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Abstract
Boundary labeling is a technique used to label dense sets of feature points in an illustration.
It involves placing labels along a rectangular boundary box and connecting each label with its
corresponding feature using non-crossing leader lines. Although boundary labeling is well-studied,
semantic constraints on the labels have not been investigated thoroughly. In this paper, we consider
grouping and ordering constraints for boundary labeling: Grouping constraints enforce that all labels
in a group are placed consecutively on the boundary, and ordering constraints enforce a partial
order over the labels. We show that finding an admissible labeling for labels of uniform size that
can be placed on fixed candidate positions on two opposite sides of the boundary is NP-complete.
Furthermore, we show that it is also weakly NP-hard to find an admissible labeling for non-uniform
labels that can slide along one side of the boundary. However, we obtain polynomial-time algorithms
in the one-sided setting for either fixed candidate positions or uniform-height labels. Finally, we
experimentally confirm that our approach has also practical relevance.
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1 Introduction

Annotating features of interest with textual information in illustrations, e.g., in technical,
medical, or geographic domains, is an important and challenging task in graphic design and
information visualization. One common guideline when creating such labeled illustrations is
to “not obscure important details with labels” [10, p. 35]. Therefore, for complex illustrations,
designers tend to place the labels outside the illustrations, creating an external labeling as
shown in Figure 1a. Feature points, which are called sites, are connected to descriptive labels
with non-crossing polyline leaders, often optimizing some objective function.

External labeling is a well-studied area both from a practical visualization perspective
and from a formal algorithmic perspective [5]. One aspect of external labeling that has
not yet been thoroughly studied in the literature, though, and which we investigate in this
paper, is that of constraining the placement of (subsets of) labels in the optimization process.
The arrangement of external labels as a linear sequence outside the illustration creates new
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(a) Schematic of the sun. © ScienceFacts.net [8]
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(b) Cities in Italy. Labeling with po-leaders cre-
ated by our algorithm described in Section 3.2.

Figure 1 Labelings that adhere to semantic constraints.

spatial proximities between the labels that do not necessarily correspond to the geometric
patterns of the sites in the illustration. Hence, it is of interest in many applications to put
constraints on the grouping and ordering of these labels in order to improve the readability
and semantic coherence of the labeled illustration. Examples of such constraints could be to
group labels of semantically related sites or to restrict the top-to-bottom order of certain
labels to reflect some ordering of their sites in the illustration; see Figure 1a, where the inner
and outer layers of the sun are grouped and ordered from the core to the surface.

More precisely, we study such constrained labelings in the boundary labeling model, which
is a well-studied special case of external labelings. Here, the labels must be placed along a
rectangular boundary B around the illustration [4]. Initial work placed the labels on one
or two sides of the boundary, usually the left and right sides. For uniform-height labels,
efficient algorithms to compute a labeling that minimizes the length of the leaders [4] or
more general optimization functions [7] have been proposed. Polynomial-time approaches
to compute a labeling with equal-sized labels on (up to) all four sides of the boundary are
also known [26]. For non-uniform height labels, (weak) NP-hardness has been shown in the
general two-sided [4], and different one-sided settings [3, 14]. Different leader styles have been
considered, and we refer to the user study of Barth et al. [1] and the survey of Bekos et al. [5]
for an overview. In this paper, we will focus on a frequently used class of L-shaped leaders
called po-leaders that consist of two segments: one is parallel and the other orthogonal to
the side of the boundary on which the label is placed [4], as shown in Figure 1b. These
po-leaders turned out as the recommended leader type in the study of Barth et al. [1] as they
performed well in various readability tasks and received high user preference ratings.

The literature considered various extensions of boundary labeling [2, 14, 19, 20], and
we broaden this body of work with our paper that aims at systematically investigating the
above-mentioned constraints in boundary labeling from an algorithmic perspective.

Problem Description. Let S be a set of n sites in R2 enclosed in a bounding box B and in
general position, i.e., no two sites share the same x- or y-coordinate. For each site si ∈ S, we
have an open rectangle ℓi of height h(ℓi) and some width, which we call the label of the site.
The rectangles describe the bounding box of the (textual) labels, which are usually a single
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(a) Length-minimal (b) Bend-minimal

si

sj

(c) A 2-sided labeling (d) Non-admissable

Figure 2 Colors indicate grouping and arcs ordering constraints. Labelings that are optimal
w.r.t. (a) the total leader length and (b) the number of bends. In the 2-sided layout (c) the ordering
constraint si ≼ sj is not enforced since ℓi and ℓj are on different sides. Note that (d) is a planar but
non-admissible length-minimal labeling.

line of text in a fixed font size. Hence, we often restrict ourselves to uniform-height labels,
but neglect their width. The po-leader λi = (si, pi) is a polyline consisting of (up to) one
vertical and one horizontal segment and connects si with the port pi of ℓi, which is the place
where λi touches ℓi. We define the port for each label ℓ to be at half its height. Let Λ be the
set of all possible leaders. In a b-sided boundary labeling L ⊆ Λ we route for each site s ∈ S
a leader λ to a port p on the right (b = 1) or the right and left (b = 2) side of B, s.t. we
can (in a post-processing step) place the label ℓ for s at p and no two labels will overlap. If
we are given a finite set of m candidates for the ports P, we say that we have fixed ports,
otherwise P consists of the respective side(s) of B and is called sliding ports. A labeling is
called planar if no two labels overlap and there is no leader-leader or leader-site crossing. We
can access the x- and y-coordinate of a site or port with x(·) and y(·). Furthermore, we are
given a set of constraints C = (G,≼), consisting of a family of grouping constraints G and a
partial order ≼ on the sites. A grouping constraint ∅ ≠ G ⊆ S enforces that the labels for the
sites in G appear consecutively on the same side of the boundary, as in Figures 2a–2c, but in
general there can be gaps between two labels of the same group; compare Figures 2a and 2b.
An ordering constraint si ≼ sj enforces that we have, for the ports pi and pj , y(pi) ≥ y(pj)
if they are on the same side of B, i.e., if the labels ℓj and ℓi are placed on the same side of B,
then ℓj must not appear above ℓi (see also Figure 2c). We assume the existence of reflexive
and transitive constraints in ≼ and denote with r the number of remaining constraints in the
transitive reduction of (S,≼). The number of grouping constraints will be denoted with k.

We say that a labeling respects the grouping/ordering constraints if all the grouping/order-
ing constraints are satisfied. Furthermore, we call the grouping/ordering constraints consistent
if there exists a (not necessarily planar) labeling that respects them. Similarly, the constraints
C = (G,≼) are consistent if there exists a (not necessarily planar) labeling that respects G and
≼ simultaneously. Finally, a labeling is admissible if it is planar and respects the constraints.
Furthermore, if an admissible labeling exists, we aim for one that optimizes a quality criterion
expressed by a function f : Λ → R+

0 . In this paper, the optimization function f measures
the length of a leader or expresses whether it has a bend or not. Figure 2 highlights the
differences and shows in (d) that an optimal admissible labeling might be, w.r.t. the quality
criterion expressed by f , worse than its planar (but non-admissible) counterpart.

In an instance I of the Constrained b-Sided Boundary Labeling problem (b-CBL
in short), we ask for an admissible b-sided po-labeling L∗ for I (possibly on a set of m ports
P) that minimizes

∑
λ∈L∗ f(λ) or report that no admissible labeling exists.
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Related Work on Constrained External Labeling. Our work is in line with (recent) efforts
to integrate semantic constraints into the external labeling model. The survey of Bekos et
al. [5] reports a few papers that group labels. Some results consider heuristic label placements
in interactive 3D visualizations [21, 22] or group (spatially close) sites together to label
them with a single label [13, 29, 35], bundle the leaders [30], or align the labels [36]. These
“groupings” are often driven by the distance between (similar) sites and do not allow defining
the groups beforehand. To the best of our knowledge, Niedermann et al. [31] are the first that
support the explicit grouping of labels while ensuring non-crossing leaders. They proposed
a contour labeling algorithm, a generalization of boundary labeling, that can be extended
to group sets of labels on the contour as hard constraints in their model. However, they
did not analyze this extension in detail and do not support ordering constraints. Recently,
Gedicke et al. [18] tried to maximize the number of respected groups that arise from the
spatial proximity of the sites or their semantics, i.e., they reward a labeling also based on the
number of consecutive labels from the same group. They disallow assigning a site to more
than one group, but see combining spatial and semantic groups as an interesting direction
for further research. We work towards that goal, as we allow grouping constraints to overlap.
Finally, we want to mention the work by Klawitter et al. [28] on visualizing geophylogenies,
by embedding a binary (phylogenetic) tree on one side of the boundary. Each leaf of the tree
corresponds to a site, and the goal is to connect them using straight-line leaders with few
crossings. Such trees implicitly encode grouping constraints, as two sites with a short path
between their leaves must be labeled close together on the boundary. In contrast to our work,
Klawitter et al. not only considered a different optimization function, but they also restrict
themselves to binary trees, which can only represent a limited set of grouping constraints.

