“equality bias” across cultures, meaning when making decisions together we
tend to give everyone an equal chance to voice their opinion. In our experi-
ment, this may be especially useful for explaining why mixed dyads performed

poorly.

Insufficient time for discussion/social learning theory: in our experi-
ments time was also a practical constraint. The time pressure of completing
the task in a 45-minute window meant dyads failed to properly discuss and
instead the more confident /dominant individual was able to push their opinion
through more easily. The more theoretical reason that we could use to explain
why time matters, relates to social learning theory (see, e.g., [Toyokawa et al.
(2019)—*learning that is facilitated by observation of, or interaction with, an-
other individual or its products, is known as ‘social learning’ (Kendal et al.,
2018). Despite the positive connotation of the term learning, another face of
social learning is herding effects where the collective decision gradually moves

toward a less optimal solution (Vives, 1996).

In a situation where a general manager is deciding whether or not to rely on

a qualified expert or a pair of untrained team members for solving various tasks

effectively, the results of the present study would suggest that, at least for complex

classification tasks, overall performance can be maximized by relying on a pool of

expertly trained individuals working alone. Similarly, if the speed at which the

decision needs to be made is key, it is also best to rely on individuals working
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alone. Yet, if accuracy carries more practical importance than productivity, and it
is not possible to provide specialized training, then recruiting experts and building
mixed-ability teams may be the most effective.

Providing specialized individual training to all or at least some workers and rely-
ing on group work only when accuracy matters may be the most effective strategy,
whilst relying on a dyad of trained experts will likely represent a waste of resources,
as it does not provide any additional performance gains. Taken together, these re-
sults both complement prior findings (Schuldt et al.. [2017; [Bahrami et al., [2012)
and provide new insights, highlighting that the extent of training received by an in-
dividual, the complexity of the task at hand, and the desired performance outcome
are all critical factors that need to be accounted for when weighing up the benefits
of collective decision-making.

Despite the fact that collective decision-making has been studied extensively
(Heath and Gonzalez, 1995; Bose et al., 2017)), prior studies have relied mostly on
artificial or comparatively simple tasks (e.g. number line or dot estimation), which
do not reflect the nature of human interaction in daily life nor account for the
uncertainty and limited task-relevant knowledge that individuals often posses (see
Supplementary Material Fig. S8A, which demonstrates that, in the present case,
86% of participants had close to none, basic, or average zoology knowledge and zero
had any expertise). The Wildcam Gorongosa task studied here, however, is not
only an established citizen science challenge engaging thousands of participants but
a task that shares significant features with other forms of online collaboration and
information processing activities more broadly, given it requires both perceptual
ability and general knowledge. Thus, it can be expected that the present results can
be generalized to similar environments where collaboration may be substituted or
complemented with specialized training to improve outcomes.

The finding that individuals and dyads with similar training do not perform sig-

nificantly differently suggests that the pair advantage observed in highly controlled
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experimental studies employing one-dimensional tasks may be less observable in
many multi-dimensional contexts. Yet, given some remaining shortcomings, this
study also provides building blocks for future research that can help resolve some of
the gaps in our understanding of the relationship between task complexity and the
performance benefits experienced by interacting individuals.

A limitation of this study is the fact that only one type of task context was stud-
ied. Nevertheless, by focusing on a real-world task and advocating for a “solution-
oriented” approach (Watts, 2017), we hope that our approach will inspire further
research in computational social science on decision-making using externally valid
domain-general task contexts. Moreover, we note that the use of a preexisting cit-
izen science task resulted in a significant proportion of participants reporting an
interest in contributing further to citizen science, independent from working alone
or in a dyad (see Supplementary Material Fig. S9 which shows that 68% of partici-
pants reported it as either somewhat or extremely likely that they would contribute
to citizen science in the long term), thereby demonstrating the additional bene-
fit to adopting such a task, that is, engaging participants as well as advance our
understanding of collective decision-making.

We believe our study will spur further experimental research using citizen science
platforms; we especially encourage researchers to build on our task complexity def-
inition and develop a standardized framework to enable reliable comparisons across
citizen science task environments. In the context of collective decision-making re-
search, in particular, when considering individuals with similar expertise who dis-
agree, future studies will advance our understanding of the value of deliberation.
Such studies might also vary the time that individuals and groups have to make
classifications. Another way of improving on this work is to consider and monitor
different strategies that team members take or the difference in features on which
they base their decisions. Alignment or misalignment between these could signifi-

cantly influence team performance.
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Finally, we welcome recent calls for the field to take greater inspiration from ani-
mal research (O’Bryan et al., 2020) and for researchers to consider how technologies
and machines affect human interaction in online collaborative tasks (Rahwan et al.,
2020) as additional avenues of research to explore and further advance our collective

knowledge of collective intelligence.

Materials and Methods

This study was reviewed and approved by the Oxford Internet Institute’s Depart-
mental Research Ethics Committee (DREC) on behalf of the Social Sciences and
Humanities Inter-Divisional Research Ethics Committee (IDREC) in accordance
with the procedures laid down by the University of Oxford for ethical approval of
all research involving human participants. Participants (n = 195) were recruited
from the general public via the Nuffield Centre for Experimental Social Science (see

Supplementary Material, Sec. S2).

Zooniverse Answers

As all images seen by participants have already been evaluated on the Zooniverse
website, Zooniverse estimation data was used to assess performance. These data
consist of the aggregated guesses of citizen scientists who used the platform prior to
when the experiment was conducted. Whilst volunteer estimates have consistently
been found to agree with expert-verified wildlife images (Swanson et al., [2016), it is
noted that the ground truth data could still be missing correct attributes that only
experts could identify. However, it is by definition impossible for any participant
to have performed better than the citizen scientist-provided estimates; hence, we
refer to these data as the ‘ground truth’ throughout (see Supplementary Material,

Sec. S3.1 for details on the content of the ground truth).
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Performance Analysis

To comprehensively compare individual versus collective classifications, we assess
performance at a specific point and as a function of time. As our primary analysis,
we analyze differences in performance change during the final phase of the testing
stage. As a secondary analysis, we also examine how any differences evolve over
the course of the entire testing stage. In order to do so, we split T} and T, into
three equally spaced and non-overlapping intervals of length 10 and 15 minutes,
respectively. The reason we opted for computing intervals, as opposed to examining
performance trial by trial, for example, was because the aim of the study was not to
assess the absolute improvements in performance but to compare any change against
initial performance during training—before participants were able to acquire any
learned expertise.

