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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce tiled graphs as models of learning and maturing
processes. We show how tiled graphs can combine graphs of learning spaces or
antimatroids (partial hypercubes) and maturity models (total orders) to yield
models of learning processes. For the visualization of these processes it is a
natural approach to aim for certain optimal drawings. We show for most of
the more detailed models that the drawing problems resulting from them are
NP-complete. The terse model of a maturing process that ignores the details of
learning, however, results in a polynomially solvable graph drawing problem. In
addition, this model provides insight into the process by ordering the subjects
at each test of their maturity. We investigate extremal and random instances
of this problem, and provide exact results and bounds on their optimal crossing
number.

Graph-theoretic models offer two approaches to the design of optimal matu-
rity models given observed data: (1) minimizing intra-subject inconsistencies,
which manifest as regressions of subjects, is modeled as the well-known feedback
arc set problem. We study the alternative of (2) finding a maturity model by
minimizing the inter-subject inconsistencies, which manifest as crossings in the
respective drawing. We show this to be NP-complete.

Keywords: Maturity models, Learning space, Crossing minimization, Tile
crossing number

1. Introduction

Maturity models have been used for decades to track progress over time made
by some entities, called subjects, with respect to some linearly ordered set of
stages or, hereafter, categories. The subjects can, for example, be technologies
[2, 29], products [38], organizations [11, 37], or people [31]. For instance, NASA
defined the technology readiness levels (TRLs) [29], which were later adapted
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by the European Commission for Horizon 2020 and Horizon Europe projects [2].
This 9-level scale shows the progression in the development of new technologies,
starting at the first level with the observation of basic principles, and ending at
the ninth level with the technology being successfully applied in its operational
environment. The TRL scale thus presents a maturity model for knowledge that
any researcher in applied sciences will at least implicitly come in contact with.

The above are just some examples, but in general maturity models have been
applied to a variety of scientific and practical contexts [19, 33, 37, 38]. They are
also called stages-of-growth models, stage models, or stage theories [36]. The
models are based on the assumption that the growth patterns of the observed
subjects are predictable, that is, the models describe an assumed, desired, or
expected stage-by-stage growth of those subjects [19, 35]. With the growing
interest in maturity models, they attracted both scientific attention and crit-
icism [4, 30] asking (i) for an improvement in the understanding of maturity
models in general and (ii) for the creation of an optimal maturity model when
given specific observed data. We address both these challenges in our contribu-
tion. Our key observation is that longitudinal studies of the mentioned growth
patterns produce ordinal panel data [25]. This allows us to address challenge (i)
by proposing a more detailed model that formalizes maturity models as rank-
ings of knowledge states in a learning space (cf. Section 2). Then we address
challenge (ii) by optimizing these rankings, as presented in Section 7.

Our formalization of maturity models and the learning process behind them
builds on learning spaces [15], also known as antimatroids [12, 13]. These are
exhaustively studied combinatorial structures, whose graphs are partial hyper-
cubes [13]. We propose several models of subject progress in learning. The de-
tailed models result in k-tiled graphs [42, 41] known from understanding crossing
critical graphs [6, 8, 34].

In later sections, we show that for several relevant models it is in general
NP-complete to obtain their optimal (tile) drawings. This motivates the investi-
gation of simplest relevant instances. These reduce the observability of learning
progress to the stages of a maturity model at prescribed timestamps or tests and
ignore the detailed learning progress between the two tests. We show that for a
given maturity model, the optimal ordinal panel data drawing of its longitudinal
study can be obtained in polynomial time. This motivates introducing the no-
tion of the panel crossing number as the minimum number of crossings required
to consistently represent trajectories of subjects through a series of tests that
assign each of them an ordinal variable (category). While the ordering of sub-
jects is partially prescribed by the ordinal variable, the intra-category ordering
of subjects (i.e., the ordering of the subjects that are assigned the same category
in a given test) is not prescribed and defines a degree of freedom allowing for
crossing minimization. The obtained minimum number of crossings is the panel
crossing number of an ordinal panel data instance. A drawing realizing this
crossing number exhibits most consistent, least turbulent progress of subjects
through the sequence of tests. This observation demonstrates the potential for
applications of graph drawing techniques in (discrete) data analysis.