Contributions. Firstly, we show in Section 2 that finding an admissible constrained two-
sided boundary labeling is NP-complete, even for uniform-height labels and on fixed ports.
Secondly, in Section 3, we take a closer look at 1-CBL. We prove that it is weakly NP-hard
to find an admissible labeling with sliding ports and unrestricted label heights. Nevertheless,
we also present two polynomial-time algorithms: One for fixed ports and unrestricted label
sizes, and one for sliding ports and uniform-height labels. We furthermore implemented the
former algorithm and report in Section 4 on an experimental evaluation of its performance.

2 Constrained Two-Sided Boundary Labeling is NP-complete

We will show that finding some admissible two-sided boundary labeling in the presence of
grouping and ordering constraints is NP-complete, even if we have uniform-height labels
and fixed ports. The crucial ingredient of the reduction is the observation that we can
use ordering constraints to transmit information: For the ordering constraint s ≼ s′, if the
geometric properties of the instance require us to label s below s′, then any admissible
labeling must label s and s′ on opposite sides of B.

Construction of the Instance. We reduce from Monotone 1-In-3 Sat, which is a restricted
version of 3-Sat, where each clause contains only positive literals, i.e., the variables appear
only non-negated, and a clause is satisfied iff exactly one literal evaluates to true [17]. It
is known [17, 33] that this problem is NP-complete. For ease of presentation, the following
construction will not be in general position. However, we can always perturbate some sites
slightly without affecting the correctness of the reduction. Furthermore, note that we will
place the ports (and sites) such that there is sufficient vertical space between any two ports
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s2
s1

s3

(a) Substructure of the blocker gadget. We
add the grouping constraint {s1, s2, s3} and the
ordering constraints s1 ≼ s2 and s2 ≼ s3.

sb

sa

SB

SA

(b) The complete blocker gadget and its only
admissible labeling. SA and SB are created as
in (a).

Figure 3 The gadget blocker that subdivides the instance.

and both can be used without overlapping labels. From top to bottom, we will assign a
vertical slice on the boundary to each clause, and one for all variables together. All sites
and ports placed for a clause are contained within their slice, while all variable related sites
and ports are contained in the lowest slice. All slices are pairwise disjoint and separated by
blocker gadgets. In a blocker gadget, the placement of the sites together with the grouping
constraints indicated in Figure 3 allows only one admissible labeling for them, namely the
one shown in Figure 3b. By placing the sites sa and sb from Figure 3b sufficiently close to
the boundary, they partition the instance by blocking other leaders from passing through.

For each variable xi, we place a site si and two ports, one on each the left (p0
i ) and one

on the right (p1
i ) side of the boundary. Intuitively, if the site is labeled on the right (left), the

variable is set to true (false). For each clause Cj we place a gadget consisting of three sites,
c1

j , c2
j , and c3

j , one for each occurring variable, arranged horizontally, and three ports, one on
the left side of the boundary and below the sites, and two on the right side of the boundary
and above the sites. For every variable in the clause, we add an ordering constraint, which
forces the label of the variable site to be placed above the label of the clause site. Since the
blockers prevent any variable site to be labeled above a clause site, only one variable can
be labeled on the right boundary (corresponding to its truth value being true). This is the
variable, which satisfies the clause. Therefore, by setting exactly those variables whose sites
are (in an admissible labeling) labeled to the right to true, we obtain a variable assignment in
which exactly one variable per clause is true. Figure 4 gives an overview of the construction
by means of a small example. NP-containment follows readily from the possibility to check
admissibility of a labeling in polynomial time.

▶ Theorem 2.1. Deciding if an instance of 2-CBL has an admissible labeling is NP-complete,
even for uniform-height labels and fixed ports.

Proof. We argue NP-containment and NP-hardness separately.

NP-containment. Given an instance I of 2-CBL, we can describe an admissible (witness)
labeling L as a function from the domain of the sites into the co-domain of the ports. Hence,
it uses O(nm) space. To check whether L is planar, we evaluate all O(n2) leader combinations
in O(1) time each. For the grouping constraints, we check for each of the k groups whether
the corresponding O(n) sites are labeled on the same side of the boundary and no other
label is between them. Finally, we can check the r ordering constraints in O(r) = O(n2)
time. Therefore, we can check whether L is admissible in O(n2 + kn) time. Since these are
all polynomials in the input size, NP-containment of 2-CBL follows.
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(a) The constructed instance.
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(b) A (non-admissible) labeling that violates an
ordering constraint.

Figure 4 The instance created by our reduction for the formula (x1 ∨ x2 ∨ x3) ∧ (x2 ∨ x3 ∨ x4) ∧
(x1 ∨ x3 ∨ x4). Ordering constraints between variables and their occurrences in clauses are indicated
in (a). While we can label the vertices of some clauses such that all constraints are respected, since
the formula is a No-instance of Monotone 1-In-3 Sat, at least one ordering constraint has to be
violated as highlighted with the black leader in (b).

NP-hardness. We show NP-hardness using the reduction from Monotone 1-In-3 Sat to
2-CBL described in Section 2. Let φ = (X , C) be an instance of Monotone 1-In-3 Sat,
consisting of N variables X = {x1, . . . , xn} and M clauses C = {C1, . . . , CM }, and I(φ) the
corresponding instance of 2-CBL. Let ≼ be the ordering constraints in I(φ) that put the
sites for variables into relation with the sites for the clauses in which they occur. Assuming
that each clause gadget is “responsible” for the blocker immediately below it, we derive that
we create in total M blocker gadgets. From Figure 3, we can see that each blocker consists
of eight sites and eight ports. Each variable gives us one site and two ports, and each clause
three sites and three ports. Hence, I(φ) consists of 8M + N + 3M = 11M + N sites and
8M + 2N + 3M = 11M + 2N ports. Regarding the constraints, we have 4M grouping and
4M ordering constraints from the blockers. Together with the 3M ordering constraints from
≼, three per clause, this sums up to 4M grouping and 7M ordering constraints. To analyze
the height of I(φ) (excluding the height of the labels), we set w.l.o.g. h = 1. Then, a vertical
distance of one between any two neighboring ports on the same side of the boundary is
sufficient to maintain correctness of our reduction. For a single blocker gadget, this then
corresponds to a height of seven (see Figure 3b), which sums up to a height of 7M for all
blocker gadgets together. Regarding the sites for the variables, we spread them out with a
vertical distance of one, the same for the ports. Hence, the variable segment occupies (N − 1)
space on the boundary. Finally, for the clause gadgets, we need to ensure that any site can
reach the single port on the left side of the boundary. This can be done by placing that port
at a distance of one below the sites. On the right side, we can place the two ports a distance
of one and two above the three sites. This gives a height of 3M for all M clauses together.
Summing everything up, we get a height of 7M + N − 1 + 3M + 2M = 12M + N − 1 for
I(φ), excluding the labels, where the last 2M follow from the vertical offset we have to
maintain before and after each blocker so that they do not interfere with the other building
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blocks of our reduction. We can assume the width of I(φ) to be constant1. Therefore, I(φ)
has polynomial size and can be created in polynomial time with respect to the size of φ. It
remains to show the correctness of our reduction.

(⇒) Assume that φ is a positive instance of Monotone 1-In-3 Sat. Hence, there exists
a truth assignment Γ: X → {0, 1} s.t. for each clause Ci ∈ C, 1 ≤ i ≤ M , we can find a
variable xj ∈ Ci so that Γ(xj) = 1 and Γ(xj′) = 0, for all xj′ ∈ Ci with xj ̸= xj′ , i.e., exactly
one literal of each clause evaluates to true under Γ. We replicate this assignment in a labeling
L of I(φ) by labeling si, 1 ≤ i ≤ N , at p1

i if Γ(xi) = 1, otherwise at p0
i . We label the sites in

the clause gadget on the left boundary if the corresponding variable they represent satisfies
the clause, i.e., is true, and otherwise on the right side of the boundary. For the sites that
make up the blocker gadgets, we label them according to Figure 3b. What is left to do is
argue that L is admissible. For the sites in the blocker gadgets, this is true by construction.
As for any variable x ∈ X , we have either Γ(x) = 1 or Γ(x) = 0, but never both, the label
positions for the sites representing the variables are well-defined. Since we placed the ports
and sites with sufficient space from each other, mimicking Γ in L as described above will
always result in an admissible labeling. For the sites in the clause gadgets, as Γ ensures
that exactly one literal evaluates to true, we know that one site will be labeled at the left
boundary and the other two at the right boundary. This is exactly the distribution of the
three ports we have chosen when creating the clause gadgets (see Figure 4). Furthermore,
we have ensured that no matter which two sites we label on the right side, there is a way to
label them. Therefore, L is planar. To show that L respects also the constraints, we first
note that we respect the constraints in the blocker gadgets by construction. Therefore, we
only have to consider the ordering constraints from ≼. Let the variable xi appear in the
clause Cj and let si ≼ cl

j , l ∈ {1, 2, 3}, be the ordering constraint from ≼ that puts them
into relation. Since si represents a variable and cl

j its occurrence in a clause, we know that si

will be labeled below cl
j in L. Therefore, to respect si ≼ cl

j , we must show that si and cl
j are

labeled on different sides of the boundary. There are two cases: Γ(xi) = 0 or Γ(xi) = 1. In
the former case, we label si on the left side and, as the clause Ci is then not satisfied by the
variable xi, cl

j is labeled on the right side. In the latter case, i.e., if Γ(xi) = 1, we label si on
the right side and, as it satisfies the clause, cl

j is (the only site in this clause gadget that is)
labeled on the left side. As we label them in both cases on different sides of the boundary,
this ordering constraint is trivially satisfied. Since we selected si ≼ cl

j arbitrarily, we know
that this holds for all constraints in ≼. Hence, L is admissible.