Benchmarking changes in performance against average performance during this
initial interval in turn ensures we can more precisely estimate whether individual
training, interaction, or both, provide performance gains, and how this changes
across tasks and over time. We used two different time intervals because each
stage was different in length and so we chose the highest factor that would still
produce enough data points per stage to allow for at least two comparisons. Next to
fulfilling the above criteria, the specific interval sizes were in turn chosen for clarity of
presentation, as the results did not significantly change any of the reported findings
when changing the size of the interval (see Supplementary Material Fig. S7).

The average change in performance was estimated separately for each interval by
computing the difference in performance compared to the performance of the respec-
tive individual(s) in the first interval of T}, which can be thought of as the natural
baseline prior to training. In comparing individuals to dyads, two benchmarks are
used: (a) a “non-interacting nominal dyad”, defined as the average of the initial per-
formance of both dyad members working individually (the sum is used for volume

and efficiency, as these are additive processes), and, in the case of Mixed Dyads, (b)
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a “comparably trained individual”, defined as the average initial performance of the
dyad member with the same level of training as the individual in the respective solo
condition (multiplied by two when considering volume and efficiency).

Given the sample size, we opted to employ analysis of variance (ANOVA) to sta-
tistically qualify the results, instead of applying growth curve modeling, for instance.
Similarly, given the length of the experiment, as well as the non-stationary nature
of our temporal data, we considered other time-based analysis methods, such as a
sliding window approach using a distinct or overlapping time interval, unsuitable as

most assumptions would not be met.

Statistical Tests

All statistical tests were two-tailed and non-parametric alternatives were planned
if the data strongly violated normality assumptions. For omnibus tests, the sig-
nificance of mean differences between groups was analyzed via planned pairwise
comparison tests. Given the fact that all pairwise comparisons were planned, and
taking into account the sample size, length of the experiment as well as the nature
of the data, we follow the recommendation that reporting actual p-values leads to
fewer errors of interpretation (Rothman| |1990; Saville, [1990). This also means we
avoid any arbitrary significance cut-off points (Vidgen and Yasseri, |2016). As a re-
sult, we do not correct p-values but instead ensure that they are situated within the
overall findings of the study. Effect size values were meanwhile interpreted in simple
and standardized terms according to (Cohen| (1988), when no previously described
values are available for comparison, and reported using conventions recommended
by [Lakens| (2013). Details of the statistical tests are in Supplementary Material,
Sec. S3.3.

28



Acknowledgments

We wish to thank Shaun A. Noordin and Chris Lintott for their assistance and
support with the Wildcam Gorongosa site as well as all the contributors to the
Wildcam Gorongosa project. We are grateful to Paola Bouley and the Gorongosa
Lion Project, and the Gorongosa National Park for sharing the images and annota-
tions with us. We thank Kaitlyn Gaynor for the useful comments on the manuscript

and Bahador Bahrami for insightful discussions.

Funding

Funding: This project was partially supported by the Howard Hughes Medical
Institute. T.Y. was also supported by the Alan Turing Institute under the EPSRC

grant no. EP/N510129/1.

Authors Contribution

V.J.S. analyzed the data and drafted the manuscript. M.T. designed and performed
the experiments. T.Y. designed and performed the experiments, designed the anal-
ysis, secured the funding and supervised the project. All authors contributed to

writing the manuscript and gave final approval for publication.

Competing interests

The authors declare no competing interests.

Data Availability

The Gorongosa Lab educational platform used to run the ‘Wildcam Gorongosa task’

is hosted by The Zooniverse (www.zooniverse.com). Replication data and code are

29


https://www.zooniverse.org/projects/zooniverse/wildcam-gorongosa

available at the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/6rcgx/.

References

Almaatouq, A., Alsobay, M., Yin, M., and Watts, D. J. (2021). Task complex-
ity moderates group synergy. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
118(36).

Almaatouq, A., Noriega-Campero, A., Alotaibi, A., Krafft, P. M., Moussaid, M., and
Pentland, A. (2020). Adaptive social networks promote the wisdom of crowds.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
117(21).

Bahrami, B., Olsen, K., Bang, D., Roepstorff, A., Rees, G., and Frith, C. (2012).
Together, slowly but surely: The role of social interaction and feedback on the
build-up of benefit in collective decision-making. Journal of Experimental Psy-
chology: Human Perception and Performance, 38(1):3-8.

Bahrami, B., Olsen, K., Latham, P. E., Roepstorft, A., Rees, G., and Frith, C. D.
(2010). Optimally interacting minds. Science, 329(5995):1081-1085.

Bang, D., Aitchison, L., Moran, R., Herce Castanon, S., Rafiee, B., Mahmoodi, A.,
Lau, J. Y., Latham, P. E., Bahrami, B., and Summerfield, C. (2017). Confidence
matching in group decision-making. Nature Human Behaviour, 1(6):1-8.

Bang, D., Fusaroli, R., Tylén, K., Olsen, K., Latham, P. E., Lau, J. Y., Roep-
storff, A., Rees, G., Frith, C. D., and Bahrami, B. (2014). Does interaction mat-
ter? Testing whether a confidence heuristic can replace interaction in collective
decision-making. Consciousness and Cognition, 26(1):13-23.

Becker, J., Porter, E., and Centola, D. (2019). The wisdom of partisan crowds.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
166(22):10717-10722.

Blanchard, M. D., Jackson, S. A., and Kleitman, S. (2020). Collective decision
making reduces metacognitive control and increases error rates, particularly for
overconfident individuals. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 33(3):348-375.

Bolen, R. H., Robaline, J., and Conneely, B. (2018). WildCam Lab: Inquiry and
Data Analysis Using Trail Camera Data from Gorongosa National Park, Mozam-
bique. Proceedings of the Association for Biology Laboratory Education, 39(4).

Bose, T., Reina, A., and Marshall, J. A. (2017). Collective decision-making. Current
Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 16:30-34.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale, NJ, 2nd edition.

30


https://osf.io/6rcgx/

Cox, J., Oh, E. Y., Simmons, B., Lintott, C., Masters, K., Greenhill, A., Graham, G.,
and Holmes, K. (2015). Defining and Measuring Success in Online Citizen Science:

A Case Study of Zooniverse Projects. Computing in Science and Engineering,
17(4):28-41.

