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ABSTRACT

We introduce RACH-Space, an algorithm for labelling unlabelled data in weakly
supervised learning, given incomplete, noisy information about the labels. RACH-
Space offers simplicity in implementation without requiring hard assumptions on
data or the sources of weak supervision, and is well suited for practical applica-
tions where fully labelled data is not available. Our method is built upon a geo-
metrical interpretation of the space spanned by the set of weak signals. We also
analyze the theoretical properties underlying the relationship between the convex
hulls in this space and the accuracy of our output labels, bridging geometry with
machine learning. Empirical results demonstrate that RACH-Space works well
in practice and compares favorably to the best existing label models for weakly
supervised learning.

1 INTRODUCTION

Leveraging their effectiveness in handling extensive datasets, machine learning models are employed
in various fields, such as image and video recognition Dosovitskiy et al. (2020); Krizhevsky et al.
(2012); Haralick et al. (1973), natural language processing Wolf et al. (2020), and structure predic-
tion Varadi et al. (2022). Despite these advancements, a major challenge remains: these models
heavily depend on manually labelled training data Bommasani et al. (2021). The optimisation of
deep learning models, often consisting of hundreds of millions of parameters, requires even larger
amounts of labelled training data compared to traditional models Bommasani et al. (2021). Creating
these datasets is both expensive and time-consuming. Additionally, these datasets are often tailored
for specific purposes, making them less adaptable to new applications. As a result, the laborious and
inflexible process of manually labelling datasets has emerged as a primary bottleneck in machine
learning models Nikolenko (2021).

To address the difficulty of obtaining labelled training data, numerous large-scale machine learn-
ing systems consider alternatives to supervised learning. These alternatives encompass methodolo-
gies like active learning Settles (1994), semi-supervised learning Xiaojin (2006), transfer learning
Weiss et al. (2016), and weakly supervised learning Zhang et al. (2022). Each of these approaches,
motivated by the shared challenge of limited labelled training data, employs distinct strategies to
overcome this obstacle. In this paper, our focus will be on weakly supervised learning.

The concept of weak supervision arises from scenarios where fully training data is too expensive
or not available, but human supervision sources can be efficiently leveraged. This can be achieved
by tapping into existing knowledge sources, such as a knowledge base Mintz et al. (2009), opting
for more economical but lower-quality supervision, like crowd-sourcing Dawid & Skene (1979),
or providing higher-level yet less precise supervision using heuristic rules Shin et al. (2015). The
origins of this method trace back to early crowd-sourcing research, where ground truth labels for
unlabelled data are estimated using expectation maximization Dawid & Skene (1979). Weakly su-
pervised learning finds applications in various tasks, including computer vision Chen & Batmanghe-
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lich (2020), text classification Chen & Batmanghelich (2020), and sentiment analysis Medlock &
Briscoe (2007).

In weak supervision, complete labels for training data are unavailable. Instead, there is unlabelled
data, along with access to one or more sources of weak supervision, represented by weak signals.
Each weak signal has an accuracy, defined as the expected probability of the true label of the data, as-
sumed to be in the range [0, 1]. The primary technical challenge in weak supervision is consolidating
and de-noising these diverse and often conflicting sources. Various approaches to weak supervision
have been explored, including data programming Ratner et al. (2016), which unifies weak signals
into a single label to minimize expected loss, and learning with assumptions on data distribution
Kuang et al. (2022). Other methods focus on constructing specific noise models or simultaneously
learning these models during training Ratner et al. (2018).

1.1 OVERVIEW OF RACH-SPACE

In our setup, we focus on the classification task for diverse forms of data, aiming to categorize n
data points represented in the data matrix X = [x1 x2 ...xn], divided into into k classes. Alongside
the data points, we are given m weak signals w1,w2, ...wm where wi ∈ [0, 1]nk. Notably, the
(k − 1)n + i-th entry of wi indicates the probability of the ith data point belonging to class k.
Let W ∈ [0, 1]m×nk denote the matrix with each rows corresponding to the m weak signals. Our
objective is to estimate the unknown ground-truth label, denoted by y ∈ {0, 1}nk. In what follows,
we provide a brief road-map that discusses how RACH-Space, the proposed method in this paper,
obtains this estimate.