The crossing minimization problem that corresponds to optimizing the inter-
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subject consistency in maturity models is closely related to variants of cross-
ing minimization in layered graph drawings [22, 39]. However, unlike general
layered or hierarchical graphs, the simplest representations of maturity mod-
els that ignore the inter-test learning process (i.e., the details of a learning
process of each subject in a given test) feature a set of subjects that form x-
monotone, potentially crossing paths over time. So the resulting graphs are
basically collections of intertwined paths. Without the ordered categories, this
is very similar to storyline layouts [20, 28, 40] or metro line crossing minimization
problems [3, 5, 17, 32]. Yet, the fact that each subject belongs to exactly one
category at each time point and categories are linearly ordered puts much more
constraints on the feasible permutations of subjects in each step. Hence, we
investigate the specific crossing properties of such constrained maturity model
instances of ordered panel data and optimize the corresponding maturity model
visualizations.

In addition to solving the panel crossing minimization problem in polyno-
mial time, we analyze extremal instances where the panel crossing number is
maximal. We continue with the panel crossing number of random instances,
and we solve the question of finding an optimal maturity model, i.e., a model
that for given data allows for a representation with the smallest panel crossing
number. We show that this problem is NP-complete, but integer linear program-
ming (ILP) models such as the one presented in Section 7 can solve practical
instances to optimality. In fact, it may even be NP-complete just asking whether
the optimal maturity model results in a planar instance with no crossings among
subjects.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. We start by describ-
ing the graph models of the learning and testing processes and how they yield
the tile graphs and we define mathematical prerequisites along the way (Sec-
tion 2). This already contributes to the first aforementioned challenge of im-
proving the understanding of the maturity models. We proceed by exhibiting
NP-completeness of crossing minimization problems of drawings respecting ma-
turity models related to all but the simplest of the defined models (Section 3).
Then we give a polynomial time algorithm that produces optimal drawings of
said graph model of the learning and testing processes (Section 4). Next, we
study extremal (Section 5.1) and random instances (Section 6). As a final result
of the paper, we establish NP-completeness for the problem of producing an op-
timal maturity model minimizing inconsistencies between maturing subjects for
some given data (Section 7). Thus, we contribute to the second aforementioned
challenge of producing optimal maturity models for the observed data.

2. Learning graphs and their applications

In this section, we address challenge (i) of getting a better understanding
of maturity models. In particular, using tiles introduced by Pinontoan and
Richter [34], we link maturity models to another well-studied combinatorial
structure, so-called learning spaces [16]. In the following we reproduce the core
definitions.
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A knowledge structure is a pair (Q,K), in which Q is a nonempty set and
K is a family of subsets of Q containing at least Q and the empty set ∅. The
set Q is called the domain of the knowledge structure, its elements are called
knowledge items, and the elements of K are called knowledge states. Since Q is
always the largest set in K, it can also be omitted when discussing a knowledge
structure.

A knowledge structure (Q,K) is a learning space if it satisfies two axioms,
the axiom of learning smoothness, intuitively stating that if a state K is a subset
of a state L, then a learner can reach L from K by learning one item at a time,
and the axiom of learning consistency, intuitively stating that knowing more
does not prevent the learner from learning something new.

Formally, learning smoothness stipulates that for every pair of states K,L ∈
K with K ⊊ L, there exists a finite chain of states

K = K0 ⊊ K1 ⊊ . . . ⊊ Kp = L,

such that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ p we have |Ki \Ki−1| = 1, implying that |L \K| = p.
Learning consistency stipulates that ifK ⊆ L are two states and q is a knowledge
item such that K ∪ {q} ∈ K holds, then also L ∪ {q} ∈ K holds.

Figure 1 shows an example of a graph drawing of a learning space. Vertices
of the graph represent states, while edges represent knowledge items.
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Figure 1: Example of a graph drawing of a learning space.

We can observe that learning smoothness, by applying it to K = ∅ and
L = Q, implies finiteness of the learning space (Q,K). It has also been men-
tioned in the literature that the definition of a learning space is equivalent to
the definition of an antimatroid [27].

For a learning space (Q,K), there is a natural definition of the graph of the
learning space G(Q,K): Its vertices are all the knowledge states in K and two
knowledge states K ⊊ L are adjacent if and only if there exists a knowledge
item q ∈ Q such that K ∪ {q} = L. It is clear that this graph is a partial
hypercube, that is, a graph whose vertices can be labeled by {0, 1}-bitstrings
such that adjacent vertices differ only in a single bit.
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Having reproduced the mathematical model of learning a set of knowledge
items, we observe that this model allows for a significant level of detail in rep-
resenting the current knowledge state of a learner. For practical purposes, the
level of detail is often significantly simplified, such as in educational systems or
in career rankings. There, a knowledge state is usually simplified into an ordinal
variable such as a grade, school level/year, or career badge. For this reason, we
continue by describing an ordinal panel data instance as the underlying model
of the data collected in such a (simplified) model of observing learning progress.