(⇐) Let I(φ) possess an admissible labeling L. Based on L, we create a truth assignment
Γ: X → {0, 1} over X with Γ(xi) = 1 if L labels si at p1

i , 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Otherwise, i.e., if L
labels si at p0

i , we set Γ(xi) = 0. Due to the structure of the variable block, we can assume
that we label each si at one of those two ports, and thus is Γ well-defined. All that remains
to do is to show that in every clause Ci exactly one literal evaluates to true. We remind
the reader that every literal in φ is an un-negated variable. L respects all the constraints
of I(φ), in particular the ordering constraints ≼. However, observe that due to the blocker
gadgets, especially the one between the variable slice and the first clause gadget, in any
admissible labeling, and therefore also in L, all sites in the variable slice are labeled below

1 Observe that the actual x-coordinate of the sites is irrelevant in most gadgets. Only in a blocker gadget,
we must place sa and sb s.t. they block any leader from running through. Therefore, we can horizontally
scale the instance arbitrarily and assume w.l.o.g. that the width of the instance is constant.
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those in the clause gadgets. Therefore, to respect the constraints in ≼, L must satisfy them
“trivially”, i.e., by labeling the sites on different sides of the boundary. Hence, for each site
si in the variable slice that we label on the right side, i.e., at p1

i , we must label all sites for
its occurrences in clauses on the left side, as there is a corresponding constraint in ≼. A
symmetric argument holds if we label si on the left side. However, since for every clause
gadget representing some clause Cj , 1 ≤ j ≤ M , we create three ordering constraints in ≼
and there is only one port on the left side and two ports on the right side, we know that L
can only be admissible if exactly one of the three sites that make up the clause gadget is
labeled on the left side, i.e., considered true. Consequently, Γ satisfies exactly one literal of
each clause in φ, i.e., φ is a positive instance of Monotone 1-In-3 Sat. ◀

3 The Constrained One-Sided Boundary Labeling Problem

In the light of Theorem 2.1, the natural next step is to consider 1-CBL. In Section 3.1, we show
that finding an admissible labeling for an instance of 1-CBL is weakly NP-hard. However, by
restricting the input to either fixed ports (Section 3.2) or uniform labels (Section 3.3), we can
obtain polynomial-time algorithms. Observe that this is in hard contrast to 2-CBL, where
we have shown that the problem is NP-complete even for a uniform label size and fixed ports.

3.1 Constrained One-Sided Boundary Labeling is Weakly NP-hard
To show that it is weakly NP-hard to find an admissible labeling in an instance of 1-CBL, we
can adapt the idea of Fink and Suri [14]. They reduce Partition to the problem of finding
a planar labeling with non-uniform height labels and sliding ports in the presence of a single
obstacle on the plane. We create with our constraints an obstacle on the boundary that
serves the same purpose. The following illustration is not in general position and contains
leader-site crossings. As before, this can be resolved by perturbating some sites slightly.

Construction of the Instance. We will first give a reduction that only uses grouping
constraints. In the end, we show how we can replace the grouping constraints by or-
dering constraints. Let (A = {a1, . . . aN }, w : A → N) be an instance of Partition with∑

a∈A w(a) = 2A, for some A ∈ N2 [17]. We create for each element ai a site si whose
corresponding label has a height of w(ai), and place the sites on a horizontal line next
to each other. Furthermore, we create five sites, b1 to b5, with corresponding labels of
height 1 for b1 and b5, height ⌊ A−4

2 ⌋ for b2 and b4, and height 2 or 3 for b3, depending
on whether A is even or odd, respectively, and place them as in Figure 5. Observe that
the height of the labels for b1 to b5 sums up to A. We create the grouping constraints
{{b1, b2, b3, b4, b5}, {b1, b2, b3}, {b3, b4, b5}, {b2, b3, b4}, {b1, b2}, {b4, b5}}. These grouping con-
straints enforce that any admissible labeling must label these sites as indicated in Figure 5.
Since there is neither an alternative order of the labels nor room to slide around, the labels
of these sites must be placed contiguously, without any free space, and at that fixed position
on the boundary. Hence, we call the resulting structure a block. We create two similar blocks
above and below the sites for A and leave between them a space of A on the boundary,
respectively. We visualize this construction in Figure 6 and observe that this creates two
A-high free windows on the boundary where we can place the labels for the sites representing
the elements of A in. Finally, note that the grouping constraints we used to keep the

2 Otherwise, (A, w) would be a trivial negative instance.
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h(ℓ2) = ⌊A−4
2 ⌋

h(ℓ4) = ⌊A−4
2 ⌋

h(ℓ1) = 1

h(ℓ5) = 1

h(ℓ3) =

{
2 if A is even,

3 if A is odd

ℓ1

ℓ2

ℓ3

ℓ4

ℓ5

1
2
3
4
5

2
3
4

1
2
3

4
5

1
2

3
4
5

b5

b1

b2
b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4b4

b3

Figure 5 Creating an obstacle using grouping constraints as indicated by colored bands. An
alternative way of forcing the same structure with only ordering constraints is shown with the arrows.

labels for the sites of the blocks in place can be exchanged by the ordering constraints
{b1 ≼ b2, b2 ≼ b3, b3 ≼ b4, b4 ≼ b5} (also shown in Figure 5). Similar substitutions have to be
performed in the other two blocks. As this exchanges 18 grouping constraints with twelve
ordering constraints, we obtain Theorem 3.1.

▶ Theorem 3.1. Deciding if an instance of 1-CBL has an admissible labeling is weakly
NP-hard, even for a constant number of grouping or ordering constraints.

Proof. For an instance (A, ω) of Partition, let I(A, ω) be the created instance for 1-CBL
according to our reduction from Section 3.1. See Figure 6 for an illustration of the created
instance. Note that we use in Figure 6 the sites x1 to x5, b1 to b5, and y1 to y5 to create
the blocker above, next to, and below the sites for A, respectively. Regarding the size of
the created instance, we note that I(A, ω) has N + 15 sites and 18 grouping (12 ordering)
constraints, where N = |A|. Furthermore, the height is linear in A, where we defined
2A =

∑
a∈A w(a). For the correctness of the reduction, we observe the following.

(⇒) Let (A, w) be a positive instance of Partition and A1 and A2 a corresponding
solution, i.e., we have

∑
a∈A1

w(a) =
∑

a∈A2
w(a) = A. We transform this information now

into an admissible labeling for I(A, w). The blocks are labeled as in Figures 5 and 6. To
determine the position of the labels for the remaining sites, s1 to sN , we traverse them from
left to right. For any site si, 1 ≤ i ≤ N , we check whether its corresponding element ai is in
A1 or A2. If it is in A1, we place the label for si as far up as possible, i.e., inside the upper
free space of Figure 6. On the other hand, if it is in A2, we place the label for si as far down
as possible, i.e., inside the lower free space of Figure 6. As the sum of the weights of the
elements of A1 and A2 evaluates to A, respectively, and we reflect the values of the sum in
the height of the respective labels, it is guaranteed that we can place all labels for sites that
represent entries in A1 and A2 in the respective A-high windows. Finally, by traversing the
sites from left to right and assigning the outermost possible position for the respective label,
we guarantee that the resulting labeling is planar and thus admissible.

(⇐) Let L be an admissible labeling for I(A, w). By the placement of the sites for the
elements in A and the (sites for the) blocks, which is shown in Figure 6, we conclude that
the labels for the sites s1 to sN can only be inside the A-high windows on the boundary. We
define A1 as the set of elements whose corresponding site is labeled between x5 and b1 and
A2 as the one where the label is between b5 and y1. Recall that in each of these windows,
there is only space for that many sites such that the sum of their label heights equals A.
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Figure 6 The placement of the sites in the reduction that shows weakly NP-hardness for 1-CBL.
Gray boxes visualize the blocks.

Therefore, we know that A =
∑

a∈A1
w(a) =

∑
a∈A2

w(a) must hold, i.e., (A, w) is a positive
instance of Partition. ◀

3.2 Fixed Ports
We assume that we are given a set P of m ≥ n ports. Benkert et al. [7] observed that in
a planar labeling L, the leader λL connecting the leftmost site sL ∈ S with some port pL

splits the instance I into two independent sub-instances, I1 and I2, excluding sL and pL.
Therefore, we can describe a sub-instance I of I by two leaders (s1, p1) and (s2, p2) that
bound the sub-instance from above and below, respectively. We denote the sub-instance as
I = (s1, p1, s2, p2) and refer with S(I) (P(I)) to the sites (ports) in I, excluding those used in
the definition of I, i.e., S(I) := {s ∈ S | x(s1) < x(s), x(s2) < x(s), y(p1) < y(s) < y(p2)}
and P(I) := {p ∈ P | y(p1) < y(p) < y(p2)}. Similarly, for a leader λ = (s, p), we say that
a site s′ with x(s) < x(s′) is above λ if y(s′) > y(p) holds and below λ if y(s′) < y(p) holds.
See also Figure 7 for a visualization of these definitions.