Crook, A. E. and Beier, M. E. (2010). When Training With a Partner Is Inferior to
Training Alone: The Importance of Dyad Type and Interaction Quality. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 16(4):335-348.

De Cesarei, A., Loftus, G. R., Mastria, S., and Codispoti, M. (2017). Understanding
natural scenes: Contributions of image statistics. Neuroscience € Biobehavioral
Reviews, 74:44-57.

De Oliveira, S. and Nisbett, R. E. (2018). Demographically diverse crowds are
typically not much wiser than homogeneous crowds. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 115(9):2066-2071.

DiCarlo, J. J., Zoccolan, D., and Rust, N. C. (2012). How does the brain solve
visual object recognition? Neuron, 73(3):415-434.

Farrell, S. (2011). Social influence benefits the wisdom of individuals in the crowd.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
108(36).

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human relations,
7(2):117-140.

Galesic, M., Barkoczi, D., and Katsikopoulos, K. (2018). Smaller crowds outperform
larger crowds and individuals in realistic task conditions. Decision, 5(1):1-15.

Galton, F. (1907). Vox populi. Nature, 75:450-451.

Grasso, A. and Convertino, G. (2012). Collective intelligence in organizations: Tools
and studies. Computer Supported Cooperative Work, 21(4-5):357-369.

Groen, I. 1., Jahfari, S., Seijdel, N., Ghebreab, S., Lamme, V. A., and Scholte, H. S.
(2018). Scene complexity modulates degree of feedback activity during object
detection in natural scenes. PLoS computational biology, 14(12):¢1006690.

Hackman, J. R. (1969). Toward understanding the role of tasks in behavioral re-
search. Acta psychologica, 31:97-128.

Healy, A. F., Kole, J. A., and Bourne Jr, L. E. (2014). Training principles to advance
expertise. Frontiers in psychology, 5:131.

Heath, C. and Gonzalez, R. (1995). Interaction with others increases decision con-
fidence but not decision quality: Evidence against information collection views
of interactive decision making. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 61(3):305-326.

31



Hong, L. and Page, S. E. (2004). Groups of diverse problem solvers can outperform
groups of high-ability problem solvers. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America, 101(46):16385-16389.

Kendal, R. L., Boogert, N. J., Rendell, L., Laland, K. N., Webster, M., and Jones,
P. L. (2018). Social learning strategies: Bridge-building between fields. Trends in
cognitive sciences, 22(7):651-665.

Kerr, N. L. and Tindale, R. S. (2004). Group Performance and Decision Making.
Annual Review of Psychology, 55(1):623-655.

Koriat, A. (2012). When Are Two Heads Better than One and Why? Science,
336:20-22.

Koriat, A. (2015). When two heads are better than one and when they can be
worse: The amplification hypothesis. Journal of Fxperimental Psychology: Gen-
eral, 144(5):934-950.

Kozlowski, S. W. J. and Bell, B. (2013). Work groups and teams in organizations:
Review update. Handbook of Psychology.

Krizhevsky, A., Sutskever, 1., and Hinton, G. E. (2012). ImageNet Classification
with Deep Convolutional Neural Networks. In ACM International Conference
Proceeding Series, pages 1097-1105.

Lakens, D. (2013). Calculating and reporting effect sizes to facilitate cumulative
science: A practical primer for t-tests and ANOVAs. Frontiers in Psychology,
4(NOV).

Laughlin, P. R. and Earley, P. C. (1982). Social combination models, persuasive ar-
guments theory, social comparison theory, and choice shift. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 42(2):273.

Lorenz, J., Rauhut, H., Schweitzer, F., and Helbing, D. (2011). How social influence
can undermine the wisdom of crowd effect. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America, 108(22):9020-9025.

Magnussen, S., Eilertsen, D. E., Teigen, K. H., and Wessel, E. (2014). The prob-
ability of guilt in criminal cases: Are people aware of being ‘beyond reasonable
doubt’? Applied cognitive psychology, 28(2):196-203.

Mahmoodi, A., Bang, D., Olsen, K., Zhao, Y. A., Shi, Z., Broberg, K., Safavi, S.,
Han, S., Ahmadabadi, M. N.; Frith, C. D.; et al. (2015). Equality bias impairs
collective decision-making across cultures. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, 112(12):3835-3840.

Maloney, L. T. (2002). Statistical decison theory and biological vision. In Heyer, D.
and Mausfeld, R., editors, Perception and physical world, page 145-189. Wiley,
New York, NY.

32



Mann, R. P. and Helbing, D. (2017). Optimal incentives for collective intelligence.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
114(20):5077-5082.

Mao, A., Mason, W., Suri, S., and Watts, D. J. (2016). An experimental study of
team size and performance on a complex task. PLoS ONE, 11(4).

Mata, R., Pachur, T., von Helversen, B., Hertwig, R., Rieskamp, J., and Schooler,
L. (2012). Ecological Rationality: A Framework for Understanding and Aiding
the Aging Decision Maker. Frontiers in Neuroscience, 6(FEB):19.

Muchnik, L., Aral, S., and Taylor, S. J. (2013). Social influence bias: A randomized
experiment. Science, 341(6146):647-651.

Navajas, J., Niella, T., Garbulsky, G., Bahrami, B., and Sigman, M. (2018). Ag-
gregated knowledge from a small number of debates outperforms the wisdom of
large crowds. Nature Human Behaviour, 2(2):126-132.

Norouzzadeh, M. S., Nguyen, A., Kosmala, M., Swanson, A., Palmer, M. S., Packer,
C., and Clune, J. (2018). Automatically identifying, counting, and describing wild
animals in camera-trap images with deep learning. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 115(25).

O’Bryan, L., Beier, M., and Salas, E. (2020). How approaches to animal swarm
intelligence can improve the study of collective intelligence in human teams.

Parrish, J. K., Burgess, H., Weltzin, J. F., Fortson, L., Wiggins, A., and Simmons, B.
(2018). Exposing the science in citizen science: fitness to purpose and intentional
design. Integrative and comparative biology, 58(1):150-160.

Qualtrics Development Company (2020). Qualtrics.

Rahwan, I., Crandall, J. W., and Bonnefon, J. F. (2020). Intelligent machines as
social catalysts. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United
States of America, 117(14):7555-7557.