A panel, or longitudinal, data set follows a given group of subjects over time.
It thus provides, for each subject in the group, multiple observations of the same
set of variables at different timestamps [24]. In the case of maturity models we
obtain, for a given group of subjects, observations of one ordinal variable: the
maturity level. Combined with in-depth assessments that result in this maturity
level, we periodically observe the competencies, skills, or other knowledge items
of subjects – their knowledge state – and use this information to identify the
maturity level.

To define panel data, we make use of a permutation or ordering π of a set X,
which is a (total) linear order on X. We write x ≺π x

′ if x, x′ ∈ X and x comes
before x′ according to π. Let further Π(X) be the set of all permutations of the
set X. Further, for Y ⊆ X we define the induced permutation π[Y ] of the set
X such that for y, y′ ∈ Y , y ≺π y

′ if and only if y ≺π[Y ] y
′.

Definition 2.1. A panel data (PD) instance is a triple (S, C, T ), where S, C,
and T , respectively, are a set of subjects, categories, and linearly ordered time-
stamps, respectively. The timestamps T = {t0, t1, . . . , tm}, m > 0, are ordered
increasingly by indices. For each i = 1, . . . ,m, let ti : S → C be a test function
that assigns a category to each subject at timestamp ti.

An ordinal panel data (OPD) instance (S, C, T, σ) is a PD instance (S, C, T )
with an additional linear ordering σ of the categories C.

A combinatorial layout of an OPD instance (S, C, T, σ) is a sequence of per-
mutations π1, π2, . . . , πm ∈ Π(S) such that

∀ti ∈ T, ∀s, s′ ∈ S : ti(s) ≺σ ti(s
′) =⇒ s ≺πi s

′.

Informally, πi is an ordering of the subjects such that if the category ti(s) is
before ti(s′) in σ, then s is before s′ in πi.

We slightly abuse notation and use the same notation t ∈ T for both the
timestamp and for the function assigning the categories to the subjects. To
emphasize the difference in the discussion, we refer to the function as a test.

Unless stated otherwise, n := |S| denotes the number of subjects, m :=
|T | − 1 the number of intervals between timestamps, and k := |C| the number
of categories. Note that we are predominantly interested in the behavior of
subjects between timestamps. For this reason, we label the first timestamp t0,
as then the number of intervals is equal to the last index of a timestamp in the
sequence, and the interval between timestamps gets assigned the index of the
later timestamp.
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The context is now established to link the maturity models with learning
spaces. The levels of maturity, defined in specific maturity models, are defined
by competencies required by the subjects at a certain maturity. Those compe-
tencies may depend on additional knowledge items, and we can define the set
Q to contain all the competencies and all the other skills required for a subject
to be in any of the maturity levels of the maturity model. As the learning of
the competencies can progress one knowledge item at a time, and assuming the
knowledge items are consistent, there is a learning space (Q,K) that models the
learning process of the maturity model in greater detail than the maturity model
itself. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an ordinal panel data instance, such that the subjects
in S learn the knowledge items Q in the learning space (Q,K), whose maturity
levels are the categories in C. Each test in T then checks knowledge of the items
in Q and assigns a state from K to a subject in S. This information is more
detailed than assigning a category, and there is a ranking function α : K → C
that assigns to each knowledge state in K a maturity level, i.e., a category in C.
To simplify notation, we will not distinguish between tests that assign subjects
the categories or tests that assign knowledge states. If needed, we will implicitly
assume existence of a ranking function, linking the two interpretations of tests.

We are now ready for defining a visual representation of the data collected
in the model. The central concept in this representation are tiles, a concept in-
troduced by Pinontoan and Richter while studying crossing-critical graphs [34].

Definition 2.2 ([34]). Let G be a graph and let L = (λ0, λ1, . . . , λl) (called left
wall) and R = (ρ0, ρ1, . . . , ρr) (called right wall) be two sequences of distinct
vertices of G, such that no vertex of G appears in both. The triple (G,L,R)
is called a tile. A vertex of G that belongs to neither wall is called an internal
vertex .