Two more observations about admissible labelings can be made: First, λL can never split
sites s, s′ ∈ G with sL /∈ G. Second, λL never splits sites s, s′ ∈ S with s above λL and s′

below λL, for which we have s′ ≼ sL, s′ ≼ s, or sL ≼ s. Now, we could immediately define
a dynamic programming (DP) algorithm that evaluates the induced sub-instances for each
leader that adheres to these observations. However, we would then check every constraint in
each sub-instance and not make use of implicit constraints given by, for example, overlapping
groups. The following data structure makes these implicit constraints explicit.

PQ-A-Graphs. Every labeling L induces a permutation π of the sites by reading the labels
from top to bottom. Assume k > 0 and let M(S,G) be a n × k binary matrix with mi,j = 1
iff si ∈ Gj for Gj ∈ G. We call M(S,G) the sites vs. groups matrix, and observe that L
satisfies the constraint Gj iff the ones in the column j of M(S,G) are consecutive after we
order the rows of M(S,G) according to π. If this holds for all columns of M(S,G), then the
matrix has the so-called consecutive ones property (C1P) [16].
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s1

λ1 = (s1, p1)

λ2 = (s2, p2)

S(I)

P(I)

p1

p2

s2

sites below λ1

sites above λ1

Figure 7 A sub-instance I = (s1, p1, s2, p2) of our DP-algorithm and the used notation.

▶ Lemma 3.2. G are consistent for S iff M(S,G) has the C1P.

Proof. We show both directions separately. For ease of presentation, we assume m = n fixed
ports on the boundary. However, the proof extends readily to m ≥ n or sliding ports.

(⇒) We assume that the grouping constraints G are consistent. Let L be a (not necessarily
planar) labeling that respects all grouping constraints. We order the rows of M(S,G)
according to the order imposed by L on the sites S, i.e., when reading the labels top-to-
bottom, and obtain thus a permutation π of S. As L is a witness labeling for the consistency
of G, each group Gj ∈ G, 1 ≤ j ≤ k, is not intersected by a label for a site that is not part of
Gj . Therefore, for each group Gj , the ones in the jth column of M(S,G) must be consecutive.
Consequently, π witnesses that M(S,G) has the C1P.

(⇐) We assume that M(S,G) has the C1P. This means there exists a permutation π of the
rows, i.e., the sites, such that the ones in each column, i.e., for each group, are consecutive.
If we order the labels according to the order of their respective sites in π and create the
corresponding (not necessarily planar) labeling L, which is uniquely defined on the m = n

ports, L will respect all the grouping constraints. If not, this would mean that we have
a group Gj ∈ G, 1 ≤ j ≤ k, that is intersected by a label for a site si /∈ Gj outside the
group. However, by our definition of M(S,G), mi,j = 0 must hold, and since the group Gj

is intersected by si, we know that mi1,j = mi2,j = 1 holds, for some π(i1) < π(i) < π(i2),
1 ≤ i, i1, i2 ≤ n. This would mean that π is not a witness for M(S,G) having the C1P,
contradicting our initial assumption. Therefore, L must witness the consistency of G. ◀

Booth and Lueker [9] propose an algorithm to check whether a binary matrix has the C1P.
They use a PQ-Tree to keep track of the allowed row permutations. A PQ-Tree τ , for a
given set A of elements, is a rooted tree with one leaf for each element of a A and two
different types of internal nodes t: P-nodes, that allow to freely permute the children of t,
and Q-nodes, where the children of t can only be inversed [9]. Lemma 3.2 tells us that each
family of consistent grouping constraints can be represented by a PQ-Tree. Furthermore,
we can interpret each subtree of the PQ-Tree as a grouping constraint and call them the
canonical groups. However, not every grouping constraint results in a canonical group.

While we can deduce from Lemma 3.2 that PQ-Trees can represent families of consistent
grouping constraints, it is folklore that directed graphs can be used to represent partial orders,
i.e., our ordering constraints. We now combine these two data structures into PQ-A-Graphs.
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▶ Definition 3.3 (PQ-A-Graph). Let S be a set of sites, G be a family of consistent grouping
constraints, and ≼ be a partial order on S. The PQ-A-Graph T = (τ , A) consists of the
PQ-Tree τ for G, on whose leaves we embed the arcs A of a directed graph representing ≼.

We denote with Ti the subtree in the underlying PQ-Tree τ rooted at the node ti and with
leaves(Ti) the leaf set. Figure 8 visualizes a PQ-A-Graph and the introduced terminology.
Furthermore, observe that checking on the consistency of C = (G,≼) is equivalent to solving
the Reorder problem on τ and ≼, i.e., asking whether we can re-order leaves(τ) such that
the order induced by reading them from left to right extends the partial order ≼ [27].

▶ Lemma 3.4. We can check if the constraints C = (G,≼) are consistent for S and, if so,
create the PQ-A-Graph T in O(n + k + r +

∑
G∈G |G|) time. T uses O(n + r) space.

Proof. We prove the statements of the lemma individually.

Checking the Consistency of G. We showed in Lemma 3.2 that G being consistent for S
is equivalent to the sites vs. groups matrix M(S,G) having the C1P. Booth and Lueker [9]
propose an algorithm to check whether a binary matrix M has the C1P. Since their algorithm
decomposes M into its columns to build a PQ-Tree τ out of those, which for M(S,G) would
correspond to the groups G ∈ G, we do not need to compute M(S,G) but can directly
work with G. Plugging in the resulting equivalences, we derive that their algorithm runs
in O(n + k +

∑
G∈G |G|) time [9, Theorem 6]. If it outputs that M(S,G) does not have the

C1P, then we know that C cannot be consistent for S. On the other hand, if it outputs that
M(S,G) has the C1P, we can modify the algorithm to also return the computed PQ-Tree τ

without spending additional time.

Checking the Consistency of ≼. It remains to check whether τ allows for a permutation
that extends the partial order ≼ on the sites. This is equivalent to the instance (τ ,≼) of the
Reorder problem. Klávic et al. show that we can solve this problem in O(n + r) time [27].

The claimed running time for checking the consistency of C = (G,≼) for S follows then
readily. For the rest of the proof, we assume that the constraints C are consistent for S, as
otherwise the corresponding PQ-A-Graph T might not be defined.

Creation Time of T . We have already concluded that we can obtain the PQ-Tree τ in
O(n + k +

∑
G∈G |G|) time using the algorithm by Booth and Lueker [9]. In the following, we

assume that we maintain a map that returns for each site s ∈ S the corresponding leaf in τ .
Since we never add or remove a leaf, maintaining this list does not increase the asymptotic
running time of creating the PQ-Tree τ . To finish the creation of T , we have to enrich τ by
the ordering constraints ≼. Let s ≼ s′ be one of those constraints. Since we can find the
leaves for s and s′ in τ in constant time using our lookup table, adding the corresponding
arc to τ takes O(1) time. This sums up to O(r) and together with above arguments we get
O(n + k + r +

∑
G∈G |G|).

Space Consumption of T . Regarding the space consumption of the underlying PQ-Tree τ ,
we first note that Booth and Lueker assumed that they work with proper PQ-Trees. This
means that any P-node has at least two and any Q-node at least three children, respectively,
i.e., there are no (chains of) nodes with a single child [9]. Hence, τ uses O(n) space [25].
To embed the arcs on the leaves of τ , we can use adjacency sets, i.e., adjacency lists where
we use sets to store the neighbors of the nodes. This gives us constant time look-up while
needing O(n + r) space, and combined with the space consumption of τ , we get O(n + r). ◀
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Figure 8 A sample PQ-A-Graph together with the used terminology.