We begin by introducing the expected error rates of each weak signal wi, denoted as {ϵi}mi=1. We
can then formulate the label estimation problem to finding a solution to the linear system Aỹ = b,
where A = 2W, b ∈ Rm with bi = −nk ·ϵi+w⊤

i 1+n and the constraint that ỹ ∈ [0, 1]nk. With-
out making any prior assumptions about the weak signals or the unlabelled dataset, the individual
expected error rates are unknown. Consequently, the entries of b are also unknown. Our algorithm,
RACH-Space, approaches this problem in two steps. First, we set up a framework to express the
expected error rates ϵi using a single parameter ϵ. Subsequently, we substitute each ϵi with this pa-
rameter to define b̃, an approximation for b. Starting with this preliminary estimate, we iteratively
refine it until b̃

n falls within a region we refer to as the safe region. Second, we estimate our ground
truth label by solving a quadratic program. The safe region is within the largest convex hull of the
columns of A but outside the second largest convex hull of the columns of A. The presence of b̃

n
in this region serves as implicit regularization that encourages the utilization of the parts of weak
signals that indicates the most confidence in its corresponding data point’s classification. Figure 1
illustrates the main idea of RACH-Space.

Figure 1: An illustration for the main idea of RACH-Space. Using the upper bound 2
k −

2
k2 for ϵ, a

right hand side vector b̃ is initialized. Our aim is to update the parameter ϵ so that b̃
n lies in the safe

region, which is the region inside the convex hull but outside the second largest convex hull.

Contributions The contributions of this paper are:
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1. We propose an algorithm, RACH-Space, that consolidates multiple sources of partial, noisy infor-
mation to effectively approximate the ground-truth label of unlabelled data.

2. We present a geometric framework for analyzing weak signals for weakly supervised learning.
Based on the matrix of weak signals, we identify a set of nested convex hulls and introduce the
notion of a safe region.

3. We present theoretical analysis of the utility of safe region for representing the expected error
rates of weak signals, which is unknown without prior knowledge of the data or the ground truth
labels. We show empirical evidence of this utility on real world data.

4. We show that RACH-Space performs at the state-of-the-art level performance compared to other
weak supervision baselines over 14 real-world datasets curated by the WRENCH benchmark for
weak supervision Zhang et al. (2021).

2 RELATED WORK

Most existing weak supervision models assume specific data or signal distributions to create syn-
thetic labels Zhang et al. (2022). Ratner et al. (2016) uses a generative model, Fu et al. (2020)
assumes certain degree of class balance, and Wu et al. (2023); Yu et al. (2022); Kuang et al. (2022)
similarly utilize the assumptions to represent the distribution to formulate the synthetic label. Other
methods like Arachie & Huang (2021) and Dawid & Skene (1979) assume a particular characteristic
of the accuracy of the weak signals to produce the synthetic labels. Our method is philosophically
similar to Constrained Label Learning Arachie & Huang (2021) in the sense that we define a feasible
space for ỹ. However, our method is fundamentally different to Constrained Label Learning (CLL)
in that RACH-Space does not assume the prior knowledge of expected empirical rates of the weak
signals. Whilst Hyper Label Model (HLM) Wu et al. (2022) does not need an ad hoc dataset-specific
parameter, it considers the setup where the entries of weak signals are one of {0, 1,−1}.
RACH-Space does not require the entries of weak signals to be an integer, and takes any input
between [0, 1] (for label models in PWS, it would be [−1, 1]), thus allowing weak signals to express
its confidence for each data points in terms of probability.

A pivotal aspect of RACH-Space involves updating ϵ so that b̃
n lies within the safe region, which is

the area between the convex hull and the second largest convex hull. In our algorithm, this region
assumes critical importance. We note that our approach is thematically related to the concept of
convex layers or convex hull peeling, where a set of points are represented as a sequence of convex
layers by progressively eliminating vertices from the convex hull Calder & Smart (2020); Dalal
(2004); Barnett (1976); Chazelle (1985).

3 RACH-SPACE

3.1 PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider n unlabelled training data points X = [x1,x2, ...,xn], with m weak signals wi consti-
tuting the set of weak signals W ∈ [0, 1]m×nk. These weak signals provide partial, often noisy
information about classifying each data point into k classes. The task is to find a label that provides
the best approximation of the unknown ground truth label y ∈ {0, 1}nk.