A tile drawing of a tile T = (G,L,R) is a drawing of G in the unit square
[0, 1] × [0, 1] that meets the boundary of the square precisely in the vertices of
L ∪ R so that the vertices of L have x-coordinate 0, with the y-coordinates of
λ0, λ1, . . . , λl strictly decreasing, and the vertices of R have x-coordinate 1, with
the y-coordinates of ρ0, ρ1, . . . , ρr strictly decreasing.

(0, 0) (1, 0)

(0, 1) (1, 1)

Figure 2: Example of a tile drawing.
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The tile crossing number tcr(T ) of a tile T is the minimum number of edge
crossings over all tile drawings of T .

A tile (G,L,R) is compatible with a tile (G′, L′, R′) if |R| = |L′|. A se-
quence of tiles (T0, T1, . . . , Tm) is compatible if Ti is compatible with Ti+1 for
i = 0, 1, . . . ,m− 1.

The join of two compatible tiles (G,L,R) and (G′, L′, R′) is defined as
(G,L,R) ⊗ (G′, L′, R′) = (G ⊗ G′, L,R′), where G ⊗ G′ is the graph obtained
from the disjoint union of G and G′ by identifying ρi with λ′i for i = 0, 1, . . . , |R|.
Since this operation is associative, we can define the join of a compatible se-
quence of tiles (T0, T1, . . . , Tm) as ⊗(T0, T1, . . . , Tm) = T0⊗T1⊗ · · ·⊗Tm which
is a tile (G0 ⊗G1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Gn, L0, Rm).

Figure 3: Two non-trivial compatible tiles and their join.

Note that in a join of a compatible sequence of tiles, the intermediate walls
may be of relevance once the tile is joined. In such a case, we keep track of
those walls by emphasizing (G,L,R) ⊗ (G′, L′, R′) = (G ⊗ G′, L, L′, R′) and
⊗(T0, T1, . . . , Tm) = (G0 ⊗G1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Gn, L0, L1, . . . , Lm, Rm).

This is an extension of a commonly used notation. As the two walls are
identified in the join, an equivalent notation in the previous definition could
be (G ⊗ G′, L, L′, R′) and (G0 ⊗ G1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Gn, L0, R1, . . . , Rm−1, Rm) or any
combination of the two.

We continue with an illustrative example of the introduced concepts. First,
Figure 4 presents a graph of a learning space of the learning space theory, as
reproduced from [9]. The edges correspond to mastering new concepts intro-
duced in learning space theory, and the vertices correspond to knowlege states.
A ranking function of the maturity model assigned to this learning space is rep-
resented by colors and shapes of the graph’s vertices, with maturity increasing
in the sequence of green squares, blue circles, yellow diamonds, red dots.
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Figure 4: Graph drawing of a learning space together with a ranking function assigning four
maturity levels to knowledge states.

In a detailed model of a learning process, a test t ∈ T assigns a subject
s ∈ S a knowledge state k ∈ K such that t(s) = k and then the ranking
function α : K → C assigns a category C ∈ C to the subject s at test t, such
that α(t(s)) = α(k) = C. After the test, the subject proceeds its walk in the
learning space, presumably starting from the same knowledge state the test has
revealed, and reaching the state the next test will reveal. In this context, the
progress of the subjects in learning is represented by a walk in the graph of
the learning space. The first model of this repeated walk between two tests
we propose is a tile whose wall vertices represent categories and whose internal
vertices represent the whole learning space. The path of the subject starts at
a left wall vertex – representing the category assigned by the test at the start
of the interval, follows the vertices of the learning space, and concludes in a
right wall vertex – representing the category assigned by the test following the
interval. A wall vertex is adjacent to an internal vertex if the ranking function
maps that internal vertex to the category corresponding to the wall vertex. A
join of m such tiles constitutes the total learning model : it models all possible
paths the subjects with certain test scores could take to traverse the learning
space as progressing according to categories of the maturity model. The graph
has the property that each tile is the same, as it allows all subjects to reside in
any category at any test, and the number of wall vertices is equal the number of
categories. The following formal definition of a total learning tile is illustrated
in Figure 5.