The Dynamic Programming Algorithm. Let I = (s1, p1, s2, p2) be a sub-instance and sL

the leftmost site in S(I). Let T (s1, s2) denote the sub-graph of the PQ-A-Graph T rooted
at the lowest common ancestor of s1 and s2 (in T ). Note that T (s1, s2) contains all the
sites in S(I), together with s1 and s2, and hence represents all constraints relevant for the
sub-instance I. Other constraints either do not affect sites in I or are trivially satisfied.
Imagine we want to place the label ℓL for sL at the port pL ∈ P(I). We have to ensure that
λL = (sL, pL) does not violate planarity w.r.t. the already fixed labeling and that in the
resulting sub-instances there are enough ports for the sites. Let Admissible(I, T , pL) be a
procedure that checks the following criteria.
1. The label ℓL does not overlap with the labels ℓ1, placed at p1, and ℓ2, placed at p2, for

the sites s1 and s2, respectively, that define the sub-instance I.
2. The leader λL does not intersect with a site s′ ∈ S(I), s′ ̸= sL.
3. In both resulting sub-instances I1 = (s1, p1, s, p) and I2 = (s, p, s2, p2), there are enough

ports for all sites, i.e., |S(Ii)| ≤ |P(Ii)|, for i = 1, 2.
4. pL respects the constraints expressed by T (s1, s2).
To check the last criterion efficiently, we make use of RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL), a
procedure which we define now. Let tL be the leaf for sL in T (s1, s2). There is a unique path
from tL to tr, which is the root of T (s1, s2), which we traverse bottom up and consider each
internal node on it. Let t be such a node with the children t1, . . . , tz in this order from left to
right. Let Ti, 1 ≤ i ≤ z, be the subtree that contains the site sL, rooted at ti. The labels for
all sites represented by leaves(T1), . . . , leaves(Ti−1) will be placed above ℓL in any labeling L
of S in which the children of t are ordered as stated. Therefore, we call these sites above sL

(at t). Analogously, the sites represented by leaves(Ti+1), . . . , leaves(Tz) are below sL (at t).
Figure 8 visualizes this. The sites represented by leaves(Ti) are neither above nor below sL

at t. It is important to note that we use two different notions of above/below. On the one
hand, sites can be above a node t in the PQ-A-Graph T (s1, s2), which depends on the order
of the children of t. On the other hand, a site can also be above a leader λ, which depends on
the (geometric) position of λ and is independent of T (s1, s2). Recall (and compare) Figure 8
with Figure 7 for the former and latter notion of above and below, respectively.

If t is a P-node, we seek a permutation π of the children t1, . . . , tz of t in which all the
sites in S(I) above sL at t (in the permutation π) are above λL, and all the sites in S(I)
below sL at t (in the permutation π) are below λL. This means that it cannot be the case
that some sites of the same subtree T , where T does not contain sL, are above λL, while
others are below λL, as this would imply that we violate the canonical grouping constraint
induced by T . To not iterate through all possible permutations, we distribute the children of
t, except ti, into two sets, tabove and tbelow, depending on whether they contain only leaves
for sites that should be above or below s at t. Depending on the position of t in T (s1, s2),
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(a) A PQ-A-Graph T (s1, s2), rooted at tr, with
s1 ∈ leaves(Ti).
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(b) A (sub-)instance I, where a wrong permu-
tation of the children of t in T (s1, s2) from (a)
would label the orange sites outside I.

Figure 9 In this situation tabove must not contain subtrees with sites from the sub-instance.

the children of t might contain sites that are not part of the instance I. In particular, this
can be the case when t is an internal node on the path from, for example, s1 to tr. Unless
specified otherwise, whenever we mention in the following the site s1, then the same applies
to s2, but possibly after exchanging above with below.

If Tj , rooted at a child tj of ti, 1 ≤ j ≤ z, i ̸= j, only contains sites from S(I), we check
whether all the sites are above λL, or if all are below λL. In the former case, we put tj in
the set tabove, and in the latter case in tbelow. Recall that if neither of these cases applies, we
know that λL would split a (canonical) group to which sL does not belong, and hence, pL

does not respect the constraints at t for sL, and we can return with failure.
Otherwise, if Tj contains only sites outside the sub-instance and not s1, we immediately

put it in tabove. If Tj contains s1 ∈ leaves(Tj), it can contain some sites in I and others
outside I. In this case, we only check whether all sites in leaves(Tj) ∩ S(I), are above λL.
For both cases, the definition of I enforce this, as these sites are outside the sub-instance
and must, therefore, be above sL at t as s1 is also above sL at t. Hence, we can return with
failure if these checks do not succeed. Furthermore, if s1 ∈ leaves(Ti) holds, then tabove must
not contain a child tj containing sites from S(I), as they would then be labeled outside I,
violating the definition of I. Figure 9 visualizes this.

Observe that, as long as t ̸= tr holds, we have that s1, s2, or neither of them is in the
subtree rooted at t. Hence, the definition of I already dictates whether a child tj of t that
contains sites outside the sub-instance must be in tabove or tbelow. However, if t = tr holds,
we must be more careful, as s1 and s2 are part of the subtree rooted at t. Hence, sites outside
the sub-instance could be above or below sL at t. If a Tj does not contain the sites s1 and
s2, and only sites outside I, then tj could be put in tabove or tbelow, unless there is a relevant
constraint that allows us to infer the set in which we have to put tj . But if there is such a
constraint, then it must have been considered the latest when we placed s1 or s2, as their
leaders divided the sites in S(I) from those in Tj . Hence, it is safe to ignore this child, and
we put it in neither of the sets. Similar to before, if s1 ∈ leaves(Ti) holds, then tabove must
not contain a tj having sites from I and analogous with tbelow if we have s2 ∈ leaves(Ti).

Observe that we query the position of each site s′ in a subtree Tj , 1 ≤ j ≤ z, i ̸= j, O(1)
times and determine each time its position w.r.t. the leader λL, which takes O(1) time, or
check whether it is in the sub-instance, which also takes O(1) time. Afterwards, we do not
consider this site anymore. Hence, this process can be implemented in O(|Tj |) = O(n) time.
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What remains to do is to ensure the following. There cannot be a site su, represented by a
leaf lu ∈

⋃
tu∈tabove

leaves(Tu), a site sv, represented by a leaf lv ∈ leaves(Ti), and a site sw,
represented by a leaf lw ∈

⋃
tw∈tbelow

leaves(Tw), such that we have one of the arcs (sv, su),
(sw, su), or (sw, sv) in T (s1, s2). If there are such sites, we know that we violate an ordering
constraint and return with failure. To perform these checks efficiently, we can maintain, while
computing tabove and tbelow, a look-up table that stores for each site whether it belongs to
tabove, tbelow, or Ti. Then we check for each of the arcs in T (s1, s2) in constant time, whether
we violate it or not. Since there are at most r arcs, we can implement these checks to run in
O(n + r) time, which already includes the time required to compute the look-up tables.

The checks that have to be performed if t is a Q-node are conceptually the same, but
simpler, since Q-nodes only allow to inverse the order: Either all sites above sL at t are above
λL, and all sites below sL at t are below λL. Or all sites above sL at t are below λL, and all
sites below sL at t are above λL. In the former case, we keep the order of the children at
the node t as they are. In the latter case, we inverse the order of the children at the node t.
Furthermore, there must not be an arc (su, sv) ∈ T (s1, s2), 1 ≤ u, v ≤ n, that prevents this
(inversion of the) ordering. Note that if a child of t contains sites outside the sub-instance I

but in T (s1, s2), one of the two allowed inversions is enforced by the definition of I. The
above sketched checks for a Q-node trivially run in O(n + r) time.

Next, we want to argue why we only have to check the subtree of the PQ-A-Graph
rooted at the least common ancestor of s1 and s2, where s1 and s2 define the sub-instance
I = (s1, p1, s2, p2). This is because we will respect any constraint that originates from a
node t further up in the tree: All sites from S(I) are then in the subtree of the same child
of t. Let I ′ = (s′

1, p′
1, s′

2, p′
2) be a sub-instance that contains I, i.e., we have s1, s2 ∈ S(I ′)

and p1, p2 ∈ P(I ′). Observe that the sub-graph T (s′
1, s′

2) of T that we considered for the
sub-instance I ′ has its root tr′ at tr or above tr, i.e., tr′ = tr or tr′ is an ancestor of tr.
Thus, on the way from the leftmost site in I ′ to tr′ , we “passed by” tr, either directly as tr

was a node on the path to tr′ , or indirectly, as tr was a node in a subtree whose leaves we
considered. In either case, we ensured that we can respect the constraints there.

Finally, we say that the (candidate) port pL respects the constraints for sL imposed by
T (s1, s2) in the sub-instance I = (s1, p1, s2, p2) if it respects them for sL at every node t on
the path from sL to the root of T (s1, s2). The procedure RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL)
as defined above performs these checks for each of the O(n) nodes on the path from sL to
tr. The following lemma shows that RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL) runs in O(n (n + r))
time and uses this to show that Admissible(I, T , pL) takes O(n2 + nr + log m) time.

▶ Lemma 3.5. Let I = (s1, p1, s2, p2) be a sub-instance of our DP-Algorithm with the
constraints expressed by T . We can check whether the port pL ∈ P(I) is admissible for the
leftmost site sL ∈ S(I) using Admissible(I, T , pL) in O(n2 + nr + log m) time.

Proof. We argue the running time for each of the criteria individually.

Criterion 1. In Criterion 1, we must check whether two labels overlap, which we can do
in constant time. Observe that by our assumption of fixed ports, together with the label
heights h(ℓ1), h(ℓ2), and h(ℓL), for the sites s1, s2, and sL, respectively, we only have to
check whether y(p2) + h(ℓ2)+h(ℓL)

2 ≤ y(pL) ≤ y(p1) − h(ℓ1)+h(ℓL)
2 holds.