Rosser, H. and Wiggins, A. (2018). Tutorial designs and task types in zooniverse.
Proceedings of the ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work,
CSCW, pages 177-180.

Rothman, K. J. (1990). No adjustments are needed for multiple comparisons. Epi-
demiology, pages 43-46.

Russakovsky, O., Li, L. J., and Fei-Fei, L. (2015). Best of both worlds: Human-
machine collaboration for object annotation. Proceedings of the IEEE Com-
puter Society Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 07-12-
June:2121-2131.

Saffell, T. and Matthews, N. (2003). Task-specific perceptual learning on speed and
direction discrimination. Vision Research, 43(12):1365-1374.

33



Saville, D. J. (1990). Multiple comparison procedures: the practical solution. The
American Statistician, 44(2):174-180.

Schuldt, J. P., Chabris, C. F., Woolley, A. W., and Hackman, J. R. (2017). Con-
fidence in dyadic decision making: The role of individual differences. Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making, 30(2):168-180.

Sella, F., Blakey, R., Bang, D., Bahrami, B., and Kadosh, R. C. (2018). Who gains
more: Experts or novices? The benefits of interaction under numerical uncer-

tainty. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance,
44(8):1228-1239.

Surowiecki, J. (2004). The Wisdom of Crowds: Why the Many Are Smarter than
the Few and How Collective Wisdom Shapes Business, Economies, Societies, and
Nations. Doubleday Books ), New York, NY.

Swanson, A., Kosmala, M., Lintott, C., and Packer, C. (2016). A generalized ap-
proach for producing, quantifying, and validating citizen science data from wildlife
images. Conservation Biology, 30(3):520-531.

Toyokawa, W., Whalen, A., and Laland, K. N. (2019). Social learning strategies
regulate the wisdom and madness of interactive crowds. Nature Human Behaviour,
3(2):183-193.

Trouche, E., Sander, E., and Mercier, H. (2014). Arguments, more than confidence,

explain the good performance of reasoning groups. Journal of Experimental Psy-
chology: General, 143(5):1958-1971.

Trouille, L., Lintott, C. J., and Fortson, L. F. (2019). Citizen science frontiers:
Efficiency, engagement, and serendipitous discovery with human-machine systems.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
116(6):1902-1909.

Tsvetkova, M., Garcia-Gavilanes, R., and Yasseri, T. (2016). Dynamics of Disagree-
ment: Large-Scale Temporal Network Analysis Reveals Negative Interactions in
Online Collaboration. Scientific Reports, 6(November):1-10.

Tsvetkova, M., Yasseri, T., Meyer, E. T., Pickering, J. B., Engen, V., Walland, P.,
Liders, M., Fglstad, A., and Bravos, G. (2017). Understanding human-machine
networks: A cross-disciplinary survey. ACM Computing Surveys, 50(1).

Tump, A. N., Wolf, M., Krause, J., and Kurvers, R. H. (2018). Individuals fail
to reap the collective benefits of diversity because of over-reliance on personal
information. Journal of the Royal Society Interface, 01(55).

Valeriani, D., Cinel, C., and Poli, R. (2017). Group augmentation in realistic visual-
search decisions via a hybrid brain-computer interface. Scientific reports, 7(1):1-
12.

Vidgen, B. and Yasseri, T. (2016). P-Values: Misunderstood and Misused. Frontiers
in Physics, 4(March):10-14.

34



Vives, X. (1996). Social learning and rational expectations. Furopean Economic
Review, 40(3-5):589-601.

Wahn, B., Czeszumski, A., and Konig, P. (2018). Performance similarities pre-
dict collective benefits in dyadic and triadic joint visual search. PLOS ONE,
13(1):e0191179.

Watson, D. and Floridi, L. (2018). Crowdsourced science : sociotechnical epistemol-
ogy in the e-research paradigm. Synthese, 195(2):741-764.

Watts, D. J. (2017). Should social science be more solution-oriented? Nature Human
Behaviour, 1(0015):1-5.

Wildcam Gorongosa (2020). Wildcam Gorongosa.

Wood, R. E. (1986). Task Complexity: Definition. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 37:60-82.

Yaniv, I. and Milyavsky, M. (2007). Using advice from multiple sources to revise
and improve judgments. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
103(1):104-120.

Yi, S. K. M., Steyvers, M., Lee, M. D., and Dry, M. J. (2012). The wisdom of the
crowd in combinatorial problems. Cognitive Science, 36(3):452-470.

35



Supplementary Information For:
The cost of coordination can exceed the benefit of
collaboration in performing complex tasks

Vincent J. Straub!, Milena Tsvetkova!?, and Taha Yasseri!®#>*

1Oxford Internet Institute, University of Oxford, Oxford OX1 3JS, UK

2Department of Methodology, London School of Economics and Political Science, London WC2A 2AE,
UK

3School of Sociology, University College Dublin, Dublin D04 VIWS, Ireland

4Geary Institute for Public Policy, University College Dublin, Dublin D04 N9Y1, Ireland

®Alan Turing Institute for Data Science and AI, 96 Euston Rd, London NW1 2DB, UK

*To whom correspondence should be addressed: taha.yasseriQucd.ie



S1 Access to Code and Data

This study was reviewed and approved by the Oxford Internet Institute’s Depart-

mental Research Ethics Committee (DREC) on behalf of the Social Sciences and Hu-

manities Inter-Divisional Research Ethics Committee (IDREC) in accordance with
the procedures laid down by the University of Oxford for ethical approval of all re-

search involving human participants. Replication data and code are available at the
Open Science Framework accessible via the following url: https://osf.io/6rcgx.

The Gorongosa Lab educational platform is hosted by The Zooniverse (zooni-

verse.org), an open web-based platform for large-scale citizen science research projects
(Cox et al.,|2015). All pictures shown are by Wildcam Gorongosa licensed under CC

BY 4.0. The survey responses were recorded using the Qualtrics software (Qualtrics
Development Company, 2020)).