Definition 2.3. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance, (Q,K) a given learning
space and let G(Q,K) be the graph of (Q,K). Let α : K → C be a ranking
function that assigns a category to each knowledge state K. For each pair of
consecutive tests t′, t ∈ T , we define a graph GL(t

′, t) with vertices

V (GL(t
′, t)) := {(t′, C) | C ∈ C} ∪ {(t, C) | C ∈ C} ∪ {(t, v) | v ∈ K}
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and edges

E(GL(t
′, t)) := {(t′, C)(t, v) | v ∈ K, C ∈ C ∧ α(v) = C}

∪ {(t, v)(t, C) | v ∈ K, C ∈ C ∧ α(v) = C}
∪ {(t, u)(t, v) | uv ∈ E(G(Q,K))} .

We define a tile TL(t′, t) = (GL(t
′, t), L,R), where L := {(t′, C | C ∈ C} and

R := {(t, C) | C ∈ C}, with ordering induced by the ordering of C, respec-
tively. The total learning tile TL(t0, . . . , tm) of the instance (S, C, T, σ) and
learning space (Q,K) is obtained as the join of the compatible sequence of tiles
⊗(TL(t0, t1), TL(t1, t2), . . . , TL(tm−1, tm)).

As such, the total learning tile is very rich. However, in the beginning of the
maturing process, the subjects tend to reside in lower categories, and towards
the end of the maturing process, the subjects tend to reside in higher categories.
In order to simplify the graph, it is reasonable to reduce it to the data actually
observed by the tests. There are two models for this. The first simplified model
is the possibilistic model , in which the wall vertices of the tiles reflect the actual
subjects in those categories, and which reduces the learning space graph in each
tile to the subgraph that is spanned by the (union of) shortest paths between
the entry and exit vertices assigned to subjects by the tests defining a tile. The
following formal definition is illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 5: Total learning tile

Definition 2.4. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance and (Q,K) a given learning
space with a graph G(Q,K). For each s ∈ S and each pair of consecutive tests
t′, t ∈ T , let Ps,t denote the set of all shortest paths of a subject s between
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knowledge states t′(s) and t(s) in G(Q,K). Let

Vt :=
⋃
s∈S

⋃
P∈Ps,t

V (P )

and let
Et :=

⋃
s∈S

⋃
P∈Ps,t

E(P ).

For each pair of consecutive tests t′, t ∈ T , we define a graph GP (t
′, t) with

vertices

V (GP (t
′, t)) = {(t′, s) | s ∈ S} ∪ {(t, s) | s ∈ S} ∪ {(t, v) | v ∈ Vt}

and edges

E(GP (t
′, t)) = {(t′, s)(t, v) | s ∈ S ∧ v is the first vertex of P, P ∈ Ps,t}

∪ {(t, v)(t, s) | s ∈ S ∧ v is the last vertex of P, P ∈ Ps,t}
∪ {(t, u)(t, v) | uv ∈ Et} .

Let π0, π1, . . . , πm ∈ Π(S) be a combinatorial layout of the OPD instance
(S, C, T, σ). We define a tile TP (πi−1, πi) = (GP (ti−1, ti), L,R), where L :=
{(ti−1, s) | s ∈ S} is ordered by the permutation πi−1 and R := {(ti, s) | s ∈ S}
is ordered by the permutation πi for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m.

The possibilistic learning tile TP (π0, π1, . . . , πm) of the OPD instance (S, C, T, σ)
with the combinatorial layout π0, π1, . . . , πm is obtained by joining the compat-
ible sequence of tiles TP (π0, π1), TP (π1, π2), . . . , TP (πm−1, πm) as

⊗ (TP (π0, π1), . . . , TP (πm−1, πm)) .

10



Figure 6: Possibilistic learning tile.

In the next definition of a tile, the exact model reduces the learning space
graph even further to the paths actually traversed by the subjects. The graph
of the tile used there is therefore a subgraph of the graph of the possibilistic tile
(cf. Figure 7).

Definition 2.5. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance, (Q,K) a given learning
space and let G(Q,K) be a graph of (Q,K). For each s ∈ S and each pair of
consecutive tests t′, t ∈ T , let Ps,t denote the actually traversed path of subject
s between t′ and t in G(Q,K). Let

V ′
t :=

⋃
s∈S

V (Ps,t)

and
E′

t :=
⋃
s∈S

E(Ps,t).