Criterion 2. For Criterion 2, we can check for each site s′ ∈ S(I), s′ ≠ sL, to the right of s,
i.e., each site where we have x(sL) < x(s′), that it does not have the same y-coordinate as
the port pL, i.e, it cannot hold y(s′) = y(pL). This takes O(n) time.
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Criterion 3. To check this criterion efficiently, we assume that we can access a range tree
storing the sites, and a list containing the ports sorted by their y-coordinate. We will account
for this when we discuss the overall properties of our DP-Algorithm. With this assumption,
we can compute the number of ports in a sub-instance by running two binary searches for
p1 and p2 that define the sub-instance, which takes O(log m) time. To count the number
of sites in the sub-instance, we can run a counting range query on the sites, which takes
O(log n) time [11]. In the end, we only have to compare the retrieved numbers. Combining
this, we arrive at a running time of O(log n + log m).

Criterion 4. For the following arguments, we observe that we do not need to compute
T (s1, s2). We can simply traverse the path from tL, which is the leaf for the leftmost site
sL ∈ S(I), to the root of T and stop once we reach the root of T (s1, s2), which is the least
common ancestor of s1 and s2. We will account for the time to compute the least common
ancestor of s1 and s2 when we discuss the overall running time of our DP-Algorithm.

As the time required to check Criterion 4 depends on the running time of the procedure
RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL), we first discuss its running time. When describing the
procedure, we have observed that we can check whether pL respects for sL the constraints
imposed by T (s1, s2) at a node t on the path from sL to the root of T (s1, s2) in time
O(n + r). Since we have to check this on each of the O(n) nodes t on the path to the root of
T (s1, s2), we end up with a running time for RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL) (and thus
also Criterion 4) of O(n2 + nr).

Combining all, we get a running time of O(n2 + nr + log m). ◀

For a sub-instance I = (s1, p1, s2, p2), we store in a table D the value f(L∗) of an optimal
admissible labeling L∗ on I or ∞ if none exists. If I does not contain a site we set D[I] = 0.
Otherwise, we use the following relation, where the minimum of the empty set is ∞.

D[I] = min
pL∈P(I) where

Admissible(I,T ,pL) is true

(D[(s1, p1, sL, pL)] + D[(sL, pL, s2, p2)]) + f((sL, pL))

Correctness follows from the correctness of the approach from Benkert et al. [7], who use
a similar dynamic program to compute a one-sided labeling with po-leaders and a similar-
structured optimization function, combined with the fact that we consider only those ports
that are admissible for sL. By adding artificial sites s0 and sn+1, and ports p0 and pm+1,
that bound the instance from above and below, we can describe any sub-instance by a tuple
I = (s1, p1, s2, p2), and in particular the sub-instance for I by I0 = (s0, p0, sn+1, pm+1). As
two sites and two ports describe a sub-instance, there are O(n2m2) possible sub-instances
I that we have to evaluate in the worst case. We then fill the table D top-down using
memoization. This guarantees us that we have to evaluate each sub-instance I at most once,
and only those that arise from admissible (candidate) leaders. The running time of evaluating
a single instance is dominated by the time required to determine for each candidate port
whether it is admissible. Combined with the size of the table D, we get the following.

▶ Theorem 3.6. 1-CBL, with fixed ports, can be solved in O(n5m3 log m + k +
∑

G∈G |G|)
time and O(n2m2) space.

Proof. Let I be an instance of 1-CBL with the constraints C = (G,≼). From Lemma 3.4,
we know that we can check in O(n + k + r +

∑
G∈G |G|) time whether the constraints C are

consistent for S. Let us assume that they are, as otherwise I does not possess an admissible
labeling L. Therefore, we can obtain, in this time, the corresponding PQ-A-Graph T that
uses O(n + r) space.
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As further preprocessing steps, we create an additional list storing the ports p ∈ P sorted
by y(p) in ascending order and a range tree on the sites. We can do the former in O(m log m)
time and O(m) space, and the latter in O(n log n) time and space [11]. In addition, we
compute for each internal node t of the PQ-A-Graph T the canonical group induced by the
subtree rooted at t, and for each pair of sites s1 and s2 the least common ancestor of s1 and
s2 in T . We can do the former in O(n2) time and space by traversing T bottom-up, as T has
O(n) internal nodes and each canonical group is of size at most n. We can do the latter in
O(n2) time [6]. Furthermore, we create a look-up table for f(s, p), i.e., we compute f(s, p) for
all (s, p) ∈ S × P . Note that S × P = Λ for fixed ports. Creating this look-up table consumes
O(nm) space and requires O(nm) time, assuming that f(·, ·) can be evaluated in constant
time. Note that this is true if we seek an admissible, length-, or bend-minimal labeling. By
adding the artificial sites s0 and sn+1 and ports p0 and pm+1 located above and below all
sites and ports from I, we can describe any sub-instance by a tuple I = (s1, p1, s2, p2), and
in particular the sub-instance for I by I0 = (s0, p0, sn+1, pm+1).

Observe that two sites and two ports describe a sub-instance. Therefore, there are
O(n2m2) possible sub-instances I that we have to evaluate in the worst case. We fill a
DP-table D of size O(n2m2) starting at I0 top-down using memoization, which ensures that
we evaluate each sub-instance I at most once and only if it arises from admissible (candidate)
leaders. For each such I, we have to, when evaluating the recurrence relation, check for O(m)
candidate ports if they are admissible for the leftmost site sL. We can obtain sL in O(n)
time. For each candidate port pL, we first have to check whether it is admissible for sL,
which we can do in O(n2 + nr + log m) time due to Lemma 3.5. Since we have pre-computed
all values for f(s, p), this is the overall time required for a single candidate port pL. Hence,
evaluating all candidate ports in I takes O(m

(
n2 + nr + log m

)
) time. Recall that the table

D has O(n2m2) entries. Therefore, our DP-algorithm solves 1-CBL, for a given instance I,
in O(n2m2(n+m

(
n2 + nr + log m

)
)+k +

∑
G∈G |G|) = O(n4m3 +n3m3r +n2m3 log m+k +∑

G∈G |G|) time using O(n2m2) space. Note that the above bounds include the time required
to compute the PQ-A-Graph, but dominate the time and space required for the remaining
preprocessing steps. Observe that r = O(n2) holds. Hence, if r is small, i.e., r = O(n), above
bounds can be simplified to O(n4m3 +n2m3 log m+k +

∑
G∈G |G|). On the other hand, if r is

large, i.e., r = Θ(n2), above bounds yield O(n5m3 + n2m3 log m + k +
∑

G∈G |G|). Although
yielding a higher bound, to ease readability, we will upper-bound the latter running time by
O(n5m3 log m + k +

∑
G∈G |G|), resulting in the claimed bounds. ◀

We implemented a variant of this algorithm that assumes uniform-height labels. Figure 1b
was computed by this algorithm and we discuss in Section 4 an experimental evaluation of it.

3.3 Sliding Ports with Uniform-Height Labels
Fixed ports have the limitation that the admissibility of an instance depends on the choice
and position of the ports, as Figure 10 shows. By allowing the labels to slide along a
sufficiently long vertical boundary line, we remove this limitation. To avoid the NP-hardness
shown in Section 3.1 we require that all labels now have uniform height h > 0.

In this section, we will first define for each site s O(n) ports placed at multiples of h

away from s, building on an idea of Fink and Suri [14] that is visualized in Figure 11a. After
extending these ports by some small offset ε > 0 we will prove in order: That if an instance
has an admissible labeling, it also has an admissible (bend-minimal) labeling using these
ports (Lemma 3.7), that if such an instance has an admissible labeling in which every leader
has a minimum distance to every site, then there is a labeling with the same property using a
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(a) We cannot avoid crossings if we want to
respect the constraints.

(b) An alternative set of ports to (a) which
allows for an admissible labeling.

Figure 10 An instance whose admissibility depends on the position of the ports.

slightly different set of ports, which also has equal or smaller total leader length (Lemma 3.8)
and finally that these results in concert with Theorem 3.6 can be used to solve 1-CBL with
uniform-height labels in polynomial time (Theorem 3.9).

Let d be the smallest value one would need to add to a multiple of h such that two
sites are this far apart. Formally, this means d := mins,s′∈S (|y(s) − y(s′)| − qh), where
q = ⌊|y(s) − y(s′)| /h⌋. For the following arguments to work, we require d > 0. However,
this can easily be ensured by enforcing that the vertical distance |y(s) − y(s′)| between any
pair of sites s and s′ is not a multiple of h, which can be achieved by perturbating some sites
slightly. As we then have d > 0, we can select an ε with 0 < ε < d. We now define a set of
O(n2) ports s.t. there exists an admissible labeling on these (fixed) ports, if the instance with
sliding ports possesses an admissible labeling. For each s ∈ S, we define the following set.

P(s) := {y(s) + ih, y(s) + ih ± ε, y(s) − ih, y(s) − ih ± ε | 0 ≤ i ≤ n}

Now, we define the set of canonical ports P(S) as P(S) :=
⋃

s∈S P(s), some of which are
visualized in Figure 11b, and show the following.

▶ Lemma 3.7. Let I be an instance of 1-CBL with uniform-height labels, where the labels
can slide along a vertical boundary line. If I possesses an admissible labeling, then there also
exists one in which each port is from P(S).