Table 1 is an illustration of weak signals along with the ground-truth label y ∈ {0, 1}nk. This
ground-truth label y is either unknown or too expensive to obtain in practice. In the typical setup,
m ≪ nk. Given weak signals W = [w1, ...,wm], the objective of weakly supervised learning
label models is to return the synthetic label ỹ which is an optimal estimate of y. Thus, we consider
minimizing the error between the estimate and true label for unlabelled dataset X = [x1, ...,xn].

Now, we formally introduce the expected error rate ϵi for each weak signal. Here on, 1 indicates the
1-vector. The expected error rate or weak signal wi, hereafter denoted as ϵi is given by:

ϵi =
1

nk
(wi

⊤(1− y) + (1−wi)
⊤y). (3.1)

3



Table 1: Each weak signal of length nk gives information about classifying n data points into k
classes. The ground-truth label y⊤ is unknown in practice. For data points where weak signals
abstain (∅) from making a prediction, we assign a probability of 1

k .

Class 1 Class2 Class3
w1: 0.8 ∅ 0.0 0.8 0.4 ∅ 0.7 ∅ 0.2 ∅ ∅ ∅ 0.6 ∅ ∅
w2: 0.7 0.2 ∅ 0.6 0.3 ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ 0.3 ∅
w3: ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ 0.4 ∅ ∅ 0.4 0.6 ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ 0.9
Data: x1 x2 x3 x4 x5 x1 x2 x3 x4 x5 x1 x2 x3 x4 x5

y⊤ 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

As the ground-truth label y gives unique classification for each of the n data points, i.e., 1⊤y = n,
the formula simplifies to:

ϵi =
1

nk
(−2wi

⊤y +wi
⊤1+ n). (3.2)

Since the ground-truth label y is unknown, we can not determine the individual expected error
rates ϵi and, subsequently the vector b. To address this challenge, we introduce a parameter ϵ as
a “reasonable” initial approximation for the individual expected error rates ϵi. This parameter ϵ
is then employed to define the variable b̃, which we will elaborate in the next section. Once b̃ is
established, we delve into the detailed explanation of how we set the parameter ϵ. A first natural
choice of ϵ is the average expected error rate denoted by ϵavg. However, akin to the individual
expected error rates, direct access to ϵavg is not available without additional assumptions. Indeed,
we argue that ϵavg may not even serve as a reliable representation of individual expected error rates
ϵi. To support this claim, we demonstrate that ϵavg can be artificially approximated to a specific
asymptotic value by introducing particular types of weak signals.

With the definition of expected error rates ϵi, we formally introduce the rest of the variables for
RACH-Space, which we use with Equation (3.2) to form a quadratic objective. In addition to un-
labelled training data X, set of weak signals W, and the expected error rate ϵi and parameter ϵ
previously discussed, we use the following variables:

• ỹ ∈ [0, 1]nk, the output of RACH-Space, our estimate for the ground-truth label y.
• A = 2W ∈ [0, 2]m×nk. This matrix follows from the simplified formulation in Equation (3.2).
• b ∈ Rm with bi = −nk · ϵi +w⊤

i 1 + n. The ith entry is derived from individual error rates ϵi
corresponding to the ith weak signal wi.

• b̃ ∈ Rm with b̃i = −nk · ϵ+wi
⊤1+ n. Each row is defined in terms of the parameter ϵ.

Using 3.2, we can design a least squares objective to obtain the synthetic label ỹ. With that, the
main quadratic objective of RACH-Space can be now be formally stated as follows.

minimize
ỹ∈[0,1]nk

||Aỹ − b̃||2 subject to 1⊤ỹ = n. (3.3)

3.2 UPPER BOUND ON ϵ

RACH-Space aims to capture the relation between individual expected error rates ϵi, the weak
signals and the unlabelled training data. We now describe how RACH-Space chooses a “reasonable”
representation ϵ of ϵi. First, a natural choice of such ϵ would be ϵavg which is unknown. As
discussed in the subsequent remark, the value of ϵavg can consistently be altered to an asymptotic
value by introducing specific types of weak signals into the existing set of weak signals.

Remark 3.1. By adding arbitrarily many wrandom to the set of weak signals, we can always approx-
imate the average expected error rates ϵavg of weak signals to be 2

k −
2
k2 . One can further decrease

ϵavg of weak signals close to 1
k by adding wnull to the set of weak signals.