S2 Details of Experimental Setup

S2.1 Wildcam Gorongosa Classification Task

For the experiment, participants were asked to solve citizen science classification
tasks using the Wildcam Gorongosa platform, first individually during a Training
stage, T, and then potentially in a dyad with another participant during a Testing
stage, Ty (i.e., based on whether the participant is assigned to an individual or dyad
condition). Citizen science is a form of crowdsourced e-Research whereby volun-
teering amateurs or nonprofessional scientists collaborate with experts on scientific
research (Watson and Floridi, [2018). These so-called ‘citizen scientists’ primarily
carry out tasks for which human-based analysis often still exceeds that of machine
intelligence (Trouille et al. 2019). In the context of Zooniverse, these simple intel-
ligence tasks include transcription, annotation, and drawing, among others (Rosser
and Wiggins, 2018). In the present case, the participant(s) were tasked with rec-
ognizing animals in pictures taken by camera traps in Mozambique’s Gorongosa
National Park set up to document the recovery of wildlife populations (the trail
cameras are designed to automatically take a photo when an animal moves in front
of them). The tasks participants had to perform are thus real-world problems which
constitute an important part of both wildlife research and conservation—Wildcam
Gorongosa has engaged over 40,000 volunteers to date (Wildcam Gorongosa, [2020))
and is actively used in classroom settings in the life and environmental sciences
(Bolen et al., [2018). Whilst object recognition more broadly is considered a complex
task which relies on different components and is consequently a subject of intensive
research in vision science, artificial intelligence, and human-machine collaboration
(Krizhevsky et al., [2012; Russakovsky et al., [2015; [DiCarlo et al.| [2012]).

For each image, participants in the experiment were tasked with (1) detecting
the presence of the animal(s), (2) identifying the species type, (3) counting how
many animals there are, (4) identifying the behaviours exhibited, specifically, iden-
tifying whether the animal(s) is (a) standing, (b) resting, (b) moving, (c) eating,
or (d) interacting behaviour (multiple behaviours may be selected), and (5) rec-
ognizing whether any young are present. The 52 possible species options include


https://osf.io/6rcgx

a ‘Nothing here’ option and four ‘group’ categories: human, bird (other), reptiles,
and rodents. Whilst all images participants saw were classified by citizen scien-
tists as containing animals, the ‘Nothing here’ button allowed participants to still
classify images if they failed to detect any visible animals. The option ‘human’
is meant to indicate any human activity, such as the presence of vehicles. Some
images contained more than one species (see Sect. 53.1); however, for the species
identification task participants could only identify one instead of multiple species
(i.e., single-label classification). Similarly, options for the animal count (binned as
1,2,3,4,5 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11-50, and 51+ individuals) and detecting young task
(options are Yes/No) are also instances of single-label classification. Nevertheless,
classifying behaviour can be considered an instance of a multi-label classification
task as multiple behavioural attributes can be selected, consequently, this task was
evaluated differently to the others (see Sect. S3.2). Participants were able to filter
potential species by morphological characteristics, such as body shape (see Fig. S4).

The pictures seen by participants have already been classified on the Zooniverse
website, each one having been classified by at least 25 citizen scientists. All clas-
sifications made by citizen scientists for the same picture are aggregated into the
most likely answer in order to provide a ‘correct’ label for each of the tasks de-
scribed (Wildcam Gorongosa, 2020). When aggregated this way, the accuracy of
citizen scientist-provided labels is on par with labels provided by expert zoologists
(Swanson et al., 2016)); hence these labels are used in the experiment as the effective
‘ground truth’ to evaluate the decisions of participants (see also Study Design in the
main text). For example images and the interface for the classification task that is
undertaken by individuals and dyads, see Figs. S1-S2.

Medium-sized antelope with tan to chestnut brown fur with
thin white stripes and spots on their flanks. Males are shaggy
with darker fur and thick, spiral horns. Females are light tan
and slender and have no horns.

Often confused with Reedbuck  Nyal

Bushngll ® Camera Name 64F17°C 08-20-2013 18:48:50)

Figure: S1: The Wildcam Gorongosa interface. The primary interface (A) asks
users to first detect and identify the type of species in the picture, filters (B) then
help users identify the number of individuals present, recognize whether any young
are present, and identify the behaviours exhibited.



Figure: S2: Example images. Shown are four images seen by participants in
the experiment. Various factors make classifying the images difficult. Detecting
and counting the number of animals may be considered tasks of ‘lower complexity’
compared to identifying whether any young are present alongside identifying the
behaviours, and identifying the species.



S2.2 Screenshots of the Instructions

EXPERIMENT INSTRUCTIONS: PART 1

Thank you for your willingness to take part in this experiment. This is an experiment
exploring how to improve citizen science and your participation in this experiment will

help us better answer this question.

In the next 30 minutes, you are asked to classify images from the WildCam Gorongosa
project on the Zooniverse platform. For each image, you will be asked to identify what
the animals are and submit some additional information about what you see.

This part is intended for training. Your goal is to learn more about the task and the

animals. You don’t have to classify all of the images but only as many as you can.

1. To begin, click on

2. Read carefully the general instructions in the pop-up window.

Welcome to Gorongosa
National Park!

In WildCam Gorongosa, youll be exploring photos
from camera traps in a national park in Mozambique
By identifying the animals that you see in the photos,
you'l sed recovery. Read on for
instructions on how you can help!

Figure: S3: Experiment instructions. The Wildcam Gorongosa platform pro-
vides users with brief instructions on how to use the interface to classify images.



3. When you see the first image, select PART 1 from the drop-down menu in the

yellow field on top:

<>

"PART 1

4. Use the tips below:

Use the filters on top to narrow down the choices.

Pattern Color Horns Tail Build

Bird (other)

Bushpig
Crane

Duiker Elephant

Ignore the option “Discuss on Talk”. Click directly on “Next Image” to proceed.

Want to discuss this with other volunteers?

Discuss on Talk

Note that once you have proceeded to a new image, you cannot go back to the

previous image and change your choice.

Figure: S4: Experiment instructions. Users can only classify an image once.



S2.3 Experimental Design

The experiment was conducted at the University of Oxford. Participants were re-
cruited from the general public through the Nuffield Centre for Experimental Social
Science (CESS). All participants (n = 195) provided explicit consent to participate
in the experiment and were 18 years of age or older (M = 28.6, SD = 12.2). The
experiment was divided into a Training stage, 77, and a Testing stage, 75. In each
stage of the experiment, participants first read instructions and could start classify-
ing images only after they had clicked through on each of the instruction slides (see
Figs. S3-S4 for screenshots and examples of the instructions given to participants).
Participants were in a single room, each facing a large screen; participants working
in a dyad were sat in front of a single monitor.