Proof. Our proof builds on arguments used by Fink and Suri for a similar result [14, Lemma 1]
and we will call a maximal set of touching (but non-overlapping) labels a stack, following
nomenclature used by Nöllenburg et al. [32].

Let L be an admissible labeling of I in which not all ports are from P(S). We will
transform it into an admissible labeling L′ in which each port is from P(S). Throughout the

h

h

(a) Ports induced by the sites
as defined in [14].

(b) Ports from (a) extended to
the canonical ports.

s s′

s′′
h
h+ ε
h+ 2 ⇒ d ≤ 2
h+ 1 ⇒ d ≤ 1

(c) The leader of s crosses s′ after
moving all labels upwards. We only
show the ports that arise from s′.

Figure 11 The set of ports we construct in this section and (c) their usage in the proofs.
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proof, we will never change the order of the labels. Hence, if L respects the constraints, so
does L′. Let st and sb be the top-most and bottom-most sites in the instance, respectively.
If there are labels that have their port strictly above y(st), we take them and arrange them
as a single stack in the same order starting at the port p with y(p) = y(st) + h. These labels
are all now placed at ports from P(S). A symmetric operation is performed with all labels
that have their port strictly below sb, which we place at the port p with y(p) = y(sb) − h.
Since these labels were initially placed above st or below sb, which is still the case afterwards,
this cannot introduce any leader-site crossings. Furthermore, since we never move past sites
or change the order of the labels, we cannot introduce leader-leader crossings.

Hence, the only labels that we have to deal with are those positioned between st and sb.
For them, we proceed bottom-to-top as follows. We take the bottom-most not yet moved
label ℓ and move it upwards until it either is positioned at a port from P(S) or hits another
label ℓ′. In the former case, we stop. In the latter case, ℓ might not yet be at a port from
P(S). To ensure that L′ is admissible, we “merge” these labels into a stack and move from
now on this entire stack and thus all its labels simultaneously. We continue moving all the
remaining not-yet-positioned labels in the same manner, until one of the above cases occurred
for each of them. Observe that a label ℓ can never move past by a site since any site induces
a port in P(S), i.e., in the worst case, we stop at a p ∈ P(S) with y(p) = y(s) for some s ∈ S.
This may result in leaders crossing other sites if in L a leader λ for a label ℓ, originated at a
site s, passes between a port of P(S) and a site s′ ∈ S, s ̸= s′. If we then move ℓ upwards,
the first port that we hit for ℓ might be the one directly induced by s′, i.e., the port p, with
y(p) = y(s′). Depending on the position of s′, i.e., if x(s) < x(s′) holds, λ now crosses s′. To
resolve this crossing, we take that label and the stack it belongs to, if there is one, and move
it downwards until we hit a port from P(S). By our selection of ε, it is guaranteed that
we will hit a port before we hit another site since there is at least one other port strictly
between the end of the stack and any other site s′′, as

0 < ε < d ≤
(

|y(s′) − y(s′′)| −
⌊

|y(s′) − y(s′′)|
h

⌋
h

)
holds, and we have ports at y(s′) ± ε and y(s′′) ± ε. This is already indicated in Figure 11b,
but Figure 11c visualizes this in more detail with the orange ports. Note that d ≤ 1 holds in
Figure 11c. Therefore, we have ε < 1, and consequently h + ε < h + d ≤ h + 2, which is the
(green) distance between the orange and the purple site. If we move all such (stacks of) labels
simultaneously, we can never overlap with a placed label by moving downwards, but might
merge with another stack already placed at ports from P(S). In the resulting labeling L′,
each label is located at a port p ∈ P(S), and since we never changed the order of the labels
when transforming L into L′, all constraints are still respected and L′ is admissible. ◀

Observe that each site s ∈ S induces a port p ∈ P for which we have y(s) = y(p). Hence,
existence of a bend-minimal labeling on P(S) follows immediately. For length-minimal
labelings, Figure 10 demonstrates that admissible instances without optimal labelings exist,
as we can in Figure 10b always move the leader for the lower green site by a small ε′ > 0
closer to the purple site, which reduces the length of the leaders, but guarantees that it
remains admissible. To ensure the existence of length-minimal labelings, we enforce that
the leaders maintain a minimum vertical distance of 0 < dmin to other sites. We define an
alternative set of canonical ports P ′(S) that takes dmin into account.

P ′(s) := {y(s) + qh, y(s) + qh ± dmin, y(s) − qh, y(s) − qh ± dmin | 0 ≤ q ≤ n}
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Equipped with P ′(S) :=
⋃

s∈S P ′(s), we can show Lemma 3.8, which is a variant of Lemma 3.7.

▶ Lemma 3.8. Let I be an instance of 1-CBL with uniform labels, where the labels can slide
along a vertical boundary line. If I possesses an admissible labeling L in which each leader
maintains a minimum vertical distance dmin to other sites, then there also exists one in which
each port is from P ′(S) and each leader still maintains the minimum vertical distance dmin
to other sites. Furthermore, the leader length of L′ is not larger than that of L.

Proof. The crux of the proof is similar to the one for Lemma 3.7. However, we make two
observations. Firstly, moving all labels that have their ports strictly above y(st) down can
never increase the length of their leaders as they have their sites below their ports. A
symmetric argument can be given for the labels that have their port below y(sb). Secondly,
in the initial labeling L, all leaders maintain a vertical distance of at least dmin to other sites.
Since we place a port this far away from each site s, we can never hit a site with our leaders
while moving (stacks of) labels, i.e., we can never introduce a leader-site crossing.

The remainder of the proof is identical to the one for Lemma 3.7, except that we move
(stacks of) labels always in a non-increasing direction with respect to the lengths of the
involved leaders. This means that if in a stack more labels have their site above the respective
ports, we move the stack upwards, and vice versa. We break ties arbitrarily. If this leads to
two stacks touching before they reach ports from P ′(S), we merge them and move the single
resulting stack in the same manner. As already observed by Fink and Suri [14], we never
increase the overall leader length and this operations must eventually stop. Thus, for the
labeling L′ that we eventually obtain, we know that the sum of the leader lengths can be at
most as large as the one in the initial labeling L. ◀

Note that P ′(S) can contain ports for which leaders would not satisfy our requirement on
a vertical distance of at least dmin to other sites. However, observe that we never move past
a port while sliding labels. Since we started with an admissible labeling where the leaders
maintain the distance dmin to other sites, and created ports that are that far away from
the sites, this cannot result in a labeling violating our requirement of the leaders having a
minimum vertical distance of dmin to other sites. This criterion can also be patched into
the admissibility-checks without affecting the running time. Finally, having this additional
requirement is not a limitation, as this is already often required in real-world labelings [31].

▶ Theorem 3.9. 1-CBL, with uniform-height labels, can be solved in O(n11 log n + k +∑
G∈G |G|) time and O(n6) space.

Proof. First, note that for our sets of canonical ports we have O(|P(S)|) = O(|P ′(S)|) =
O(n2). Furthermore, we have shown in Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8 that these ports are sufficient
for obtaining an admissible, bend-, and length-minimal labeling, if there exists one at all.
Therefore, we have reduced the 1-CBL problem with uniform-height labels to the 1-CBL
problem with fixed ports (and uniform height labels). Thus, we can use our DP-Algorithm
from Section 3.2 and obtain Theorem 3.9 by plugging in m = O(n2) in Theorem 3.6. ◀

4 Experimental Evaluation of the DP-Algorithm for Fixed Ports

From a theoretical point of view, Theorem 3.6 shows that 1-CBL can for fixed ports be solved
in polynomial time. However, the large (asymptotic) running time of the algorithm leads one
to assume that it has little practical relevance. Given that the problem is motivated from
real-world applications, we now seek to experimentally evaluate the approach on synthetic
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sL
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s2

p11

p2

p21

pLpL

Figure 12 No matter if we have the sub-instance I = (s1, p1
1, s2, p2) or I ′ = (s1, p2

1, s2, p2), if we
label sL at pL the leader λL = (sL, pL) will in both sub-instances either respect the constraints or
do not respect them.

and real-world instances. In contrast to our description from Section 3.2, which allows for
non-uniform height labels and more general optimization functions, we will in the following
stick to uniform-height labels and minimize the length of the leaders. We will give an overview
of the experiments and its results, but refer to Depian’s Master’s thesis [12] for full details.

Implementation Details. We implemented our DP in C++17 to find a leader-length minimal
labeling for uniform-height (20 pixels) labels on fixed ports.

For the PQ-A-Graphs, we used a PC-Tree3 implementation by Fink et al. [15] that
outperforms existing PQ-Tree implementations as starting point. We make also use of
a range tree implementation by Weihs [39] that was already used in the literature [38].
Furthermore, we implement two ideas to speed up the running time of our algorithm for
many real-world instances. Note that each of them does not decrease the asymptotic time
complexity of the algorithm and has no influence on its correctness.

Our first idea concerns the computation of the least common ancestor of two leaves. As
this information is accessed several times in the algorithm, we noticed that pre-computing
this information for all pairs of leaves had a positive effect on the measured running time.