We define a graph GE(t
′, t) with vertices

V (GE(t
′, t)) := {(t′, s) | s ∈ S} ∪ {(t, s) | s ∈ S} ∪ {(t, v) | v ∈ V ′

t }

and edges

E(GE(t
′, t)) := {(t′, s)(t, v) | s ∈ S ∧ v is the first vertex of Ps,t}

∪ {(t, v)(t, s) | s ∈ S ∧ v is the last vertex of Ps,t}
∪ {(t, u)(t, v) | uv ∈ E′

t} .
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Let π0, π1, . . . , πm ∈ Π(S) be a combinatorial layout of an OPD instance
(S, C, T, σ). We define a tile TE(πi−1, πi) = (GE(ti−1, ti), L,R), where L :=
{(ti−1, s) | s ∈ S} is ordered by the permutation πi−1 and R := {(ti, s) | s ∈ S}
is ordered by the permutation πi for i = 1, . . . ,m. The exact learning tile
TE(π0, π1, . . . , πm) of the OPD instance (S, C, T, σ) with the combinatorial lay-
out π0, π1, . . . , πm is obtained as join of the compatible sequence of tiles
⊗ (TE(π0, π1), TE(π1, π2), . . . , TE(πm−1, πm)).

Figure 7: Exact learning tile.

Finally, the minimal model ignores the detailed stages of the subjects be-
tween any two tests, and reduces the detailed data to the observed ordinal panel
data, implying that each tile is a matching whose edges represent subjects and
connect the vertices representing the corresponding subject in two consecutive
tests. For this model, it suffices that the tests map subjects into categories; the
details of subject’s knowledge states can be ignored.

Definition 2.6. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance. For each pair of consec-
utive tests t′, t ∈ T , we define a graph GO(t

′, t) with vertices

V (GO(t
′, t)) := {(t′, s) | s ∈ S} ∪ {(t, s) | s ∈ S}

and edges
E(GO(t

′, t)) := {(t′, s)(t, s) | s ∈ S} .

Let π0, π1, . . . , πm ∈ Π(S) be a combinatorial layout of the OPD instance
(S, C, T, σ). Note that πi orders the subjects within each category of C, whereas
ti does not. We define a tile TO(πi−1, πi) = (GO(ti−1, ti), L,R), where L is
the sequence of vertices {(ti−1, s) | s ∈ S} ordered by the permutation πi−1 and
R is the sequence of vertices {(ti, s) | s ∈ S} ordered by the permutation πi.
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Note that each vertex of TO(πi−1, πi) is either a left or a right wall vertex and
|S| = |L| = |R|. An ordinal panel tile TO(π0, π1, . . . , πm) of the OPD instance
(S, C, T, σ) with the combinatorial layout π0, π1, . . . , πm is obtained by joining
the compatible sequence of tiles ⊗ (TO(π0, π1), TO(π1, π2), . . . , TO(πm−1, πm)).

Definition 2.7. An ordinal panel drawing D(S, C, T, σ) of an OPD instance
(S, C, T, σ) with the combinatorial layout π0, π1, . . . , πm is a tile drawing of
the ordinal panel tile TO(π0, π1, . . . , πm), such that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,
D(S, C, T, σ) restricted to TO(πi−1, πi) is a tile drawing of TO(πi−1, πi). A panel
ranking tile TR(t0, t1, . . . , tm) of an OPD instance (S, C, T, σ) is an ordinal panel
tile of an OPD instance (S, C, T, σ) that has the smallest crossing number of an
ordinal panel drawing D(S, C, T, σ) over all combinatorial layouts of an OPD in-
stance (S, C, T, σ). The panel crossing number of (S, C, T, σ), pcr(S, C, T, σ), is
then defined as the minimum number of crossings in any ordinal panel drawing
of a panel ranking tile of an ordinal panel instance.

Figure 8: Ordinal panel tile

In the above, we have established a formal structure of maturity models that
allows for various degrees of details.

In the following sections, we investigate their properties, thus addressing the
first challenge of improved understanding of maturity models. Prior to that, we
introduce an additional technical definition that will be needed in the following
sections.

Definition 2.8. Let a, b ∈ Z be integers and a ≤ b. We denote [a, b] = {a, a+
1, . . . , b− 1, b}.
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Similarly, let X = {x1, x2, . . . , xk} be an ordered set. We denote [xi, xj ] =
{xi, xi+1, . . . , xj} for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k.