Two independent variables were manipulated, namely, the type of training re-
ceived during the training stage (‘General’ vs. ‘Targeted’) and the grouping con-
dition for the testing stage (‘Solo’ vs. ‘Dyad’). Participants in the dyad condition
were assigned to form an equal number of ‘General Dyad’ (where both received gen-
eral training), ‘Targeted Dyad’ (where both received targeted training), and ‘Mixed
Dyad’ groups (where only one participant received targeted training). As with al-
location to either Targeted or General training conditions for T}, participants were
randomly allocated to one of the solo or dyad conditions for 7T,. Participants had
30 minutes to complete the 7} and 45 minutes to complete 75. During 75, par-
ticipants working in a dyad did not know each other before the experiment. At
the end of testing, participants individually completed an exit survey which asked
questions about their demographic background, previous experience and future in-
tentions regarding citizen science, as well as experience of the experiment, discussed
below. Participants were paid £18 upon successfully completing both the training
and testing stages.

S2.3.1 Design of the Training Stage

The training stage was designed to give all participants a better understanding of
the interface and tasks, as well as provide selective practice to participants in the
Targeted treatment condition (n = 97) in preparation for the testing stage. The
set of images seen by participants in the Targeted training condition (Targeted set)
thus consisted of 50 predetermined pictures of animals that are also included in the
Testing stage. In contrast, for participants in the General training condition (n =
98), the set of images (General set) consisted of 50 predetermined pictures of animals
that are different from the animals included in the Testing stage. In both training
conditions, if participants classified more than 50 images in the time allotted they
were able to continue classifying images that were sampled from either the General
set or Targeted set, depending on their training treatment condition. Importantly,
the exact sequence of images seen by each participant was not artificially controlled.
Rather, to strengthen external validity, participants classified images in a way similar
to citizen scientist volunteers using the Wildcam Gorongosa site specifically and the
Zooniverse platform more broadly.

For the Targeted set, images were restricted to those containing one or more
of the following antelope species: bushbuck, duiker, impala, kudu, nyala, oribi,
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Figure: S5: Differences in training stage performance. Shown is performance
in terms of efficiency, the number of correct classifications made, during the training
stage for each task. Data is combined across individuals for both the Targeted and
General training condition. Across all tasks, participants in the Targeted condition
on average classified fewer images correctly thereby helping to validate the increased
relative difficulty of classifying images in the Targeted set.

reedbuck, and waterbuck. These animals were chosen as they look similar to each
other, share a number of morphological features, and exhibit similar behaviours,
thus making them relatively harder to distinguish and ensuring greater variation in
classification performance across the various tasks (see Fig. S5). For the General
set, images were restricted to those containing: baboon, bird (other), caracal, civet,
genet, hyena, jackal, lion (cub), lion (female), lion (male), mongoose, serval, warthog,
wild dog, wildcat. At the time of the experiment, there were 14,333 and 20,568 such
pictures on Wildcam Gorongosa, respectively. Given that images may contain more
than one species and as such be classified more than once by citizen scientists (see
Sect. S3.1), a small proportion of the images seen by participants in the targeted
condition (3.8%) also contained baboons, civets, and warthogs, i.e. non-antelope
species. Similarly, a small minority of the images (12.4%) seen by participants in
the general condition included species belonging to the list of antelope species listed
above.

S2.3.2 Design of the Testing Stage

After completing the training stage, participants were randomly allocated to one
of two additional conditions for the testing stage: Solo vs. Dyad. Specifically, a
participant who was assigned to a Solo condition for the testing stage and had been
assigned to the General training treatment is referred to as ‘General Solo’ (n = 24),
whilst a participant who was assigned to the Targeted training treatment is referred
to as ‘Targeted Solo’ (n = 25). Similarly, participants in the dyad condition were
assigned to form roughly equal numbers of General Dyads (n = 24), Targeted Dyads
(n = 23), and Mixed Dyads (n = 26). The set of possible images participants
subsequently had to classify was restricted to the same set of pictures as contained
in the Targeted set. Moreover, the exact sequence of images seen by participants
was again not controlled. Aside from improving external validity, this helped to
increase internal validity by ensuring any observed performance differences in the



testing stage are robust to slight variations in the set of images seen by participants.
In contrast to the training stage, participants were instructed to classify as many
images correctly as they could for the testing stage (i.e., there was no predetermined
minimum requirement of 50 images). Crucially, participants in a dyad condition
had to agree on a joint decision for each image for each of the 5 tasks; one of the
participants in the dyad was assigned to input the decisions using a single interface.

Given all participants had to classify images from the same set of images, whether
in a solo or dyad condition, data generated in the testing stage was in turn analyzed
in order to address the main research questions of the study.

After all individuals/dyads finished classifying images for the testing stage, they
were asked to individually complete a 5-minute exit survey. Below are the 17
multiple-choice questions for which each participant was asked to provide self-
reported answers:

1. Age
2. Gender
3. Ethnicity

e Bangladeshi, Indian, or Pakistani
Black, African, or Caribbean
Other Asian background

White British or Irish

Other white background

e Other

4. How well do you know the English language?

e [ sometimes find it difficult to understand others or express myself
e [ am fluent

e [ am a native speaker
5. What is/was your subject specialization in school?

e Applied sciences (agricultural sciences, computer science, engineering and
technology, medicine and health sciences)

Arts (performing, visual arts)

Humanities (geography, history, languages and literature, philosophy)

Social sciences (economics, law, political science, psychology, sociology)

Vocational area (construction, building services, education, accounting,
hairdressing, and similar)

6. What is the highest educational or vocational qualification that you have or
that you will receive if you complete your current degree program?