Our second idea aims at avoiding checking whether the leader λL = (sL, pL) would
respect the constraints, if we can already infer this information from previously per-
formed checks. Note that this circumvents (re-) running the time-expensive procedure
RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL). More concretely, assume that the bounding box of the
sites in a sub-instance I = (s1, p1, s2, p2) is identical to the one in a sub-instance I ′ =
(s1, p′

1, s2, p′
2). As this bounding box comprises the same sites and both sub-instances are de-

scribed by s1 and s2, everything that affects the outcome of RespectsConstraints(I, T , λL)
for λL = (sL, pL) is identical, given that sL is the leftmost site (in both sub-instances) and
we have pL ∈ P(I) ∩ P(I ′). As a consequence, we can use memoization and just (re-) use
the result from, for example, RespectsConstraints(I ′, T , λL). We visualize this idea in
Figure 12 and want to mention that it is inspired by the practical considerations made by
Niedermann et al. [31] to speed up their contour labeling algorithm.

Furthermore, we implemented the ILP-formulation from the user study by Barth et al. [1],
which we call in the following Naïve-ILP, and use it as a reference for the running time of

3 PC-Trees can be seen as a variant of PQ-Trees, and we refer to Hsu and McConnell [24] for a formal
definition of PC-Trees. Furthermore, it is known that we can simulate PQ-Trees using PC-Trees [23].
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Table 1 Size of the instances based on illustrations from the Sobotta atlas of human anatomy [37].

Figure n m k r Definition of Constraints

Fig. 8.30 11 44 3 0 Groups based on colored regions or curly brackets enclosing
labels.

Fig. 8.81 9 60 0 7 A nerve branching off another nerve should be labeled below
its “parent”.

Fig. 9.23 11 53 3 0 Overlapping groups based on explicit curly brackets or colored
regions.

Fig. 12.33 9 38 3 0 Grouping based on colored regions. Sites on the boundary of
two regions are in both regions, i.e., groups overlap.

Fig. 12.59 19*) 62 3 6 Grouping based on curly brackets, ordering based on Roman
letters next to some labels.

*) The original figure contains 31 sites labeled on the left and right sides of the illustration. However,
we took only the sites labeled on the left side.

our DP-algorithm. Note that this should only simulate a “textbook” implementation of a
labeling algorithm and does not claim to be the most efficient way to obtain a leader-length
minimal labeling on fixed ports. Furthermore, the ILP is unaware of our constraints.

Datasets. We used four datasets, where three of them are based on the following real-world
data. The cities dataset contains instances with the n ∈ {10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45} largest
cities from Austria, Germany, and Italy, respectively, obtained from simplemaps.com [34].
For each combination of country and n, we create one instance without constraints, which we
use for the ILP, and group the cities in the other instances according to the administrative
regions of the respective country. In addition, in one of the instances with the groups,
we order the cities in each group according to their administrative status (create so-called
intra-group constraints). A fourth instance is created where we order the groups according
to their population computed from the cities in the instance (create so-called inter-group
constraints). To do the latter, we select a representative site from each group and insert the
corresponding ordering constraints. We create multiple variants of this dataset, each with a
different number of ports. In cities-2x, each instance has m = 2n many ports, and cities-90
defines 90 ports per instance. For these two datasets, we maintain a distance of at least
twenty pixels, the label height, between two ports. For cities-10px, we perform differently.
We take the initial height of the boundary and place a port every ten pixels. If this leads to
too few ports, we add more ports accordingly, thus increasing the height of the boundary.
This approach led to 71 ports for the Austrian cities and 128 and 130 for the German and
Italian cities, respectively, independent of the number of cities in the instance.

The ports dataset is a variation of the cities dataset(s), where we consider the n = 25
largest cities from the countries. For each combination of country and constraints, we
create different instances where we vary the number of ports m. We use m ∈ {⌈xn⌉ | x ∈
{1.0, 1.1, . . . , 2.9, 3.0}} and enforce a distance of at least ten pixels between two ports.

Finally, the last real-world dataset contains five instances obtained from the Sobotta atlas
of human anatomy [37] that Niedermann et al. used to evaluate the performance of their
contour labeling algorithm [31]. These instances are enriched with grouping and ordering
constraints as described in Table 1. Note that the book uses contour labeling for their
illustrations. Therefore, we selected the instances such that we maintain feasibility also under
the boundary labeling model. Similar to Niedermann et al., we place a port every ten pixels.
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We furthermore used a synthetic dataset containing random instances. However, the
datasets based on real-world data gave us the most insight and we thus discuss in this paper
only the results for them. A description of and the results for the fourth dataset can be
found in Depian’s Master’s thesis [12]. All datasets together contain 750 instances.

Experimental Setup. Most instances were solved on a compute cluster with Intel Xeon
E5-2640 v4 10-core processors at 2.40GHz that have access to 160 GB of RAM. We set a
hard time limit of twenty hours per instance and a hard memory limit of 96 GB. Neither of
the limits was exceeded. To simulate a real-world setting, we computed the instances from
the book on an off-the shelf laptop with an Intel Core i5-8265U 4-core processor at 1.60GHz.
There, we had, inside a WSL2 environment, access to 7.8 GB of RAM.

Results. A detailed discussion of the results can be found in the Master’s thesis [12], but
at a glance the experiments revealed that, apart from the dataset based on the book, each
dataset contains, on average, only thirty percent feasible instances. In particular, those
instances that contained grouping and ordering constraints were often infeasible. Comparing
the feasible instances with both types of constraints to their counterpart without ordering
constraints revealed that the former only have a negligible higher leader length. This gives
the impression that ordering constraints are well suited for enforcing locally limited orders
but should not be used to put labels for sites far away into relation. As the instances based on
the book were feasible, but not all real-world instances, we conclude that we should not only
consider the semantics of sites but also their (geometric) position when defining constraints.

We present in Figures 13 and 14 and Table 2 the running times4 and running time plots
for our implementation. For the cities dataset(s), we report in Figure 13 the running time
plots.5 Figure 13a shows the running times for the instances that contain only grouping
constraints. Furthermore, we plot the average running time of the ILP together with the
range of measured running times as reference. As many of the instances with grouping and
ordering constraints were infeasible, we refrain from plotting their running times in detail.
However, they are included in Figure 13b, where we plot the running times of all infeasible
instances. For the ports dataset, we plot in Figure 14 the running times. Figure 14a shows
the running times of the instances with only grouping constraints and contains, as for the
cities datasets, the running time of the ILP as a reference. We plot the running times of all
infeasible instances in Figure 14b. Table 2 contains the running times for our solver and the
ILP on the instances from the Sobotta atlas of human anatomy.

From the plots and measurements, we can observe that our algorithm is for small to
medium-sized instances fast enough to compute a labeling in a few seconds or classify them
as infeasible, even on an off-the-shelf laptop (Table 2). On the other hand, if the instance is
large, the running time can be seen as a limitation of our approach. In particular, we could
measure a running time of up to seven minutes for the largest instances (Figure 13a). On a
positive note, infeasibility was for most instances detected within ten seconds (Figures 13b
and 14b). Furthermore, we observed that the running time seems to be more dependent on
the number of ports than on the number of sites.

4 We measured the wall-clock time, excluding the reading (and parsing) of the instance from and the
writing of the labeling to the disk, but including any other preprocessing steps.

5 Recall that the number of ports in cities-2x is not constant. Hence, in Figure 13, varying the number of
sites can also influence the number of ports. For all other cities datasets, the number of ports is the
same across all instances from the same country.
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Figure 13 Running time on the cities datasets (log-plots). Gr. stands for grouping and Or. for
ordering constraints (abbreviated as Cstrs.)
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Figure 14 Running time on the ports dataset (log-plots). Gr. stands for grouping and Or. for
ordering constraints (abbreviated as Cstrs.).
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Table 2 Running time (in seconds) of our algorithms on the instances from the Sobotta atlas of
human anatomy.

Our DP-Algorithm

Instance Naïve ILP Total Of Which Bookkeeping*)

Fig. 8.30 0.7922 0.6084 0.0003
Fig. 8.81 0.4295 0.3700 0.0003
Fig. 9.23 0.5023 0.3658 0.0004
Fig. 12.33 0.2519 0.0418 0.0003
Fig. 12.59 2.4632 3.6388 0.0006

*) This includes everything but filling the DP-Table D.

Finally, the ports had not only an influence on the running time. We could in addition
observe that the quality and feasibility of the labeling strongly depend on them, which
justifies our considerations in Section 3.3 for a setting without a pre-determined set of ports.

5 Conclusion

We analyzed the support of grouping and ordering constraints in boundary labeling. While
finding an admissible labeling is (weakly) NP-hard, efficient algorithms for 1-sided instances
with fixed ports or uniform-height labels exist. Natural next steps would be to consider the
inclusion of soft constraints, i.e., a setting where even if not all constraints can be adhered to,
we aim to maximize the number of satisfied constraints. Since often features other than points
are labeled, it is also worth studying a variant of this problem with uncertain or variable
site locations. Similarly, the support of other leader styles, which have been established for
boundary labeling, or entire other labeling styles, should be investigated. Finally, the visual
quality of the produced labeling should be experimentally evaluated.
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