In Remark 3.1, wrandom = {1/k, ..., 1/k} denotes a random classification of the data points, where
k is the number of classes. wnull = {0, ..., 0} indicates that each of the data points do not belong
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to any class. From our definition of expected error rates 3.2, we have that the expected error rate
ϵrandom of wrandom is always 2

k −
2
k2 , and that the expected error rate ϵnull of wnull is always 1

k ,
regardless of the ground-truth label y. Note, as 1

k ≤
2
k −

2
k2 for all class size k, the expected error

rate of wnull is always better or equal to wrandom and the strict equality holds for k = 2, i.e. binary
classification.

The procedure in Remark 3.1 of adding the two sets of weak signals wrandom and wnull allows one
to manipulate the set of weak signals to have a close approximation to the altered value of ϵavg. In
particular, we can always add wrandom to stably approximate ϵavg to 2

k−
2
k2 . We can even approximate

ϵavg to 1
k by adding wnull to the set of weak signals. Note, for multi-classification tasks where k > 2,

2
k −

2
k2 would thus be a strong upper bound that we can approximate ϵavg for as 1

k ≤
2
k −

2
k2 . Also,

all weak signals have a natural lower bound of 0 corresponding to the case when the weak signal is
actually the ground-truth label.

However, this procedure of adding wrandom and wnull does not provide information that would posi-
tively impact the accuracy of the estimate ỹ of y. Thus, the actual value of the initial ϵavg is not only
unknown, but it is also not a reliable representation of ϵi. Therefore, instead of using ϵavg as ϵ, we
only take this asymptotic value of 2

k −
2
k2 as an upper bound for ϵ.

Now that we have established a “reasonable” upper bound of 2
k −

2
k2 on ϵ, we are going to describe

another mechanism for choosing ϵ, which updates its value starting from this upper bound. This
following mechanism uses a geometric structure we identified, which we call safe region.

3.3 USING CONVEX HULL STRUCTURE TO UPDATE ϵ

Having established an upper bound of ϵ, we establish a criterion for b̃, which is that b̃
n needs to lie

in the safe region. As b̃ is defined in terms of ϵ, this dictates how we update ϵ. We begin with the
following characteristic of our matrix A.
Remark 3.2. Since A = 2W, larger entries in A correspond to stronger class indication in W. As
all entries in A are in [0, 2], the extreme points of the set of columns in A correspond to parts of the
weak signal W with the strongest class indication.

Now, we formally introduce safe region. As for the notations we use, given a set of vectors
S = {a1,a2, ...,ar} in Rm, the convex hull of S , denoted by Conv(S), is the set of all convex
combinations of vectors in S. Col(A) denotes the column space of A.

Definition 3.3. Safe region is the area in which b̃
n needs to lie inside, so that RACH-Space does not

overlook the parts of weak signals in W with the strongest class indicators.

In practice, the number of columns in matrix A is considerably greater than the column dimension
i.e., nk ≫ m. Consequently, there exists a suitable subset of these columns H1 that define the
convex hull of Col(A). This gives rise to the characteristic of safe region for A as the area inside
Conv(H1) but outside of Conv(H2), whereH1 is the set of columns of A that spans the convex hull
of Col(A), andH2 is the set of remaining columns of A.

We note that requiring b̃
n to lie in the safe region gives us another criterion for our selection of ϵ.

In particular, starting from the upper bound of 2
k −

2
k2 , our algorithm RACH-Space chooses b̃ by

updating ϵ so that b̃
n lies in the safe region. This entails decreasing ϵ by a fixed step size, stopping

when b̃
n lies in the safe region.

Remark 3.4. As all entries in A are in [0, 2], thus non-negative, decreasing ϵ by a fixed step size,
which increases entries of b̃

n , will always ensure that b̃
n is outside of Conv(H2), if b̃

n was initially
inside Conv(H2).
We initialize ϵ as 2

k−
2
k2 for two primary reasons. Firstly, it serves as an upper bound for ϵ. Secondly,

it is the value to which ϵavg can always be approximated to without the need for any prior knowledge
or assumptions about the dataset. This value, derived from the expected error rate of a randomly
generated classification signal wrandom, also acts as the default initial value for ϵ, representing the
environment where no prior knowledge of the dataset is available.
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Algorithm 1 RACH-Space