Sciences (biology, chemistry, earth and space sciences, mathematics, physics)



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Secondary school up to 16

Secondary school/sixth form college up to 18 with A levels or equivalent
Other college qualification e.g. BTEC, City & Guilds

University degree or degree level equivalent

e Postgraduate degree
Which of the following best describes your current working status?

e Retired
e Student
e Working

e Unemployed, disabled, homemaker, or other

. How would you evaluate your knowledge in the field of zoology before this

experiment?

e Close to none (1) — Expert or equivalent (5)

. What was your experience with citizen science before this experiment?

e [ have never heard of citizen science (1) — I have contributed regularly
(4)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement ’I see myself
as someone who is talkative’:

e Strongly agree (1) — Strongly disagree (5)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement 'I see myself
as someone who is full of energy”:

e Strongly agree (1) — Strongly disagree (5)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement ’I see myself
as someone who generates a lot of enthusiasm’:

e Strongly agree (1) — Strongly disagree (5)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement 'I see myself
as someone who has an assertive personality’:

e Strongly agree (1) — Strongly disagree (5)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement ’I see myself
as someone who is outgoing and social’:

e Strongly agree (1) — Strongly disagree (5)

How useful did you find the first part of the experiment (the training)?



e Not at all useful (1) — Extremely useful (5)
16. How difficult did you find the second part of the experiment (the testing)?
e Extremely easy (1) — Extremely difficult (5)
17. How much did you enjoy participating in this experiment?
e None at all (1) — A great deal (5)
18. How much did you learn by participating in this experiment?
e None at all (1) — A great deal (5)

19. How likely are you to volunteer and contribute to a citizen science project in
the next few days?

e Extremely unlikely (1) — Extremely likely (5)

20. How likely are you to volunteer and contribute to a citizen science project ever
again?

e Extremely unlikely (1) — Extremely likely (5)

In addition to the above questions, participants who worked in a dyad during the
testing stage were asked to provide self-reported answers to the following two ques-
tions:

1. How would you evaluate the other participant’s knowledge of the animals?

e They had worse knowledge than me (1) — They had better knowledge
than me (3)

2. How would you evaluate the other participant’s contribution to the submitted
classifications?

e They contributed less than me (1) — They contributed more than me (1)

S3 Details of Analysis

S3.1 Zooniverse Data

The aggregated citizen scientist-provided labels for each image downloaded from
The Zooniverse are used to evaluate the decisions of participants in the experiment.
Specifically, these labels are used as the ground truth to evaluate participants on
each of the 5 tasks discussed in Section 2 (see also Study Design) for each image.
The aggregated classifications provide a single label for each of the tasks.

For the task of species identification, a small percentage of the unique images
seen by participants in the experiment (3.8%) were labeled as containing multiple
species (i.e., ‘multi-species images’). Consequently, the ground truth dataset con-
tains multiple species entries (i.e., correct answers) for these images. After manually
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inspecting these images and determining that the distribution of participants who
classified multi-species images was evenly split across both training conditions for
the training stage and all grouping conditions for the testing stage, a policy of ac-
cepting multiple answers was universally adopted in analyzing the data generated
by participants. For example, if an image was labelled as containing both nyala(s)
and baboon(s) in the ground truth dataset (as is the case for Fig. S2B), both these
labels were considered correct when evaluating a participant’s decision.

As mentioned in Sect. S2.1, for the behaviour task, the ground truth dataset
also contains labels for five additional behavioural attributes: standing, resting,
moving, eating, and interacting. Citizen science identifications for behaviour are
not always as accurate as they are for animal count (Wildcam Gorongosa [2020).
As a result, the data downloaded from The Zooniverse are not aggregated in the
same way. For each additional attribute, the data show the ratio of citizen scientists
who selected that attribute for the animals in the photo. Because the attributes are
not mutually exclusive, multiple behaviours may be present (especially in cases with
multiple individual animals)—this was the case for nearly all of the images seen by
participants in the experiment (99%). For example, both ‘eating’ and ‘standing’
may be selected by 25% of all citizen scientists who labeled the same picture (as is
the case for the image shown in Fig. S6A). Given participants in the experiment
only had the option to indicate the presence of each attribute using a dichotomous
scale, i.e. selecting the behaviour for yes or leaving it blank for no (see Fig. S1),
participant’s decisions were compared to the proportional scores by treating both as
vectors in a multidimensional space and calculating the cosine of the angle between
them, as discussed in the following section.

Further, it is reiterated that the ground truth data could still be missing correct
attributes that only experts could identify (Norouzzadeh et al., 2018)) or contain a
few incorrect labels (see Fig. S6B for an example), hence the label ‘ground truth’
is used with care; however, it is by definition impossible for any participant to
have performed better than the citizen scientist-provided classifications. Moreover,
given that the aggregated citizen scientist-provided classifications provide a single
classification for 96.2% of images seen by participants in the experiment, the label
is deemed appropriate and hence used throughout.

S3.2 Performance Metrics

As described in the main text, three measures of performance were calculated.
Specifically, performance was measured for both the training and testing stage in
three ways:

e Volume: defined as the total number of images classified made by an individual
or dyad i (referred to as pace when considering images classified per minute)

e Accuracy: defined as the number of correct classifications made by an individ-
ual or dyad ¢ as a proportion of volume

o FEfficiency: defined as the average number of correct classifications made by
an individual or dyad ¢ per unit of time

11
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Figure: S6: Shown are two images seen by participants in the (A) targeted training
(B) and testing stage. Below each image, are the aggregated citizen scientists’-
provided classifications for the species and animal count task, as well as the propor-
tions of citizen scientists’ classifications for each behavioural attribute. Importantly,
although the animal shown in image B is in fact a female Bushbuck, our analysis
uses the citizen scientist-provided label of ‘Nyala’ as the effective ground truth value
(see S2.1 for details).

Except for volume, which is an aggregate measure of performance, accuracy and
efficiency were computed separately for each task. In more detail, these metrics
were computed as follows. For each image classified by an individual or dyad i, a
classification was counted as correct in the context of the animal detection task if the
species label z did not match the label ‘Nothing here’. For the species identification
and young present task, a classification was counted as correct if the label x selected
by ¢ matched the label in the ground truth dataset y. For the animal count task,
a classification was counted as correct using the sum of the relative difference d.,
where the absolute difference between the number x selected by ¢ and the answer y
in the ground truth dataset is divided by the maximum absolute value of the two
numbers and subtracted from 1:

where d, takes on a value between 0 and 1 and has the effect of penalizing par-
ticipants the further away their classification estimate is from the correct value.
Although participants have the option to choose a value from the classification in-
terface list [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11-50, and 51+ individuals|, as discussed
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in Section S2.1, the values ‘11-50" and ‘51+’ are recorded as the numbers 25 and
75, respectively, when downloaded from the Wildcam Gorongosa platform. Finally,
for the behaviour task, a participant’s decisions x; across each of the 5 behavioural
attributes discussed in Sect. S2.1 for an image were collectively compared to the
citizen scientist-provided proportional scores y; by treating both as vectors in a
multidimensional space and computing the inner product of the same vectors nor-
malized to both have length 1. This is defined to equal the cosine of the angle
between each vector pair which can be used as a measure of similarity between two
vectors sim(x, y):

Xy

/[y
where x and y are the vectors for a participant’s decisions x; and proportional scores
y; for a single image. In the present case, each vector pair is given a similarity score
between 0 (full dissimilarity) and 1 (full similarity).

sim(x, y)

S3.3 Statistical Analysis

To statistically qualify the results presented graphically in the main text (see Re-
sults), we used analysis of variance (ANOVA) to analyze differences in performance
during the last third of the testing stage; when the benefits of interaction can best
be separated from additional effects, i.e., improvements in coordination. All statis-
tical tests were two-tailed and non-parametric alternatives were planned if the data
strongly violated normality assumptions. The significance of mean differences be-
tween groups was in turn analyzed via planned tests. Python code for the analysis
is provided as a supplementary file in the same repository as the replication data.