3. NP-completeness of tile crossing number

As a first topic, we address the issue of visual representation of the introduced
formal structures. First, we note that NP-completeness of general tile crossing
number follows from the NP-completeness of regular crossing number.This is
proved by attaching two vertices of degree one to an arbitrary vertex of a graph
G and declaring one to be the right and the other to be the left wall vertex. The
tile crossing number of thus obtained tile T is equal to the crossing number of
graph G, thus if tcr(T ) could be obtained in polynomial time, so could cr(G).
As crossing number of a graph is NP-complete [18], even for cubic graphs [23],
we conclude that tile crossing number of a general tile is NP-complete. A more
elaborate gadget subdividing an arbitrary edge of G six times and introducing
two new (wall) vertices of degree three would prove tcr(T ) is NP-complete even
for cubic tiles, i.e., tiles whose vertices all have degree equal to three.

Note that most NP-completeness results on crossing numbers focus on sim-
ple problem adaptations.The total learning tile, however, introduces two new
edges per vertex in a manner that these vertices form (partial) apices over the
original graph. A new technique of establishing NP-completeness of crossing-
minimization in the total learning tile is therefore needed. As a first open prob-
lem, one may consider asking about NP-completeness of introducing an apex
over the graph:

Open problem 3.1. Let G′ be a graph obtained from G as a complete join of
G with a new vertex v. Is determining the crossing number of G′ NP-complete?
Is it still NP-complete provided that G is a partial hypercube?

Next, we show that it is computationally infeasible to find visual represen-
tations with minimum number of edge crossings for possibilistic tiles and exact
tiles.

Theorem 3.2. Given k ∈ N, it is NP-complete to decide whether a possibilistic
learning tile has an ordinal panel drawing with at most k crossings, even for a
single subject, a single category, and a single tile.

Proof. We start with NP-membership. First, the number of crossings and how
they appear along the edges of the drawing of each single tile can be guessed.
Then it is easy to decide in polynomial time if the tile drawings can be joined
together. Thus, NP-membership follows.

For NP-hardness, we reduce from the classic crossing minimization problem,
which is NP-complete [18]. In fact, the instances that Garey and Johnson con-
structed in their proof had specific properties that we will use for the reduction.
An instance is given as (G, k) with the NP-complete question if there exists
a drawing of G with at most k crossings. Here, G is a multigraph with the
following properties.
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∅ [q1, q2]

∅ ∪ [q2, q2]

[q1, q2] ∪ [q4, q4]

[q1, q8]

[q1, q4]

[q1, q6]

[q1, q2] ∪ [q6, q6]

[q1, q2] ∪ [q5, q6]

[q1, q2] ∪ [q4, q6]

[q1, q4] ∪ [q8, q8]

[q1, q4] ∪ [q7, q8]

[q1, q4] ∪ [q6, q8]

G′

ψ′

G(Q,K)

[q1, q6] ∪ [q8, q8]

∅ ∪ [q8, q8]

∅ ∪ [q7, q8]

∅ ∪ [q6, q8]
∅ ∪ [q5, q8]

∅ ∪ [q4, q8]

∅ ∪ [q3, q8]

∅ ∪ [q2, q8]

Figure 9: Illustration of the transformation of G′ into G(Q,K) in Theorem 3.2. The knowledge
states corresponding to the original graph vertices are colored blue. The knowledge states
corresponding to the subdivision vertices are given as A∪B where A is green and B is purple.
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1. There exists an ordering ψ of the vertex set V (G) such that each vertex
that is not the leftmost or rightmost vertex in the ordering has at least
an edge going to the left in the ordering and an edge going to the right in
the ordering. Furthermore, the leftmost vertex has an edge going to the
right and the rightmost vertex has an edge going to the left. The above
property is also known as st-numbering [14].

2. If there exists a drawing of G with at most k crossings, then there exists
a drawing of G with k crossings, where additionally ψ(1) and ψ(|V (G)|)
lie on the outer face [18, Normalizations 1 and 2].

Thus, let (G, k) be such an instance. First, we get rid of multiedges by sub-
dividing all edges in G once. Let us call this new graph G′. Obviously, G′