Input Weak signals [w1, ...,wm]
A←A = 2W
b̃← b̃i = −nk ·

(
2
k −

2
k2

)
+w⊤

i 1+ n
ỹ← ỹ ∼ U(0, 1)n

H1 is the set of columns that form the convex hull of A
H2 are the remaining columns, i.e.,H2 = A\H1

while b̃
n ∈ Conv(H2) do

b̃← b̃i = −nk ·
(
2
k −

2
k2 − α

)
+wi

⊤1+ n
end while
Add a row of 1’s to A and append n at the bottom of b̃
while ỹ not converged do

Update ỹ with gradient descent by optimizing f(ỹ) = ||Aỹ − b̃||2
Clip ỹ to [0, 1]nk

end while
Output ỹ

The goal now is to position b̃
n within safe region, defined within the convex hull that is formed by

the weak signals. Note that, the convex hull structure spanned by the columns of A, and thus the
safe region as well, is not significantly changed by adding weak signals wrandom and wnull. That
is, choice of columns that make up H1 and H2 is not altered by adding weak signals wrandom and
wnull. With the procedure in Remark 3.1, ϵavg can be manipulated to have the same value 2

k −
2
k2 for

different sets of weak signals. However, the choice of ϵ updated with this criterion regarding safe
region is different, reflecting the unique information provided by each set of weak signals W.

We note that once b̃
n is within safe region, we stop updating ϵ. We then solve the quadratic program

in 3.3 to obtain the synthetic label.

4 ALGORITHM

See Algorithm 1 for the pseudo-code of our proposed algorithm RACH-Space. We start by initial-
izing ϵ to 2

k −
2
k2 and then update it by a small step size, α. Since all the entries of A are in [0, 2],

updating ϵ moves b̃
n outside of Conv(H2) by positively incrementing all entries of b̃. If b̃ is already

outside of Conv(H2), then the algorithm fixes ϵ as its initial value. This is where RACH-Space up-
dates b̃ into the safe region. Finally, the algorithm uses gradient descent to optimize a modified least
squares objective 3.3, where the modification reflects the sum to one constraint to the least squares
objective.

4.1 TIME COMPLEXITY & ADAPTATIONS

A central part of RACH-Space is its decision of ϵ through the convex hull structure of A. This first
requires the identification of the set of column vectors H1, from which the remaining columns H2

are naturally derived. Then, RACH-Space checks for each update of ϵ whether b̃
n is in Conv(H2)

or not. We use Qhull Barber et al. (1996) to identify H1. This process becomes resource-intensive
for large m, meaning when Col(A)’s dimension is big. Specifically, the computational cost is
O((nk)⌊

m
2 ⌋) Barber et al. (1996). This is O(n) for m = 2, 3 and O(n2) for m = 4, 5. For

experiments on real-world datasets, make this runtime reasonable by reducing the number of weak
signals. We do this by aggregating the weak signals by dividing them into groups and deriving a
new weak signal by average each entry of the group. Aggregating weak signals this way did not
have a negative impact on the performance of RACH-Space, as it did not significantly impact the
convergence of ỹ computed from RACH-Space when different group sizes were chosen. Checking
whether b̃

n is in Conv(H2) can be readily completed by certifying whether the associated linear
program is feasible. After ϵ is decided through this process, the quadratic optimisation problem 3.3
quickly converges to a unique solution ỹ after few iterations of gradient descent.
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5 SAFE REGION

The main idea of the safe region is to ensure that ỹ, the output label of RACH-Space, does not
overlook the parts of weak signals W with the strongest class indication. In this section, we show
that this corresponds to the area between Conv(H1) and Conv(H2).

5.1 SOLUTION SPACE INSIDE CONV(H1)

By construction, b meets the condition Ay = b, where 1⊤y = n and y ∈ 0, 1nk, representing
an unknown ground-truth label y. This implies that b is a convex combination of the columns
Col(A) of matrix A, specifically b

n ∈ Conv(Col(A)). To find a suitable representation ϵ for ϵi’s,
we incorporate this as an additional criterion for ϵ, requiring that b̃ defined by ϵ adheres to the
condition b̃

n ∈ Conv(H1), where we substitute Col(A) with its equivalent Conv(H1). It is important
to note that we employ a flexible entry for synthetic labels ỹ, allowing ỹ ∈ [0, 1]nk. Now, we show
that relaxing this entry constraint for ỹ in 3.3 with a non-negative constraint admits infinitely many
solutions for ỹ if b̃

n ∈ Conv(H1). We begin by writing this relaxation as the following quadratic
program:

min
ỹ≥0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Aỹ − b̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 subject to 1⊤ỹ = n. (5.1)

In the following theorem, we show that if b̃
n ∈ Conv(Col(A)), this problem 5.1 admits infinitely

many solutions ỹ.