S3.3.1 Analysis of Average Change in Pace

A one-way ANOVA showed a main effect of grouping condition when comparing Gen-
eral Solo, General Dyad and Mixed Dyad (General benchmark) on pace (Fig. 3A)
during the last third of the testing stage (F(2, 71), = 6.637, p=0.002, 7712, = 0.158).
Planned comparisons indicated that the average change in pace during the last
interval was indeed higher for General Solo (M=0.97, SD=0.72) compared to Gen-
eral Dyads (M=-0.41, SD=1.51, p=0.001) and Mixed Dyads (M=0.01, SD=1.62,
p=0.03), but did not differ significantly between Mixed Dyads and General Dyads
(p=0.506).

Further, a one-way ANOVA showed a main effect of grouping condition when
comparing Targeted Solo, Targeted Dyad, and Mixed Dyad (Targeted benchmark)
(F(2,71),=5.991, p = 0.004, 771% = 0.144). Planned comparisons similarly indicated
that the average change in pace during the last interval was higher for Targeted Solo
(M=1.65, SD=1.04) compared to Targeted Dyads (M=0.82, SD=0.95, p=0.036)
and Mixed Dyads (M=0.57, SD=1.39, p=0.003), but did not differ significantly
between Mixed Dyads and Targeted Dyads (p=0.714).
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S3.3.2 Analysis of Average Change in Accuracy for the Species Identi-
fication Task

Results of a one-way ANOVA on the effect of grouping condition when compar-
ing General Solo, General Dyad, and Mixed Dyad (General benchmark) on average
accuracy in the species task for the last third of the testing stage show a signifi-
cant main effect (F'(2, 71), = 4.611, p = 0.013, ng = 0.115); planned comparisons
further indicate that improvement in accuracy was indeed higher for Mixed Dyads
(M=0.18, SD=0.27) than for General Dyads (M=0.00, SD=0.16, p=0.018) and
General Solo (M=0.00, SD=0.32, p=0.036), but did not significantly differ between
General Dyads and General Solo (p=0.900).

Similarly, a one-way ANOVA on the effect of grouping condition when comparing
Targeted Solo, Targeted Dyad, and Mixed Dyads (Targeted benchmark) on average
accuracy in the species task for the last third of the testing stage also shows a signif-
icant main effect of grouping condition (F'(2, 71), = 3.652, p = 0.031, 7712, = 0.093);
planned comparisons show that improvement in accuracy was greater for Targeted
Solo (M=0.41, SD=0.22) than for Targeted Dyads (M=0.24, SD=0.28, p=0.026),
but did not significantly differ between Targeted Solo and Mixed Dyads (M=0.29,
SD=0.24, p=0.134), nor between Targeted Dyads and Mixed Dyads (p=0.707).

S3.3.3 Analysis of Average Change in Efficiency for the Species Identi-
fication Task

A one-way ANOVA on the effect of grouping condition when comparing General
Solo, General Dyad, and Mixed Dyad (General benchmark) on average efficiency in
the species task for the last third of the testing stage shows a significant main effect
of grouping condition (F'(2, 71), = 3.795, p = 0.027, 7712, = 0.097); planned compar-
isons show that improvement in efficiency was greater for General Solo (M=0.56,
SD=0.57) than for General Dyads (M=-0.23, SD=1.05, p=0.002), but did not
significantly differ between General Solo and Mixed Dyads (M=0.27, SD=1.24,
p=0.560) nor between Mixed Dyads and General Dyads (p=0.194).

Finally, a one-way ANOVA showed that the effect of grouping condition when
comparing Targeted Solo, Targeted Dyad, and Mixed Dyad (Targeted benchmark)
does not have a significant effect on average efficiency for the last third of testing
(F(2, 71), = 1.811, p = 0.171, 17 = 0.049). This latter statistical result is best
interpreted within the context of Fig. 3F which, as discussed in the main text,
nevertheless shows that Targeted Solo participants did experience slightly greater
efficiency improvements, particularly for the first interval of T, (Vidgen and Yasseri,
2016).
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Figure: S7: Sliding window analysis using a window with length 5 minutes (equal
to 1/6 of total time for 7} and 1/9 of total time for T5) shows that (A) observed
differences between General Solo, Mixed Dyads, and General Dyads in terms of
the average change in pace do not significantly differ when decreasing the size of
the window; (B) the same can be observed when comparing Targeted Solo, Mixed
Dyads, and Targeted Dyads. The dashed vertical line falling in 75 separates both
stages, which each have 3 data points. Error bars represent one standard error of
the mean.
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Figure: S8: Proportion of self-reported answers to Q8 and Q9 of the exit survey
completed after Ty. No participants reported having expertise in zoology (A); 40%
reported having close to no knowledge, 25% reported having basic knowledge, 21%
reported having average knowledge, and only 14% reported having above average
knowledge. 70% of participants reported never having heard of citizen science (B),
16% had heard of citizen science but not been involved, 12% had been involved on a
few occasions, and only 2% had contributed regularly (equivalent to one participant).
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Figure: S9: Proportion of self-reported answers to Q19 and Q20 of the exit survey
broken down by whether participants worked in one of the Solo or Dyad conditions
during T,. Taken together, 43% of participants who worked in a dyad and 44% of
those who worked individually reported it as either somewhat or extremely likely
that they would contribute to citizen science in the short term (A); whilst 68% and
68% reported it as either somewhat or extremely likely that they would contribute
in the long term, respectively (B).
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