Theorem 5.1. For b̃
n ∈ Conv(Col(A)) and nk > m + 1, the optimisation program in 5.1 has

infinitely many solutions.

The proof of this theorem relies on the notion of affine independence defined below.
Definition 5.2. The vectors p1,p2, ...,pk are affinely independent if the vectors p2 − p1,p3 −
p1, ...,pk − p1 are linearly independent. Otherwise, the vectors are affine dependent.

Proof. This proof is similar to the standard proof used to establish Carathéodory’s theorem in convex
analysis. Consider the vectors a2 − a1,a3 − a1, ...,ank − a1 where ai denotes the ith column of
A. Since nk > m + 1, these set of vectors are affinely dependent. This implies that there exists
constants d2, d3, .., dnk, which are all not zero, such that

∑nk
i=2 di(ai − a1) = 0. Equivalently, this

can be written as
∑nk

i=1 diai = 0 where d1 = −
∑nk

i=2 di. For latter use, note that
∑nk

i=1 di = 0.
Using the fact that b̃

n ∈ Conv(Col(A)), there exists a ỹ ≥ 0 with 1⊤ỹ = n such that Aỹ = b̃. We
now propose a new representation of b̃ as follows: b̃ =

∑nk
i=1(ỹi+αdi)ai where α > 0. For this to

lead to another optimal solution, it suffices to check that ỹi+αdi ≥ 0 for all values of i. For di ≥ 0,
ỹi + αdi ≥ 0 holds automatically. The relevant cases are the values of i for which di < 0. Setting
α∗ = min

i:di<0
− ỹi

di
, we see that ỹi + α∗di ≥ 0 and

∑nk
i=1(ỹi + α∗di) = n. Therefore, we have a

new solution z̃ which differs from ỹ. Once we have this pair of solutions, we can generate infinitely
many solutions using w̃ = λỹ + (1− λ)z̃ for any λ ∈ (0, 1).

Theorem 5.1 illustrates that when b̃
n ∈ Conv(H1), there are infinitely many convex combinations

that reconstruct it. In what follows, we discuss how to further restrict the solution space inside
Conv(H1),

5.2 RESTRICTING THE SOLUTION SPACE INSIDE CONV(H1)

Now, we illustrate how we further restrict the space inside Conv(H1) that we want b̃
n to lie in. In

particular, we describe why we want b̃
n /∈ Conv(H2). This completes our description for safe region,

and why we update ϵ so that b̃
n /∈ Conv(H2).

Lemma 5.3. If b̃
n /∈ Conv(H2), the computed synthetic label ỹ cannot converge to a label where all

the entries corresponding to the extreme points of Conv(Col(A)) are labelled 0.
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Table 2: 14 real-world datasets curated by WRENCH benchmark for weakly supervised learning
Zhang et al. (2021)

Dataset Census Yelp Youtube CDR Basketball AGNews TREC SemEval ChemProt Spouse IMDb Commercial Tennis SMS

Task income sentiment spam bio relation video frame topic question relation chemical relation relation sentiment video frame video frame spam

#class 2 2 2 2 2 4 6 9 10 2 2 2 2 2

metric F1 acc acc F1 F1 acc acc acc acc F1 acc F1 F1 F1

#LF 83 8 10 33 4 9 68 164 26 9 8 4 6 73

#train 10083 30400 1586 8430 17970 96000 4965 1749 12861 22254 20000 64130 6959 4571

#validation 5561 3800 120 920 1064 12000 500 178 1607 2801 2500 9479 746 500

#test 16281 3800 250 4673 1222 12000 500 600 1607 2701 2500 7496 1098 500

Proof. Suppose the computed synthetic label converged to a label where all the entries correspond-
ing to the extreme points of Conv(H1) are labelled 0. Let’s call this label z. Then by construction,
from this label z we can derive a convex combination of the columns of H2 that is equivalent to b̃

n .

Therefore we have that b̃
n ∈ Conv(H2).

Lemma 5.3 shows that placing b̃
n out of Conv(H2) effectively prevents the quadratic program 3.3

from converging to 0 at the extreme points of Conv(Col(A)). By Remark 3.2, this prevents RACH-
Space from contradicting the parts of weak signal W with the strongest class indication, whether
that indicates inclusion or exclusion of a data point in a class. The significance of this procedure
depends on how correct the strongest indicators are, and how much portion of the columns of A
constitute H1. This is illustrated on real-world data in Section 6.2, which compares the case b̃

n /∈
Conv(H2) and b̃

n ∈ Conv(H2) through the accuracy of the output label ỹ.

6 EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate our proposed method on 14 real-world datasets curated by the WRENCH weak supervi-
sion benchmark Zhang et al. (2021). These datasets are in accordance with the Programmatic weak
supervision (PWS) Ratner et al. (2016). In PWS, labelling functions (LFs) process data points and
output a noisy label. Thus, LFs act as a form of weak supervision and are considered weak signals.
All LFs in WRENCH are from the original authors of each dataset Zhang et al. (2021). The LFs
yield weak signals with entries in {−1, 0,+1}, where +1 and 0 signify class membership, and −1
indicates abstention. RACH-Space converts format to have entries in {∅, 0, 1} where ∅ indicates ab-
stention. We highlight that this is a slightly modified setup compared to the setup for RACH-Space
which takes broader inputs as weak signals where each entry can take any values in {∅, [0, 1]}, al-
lowing room for weak signals to indicate class membership in terms of probability. We only use
this slightly limited expression for the sake of comparison to other baselines with the datasets in
WRENCH benchmark.

6.1 EXPERIMENT 1: COMPARISON TO OTHER BASELINES

We tested our algorithm on 14 real-world datasets curated by the benchmark Zhang et al. (2021),
which represents diverse classification tasks weakly supervised learning can be applied to in the real
world. We conducted our experiments using benchmark metrics Zhang et al. (2021), averaging each
metric over five runs for consistency. Table 2 shows the statistics of each dataset.

6.2 EXPERIMENT: PERFORMANCE OF LABEL MODELS

Our empirical experiments were conducted using the metrics provided by the benchmark (Zhang
et al., 2021) for each dataset, where each metric value is averaged over 5 runs. Our experiments are
conducted on 14 datasets on WRENCH benchmark, which covers various classification tasks and
includes multi-class classification. Table 2 shows the statistics of each dataset.

Label models: (1) Majority voting (MV). For each point, the predicted label is determined by choos-
ing the most common label provided by the m weak signals. Formally, it would simply count the
number of 1’s and 0’s in the m weak signals for the corresponding data point and choose whichever
is more common as the data point’s predicted label. (2) Dawid-Skene (DS) Dawid & Skene (1979)
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Table 3: Performance on all 14 real-world datasets curated by WRENCH benchmarkZhang et al.
(2021)

Dataset Census Yelp Youtube CDR Basketball AGNews TREC SemEval ChemProt Spouse IMDb Commercial Tennis SMS AVG.

MV 32.80 70.21 84.00 60.31 16.33 63.84 60.80 77.33 49.04 20.80 71.04 85.28 81.00 23.97 56.91

DS 47.16 71.45 83.20 50.43 13.79 62.76 50.00 71.00 37.59 15.53 70.60 88.24 80.65 4.94 53.38

DP 12.60 69.38 82.24 55.12 17.39 63.95 63.28 71.00 46.86 21.21 70.96 77.28 83.14 23.96 54.16

MeTaL 38.12 55.29 60.40 30.80 0 64.18 50.48 54.17 49.84 20.13 69.96 77.95 80.54 23.83 48.26

FS 17.77 71.68 78.40 63.22 17.39 63.55 57.80 12.50 46.55 21.14 70.36 81.84 77.79 23.86 50.28

CLL 26.99 51.89 57.60 24.97 16.12 64.83 61.24 78.83 46.79 22.56 49.52 38.32 25.47 15.34 41.46

HLM 56.31 69.42 85.60 60.63 17.60 63.75 66.20 82.50 46.73 20.80 71.84 82.76 82.44 23.19 59.27
RACH-Space 52.82 67.32 87.60 69.98 17.66 62.63 63.80 80.17 45.12 44.51 69.60 78.28 73.28 23.63 59.74

Table 4: Performance comparison when b̃
n outside vs inside of safe region

Dataset Census Yelp Youtube CDR Basketball AGNews TREC SemEval ChemProt Spouse Imdb Commercial Tennis SMS

b̃
n ∈ Conv(H2) 38.22 64.21 82.80 69.51 17.53 10.39 12.60 2.78 5.54 44.51 57.03 66.11 36.24 23.48

b̃
n /∈ Conv(H2) 52.82 67.32 87.60 69.98 17.66 62.63 63.80 80.17 45.12 44.51 69.60 78.28 73.28 23.63

assumes a naive Bayes distribution over the weak signals and the ground-truth label to estimate the
accuracy of each weak signal. (3) Data Programming (DP) Ratner et al. (2016) describes the distri-
bution of p(L, Y ) as a factor graph, where L is the LF and Y is the ground-truth label. (4) MeTaL
Ratner et al. (2019) models p(L, Y ) via Markov Network, and Ratner et al. (2018) uses it for weak
supervision. (5) FlyingSquid (FS) Fu et al. (2020) models p(L, Y ) as a binary Ising model and
requires label prior. It is designed for binary classification but one-versus-all reduction method was
applied for multi-class classification tasks. (6) Constrained Label Learning (CLL) Arachie & Huang
(2021) requires prior knowledge of the expected empirical rates for each weak signal to compute a
constrained space from which they randomly select the synthetic labels from. For our experiments,
we ran CLL with the assumption that all weak labels are better than random. (7) Hyper Label Model
(HLM) Wu et al. (2022) trains the model on synthetically generated data instead of actual datasets.
Note that the difference in our experiment results from Wu et al. (2022) is because their experiments
were conducted in transductive setting Mazzetto et al. (2021), where data points used in learning is
also used to evaluate the learned model. Hence their experiments are done where the train, valida-
tion and test datasets are merged for the label models to learn and to be evaluated. Our experiments
adhere to the WRENCH benchmark’s original setup Zhang et al. (2021), training label models on
training data and evaluating them on test data.

Results: In our comparison in Table 3, we include all baselines that showed best performance in at
least one dataset in the WRENCH benchmark. RACH-Space outperforms all other existing models,
including the previous best-performing baseline by 0.47 points. We used reduced the number of
weak signals by dividing them into 5 groups in given order and averaging them, and used a step
size of α = 0.003. For the IMDb dataset, we further reduced the number of groups to four. Dur-
ing this process, when there are more than 5 weak signals for the dataset, the entries are no longer
integers. Since RACH-Space does not assume an integer entry for weak signals, this is not a prob-
lem for RACH-Space. This is also why we did not conduct additional experiments outside of the
WRENCH framework where weak signals can have fractional inputs. Our results are consistent with
the benchmark Zhang et al. (2021), with accuracy differences attributed to the inherent randomness
in non-deterministic models.

6.3 EXPERIMENT 2: UTILITY OF SAFE REGION

On the same real-world datasets curated by the WRENCH benchmark, we compare the case b̃
n /∈

Conv(H2) and b̃
n ∈ Conv(H2) through the accuracy of the output label ỹ. We use the same setup

for Experiment 1, but instead reverse the updating rule for ϵ to place b̃
n inside Conv(H2). Results

are summarized in Table 4, illustrating different empirical significance of safe region depending on
the dataset.
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7 CONCLUSION

We present RACH-Space, a novel algorithm for labelling data under weakly supervised learning
with only incomplete, noisy label information. By describing each source of information (weak
signals) as a matrix, we identify a particular geometric structure inherent in the column space of
this matrix, which are the nested set of convex hulls. After identifying this convex hull structure,
we connect the geometric structure to a reliable representation of how bad each weak signal can
be. We do this by deriving a singular value representation for the set of expected error rates of
the weak signals. Thus, our geometric analysis aids in making a reasonable yet effective selection
for this representation. Our approach demonstrates competitive performance compared to existing
baselines on real-world datasets curated by weak supervision benchmark framework. Overall, we
found RACH-Space simple yet robust, well suited to a wide range of classification tasks where fully
labelled data is unavailable.

IMPACT STATEMENTS

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field of Machine Learning. There are many
potential societal consequences of our work, none which we feel must be specifically highlighted
here.
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programming: Creating large training sets, quickly. Advances in neural information processing
systems, 29, 2016.

Burr Settles. Active learning literature survey. Machine Learning, 15(2):201–221, 1994.

Jaeho Shin, Sen Wu, Feiran Wang, Christopher De Sa, Ce Zhang, and Christopher Ré. Incremental
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