is still orderable with the new ordering ψ′ of V (G′), and G′ has a drawing
with at most k edge crossings if and only if G has a drawing with at most k
edge crossings. Let n = |V (G′)|. We choose ψ′ such that ψ(1) = ψ′(1) and
ψ(|V (G)|) = ψ′(n). Thus G has a drawing with at most k crossings such that
ψ(1) and ψ(|V (G)|) are on the outer face if and only if G′ has a drawing with
at most crossings such that ψ′(1) and ψ′(n) are on the outer face. We will
now transform G′ into a learning space graph G(Q,K) by subdividing edges
in G′ and providing knowledge states for the vertices (illustrated in Figure 9).
Furthermore, ψ′(1) will correspond to the knowledge state of “knowing noth-
ing” and ψ′(n) will correspond to the knowledge state of knowing everything.
Let Q = {q1, q2, . . . , q2(n−1)}, and for the purposes of the following description,
define [qi, qj ] = {qi, qi+1, . . . , qj} for i < j. Let the vertex ψ′(i) correspond to
the knowledge state [q1, q2(i−1)], thus ψ′(1) corresponds to the knowledge state
∅. Now consider an edge {v, w} ∈ E(G′); let i < j be such that ψ′(i) = v and
ψ′(j) = w. We subdivide the edge {v, w} 2(j − i) − 1 times. We call these
subdivision vertices u1, u2, . . . , u2(j−i)−1 ordered along the path from v to w.
Let uℓ correspond to the knowledge state A ∪ B where A = [q1, q2(i−1)] and
B = [q2(j−1)−ℓ+1, q2(j−1)]. After processing all edges we are left with the learn-
ing space graph G(Q,K). Note also that the union of all shortest paths from
ψ′(1) to ψ′(n) in G(Q,K) is exactly G(Q,K). Now let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD in-
stance such that S = {s}, C = {c}, and T = {t0, t1} with t0(s) = t1(s) = c, and
σ = (c). Furthermore, let α(K) = {c}. There is a unique combinatorial layout
of this OPD instance. Now consider the possibilistic learning tile T that corre-
sponds to (S, C, T, σ), α, and G(Q,K). The tile consists of the graph G(Q,K),
with ψ′(1) connected to the left wall and ψ′(n) connected to the right wall. We
claim that T has an ordinal panel tile drawing with at most k crossings if and
only if G′ has a drawing with at most k crossings, which will complete the proof.
We argue both directions.

“⇒”: This direction is trivial as the graph corresponding to T contains as
induced subgraph a subdivision of the graph G′.

“⇐”: Consider a drawing of G′ with at most k crossings. We can assume
that ψ′(1) and ψ′(n) lie on the outer face. Thus, it is easy to connect them to
the left and right wall without introducing any new crossings.
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Theorem 3.3. Given k ∈ N, it is NP-complete to decide whether an exact
learning tile has an ordinal panel drawing with at most k crossings, even for a
single subject, single tile and a single category.

Proof. NP-membership is argued as in the proof of Theorem 3.2.
We again reduce from the same problem as in Theorem 3.2 with instances

(G, k) having the same properties. Let G′, G(Q,K), ψ, n, and ψ′ be obtained
as in Theorem 3.2. Let now the edges in G(Q,K) be {e1, e2, . . . , em}. Let
(S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance with S = {s1, s2, . . . , sm}, C = {c}, T = {t0, t1}
with t0(S) = t1(S) = {c}, and σ = (c). Let α(K) = {c}. For i ∈ [m], let Psi,t1

be an arbitrary path in G(Q,K) from ψ′(1) to ψ′(n) visiting the edge ei. It is
easy to see that this path always exists as G′ is orderable. Let π0 and π1 be
two arbitrary permutations of the subjects S. Let T be the exact learning tile
corresponding to (S, C, T, σ), α, G(Q,K), the paths Psi,t1 , and (π0, π1). The
tile consists of the graph G(Q,K), with ψ′(1) connected to the left wall with m
edges, and ψ′(n) connected to the right wall with m edges. We thus claim that
T has an ordinal panel tile drawing with at most k crossings if and only if G′

has a drawing with at most k crossings.
“⇒”: This direction is trivial as the graph corresponding to T contains as

induced subgraph a subdivision of the graph G′.
“⇐”: This direction is also similar to Theorem 3.2: Consider a drawing of G′

with ψ′(1) and ψ′(n) on the outer face. It is now easy to connect ψ′(1) to left
wall with m edges and ψ′(n) to the right wall with m edges, without introducing
any new crossings.

4. Optimal ordinal panel data drawings can be obtained in polynomial
time

We consider drawings of OPD instances (see Figure 10), where subjects are
represented by x-monotone subject curves, and each test t ∈ T is represented
by a specific x-coordinate xt. Further, xti < xtj for i < j, and for each t ∈ T :

(1) all y-coordinates of the subject curves are distinct at xt, and

(2) the y-coordinate of subject curve s at xt is less than the y-coordinate of
subject curve s′ at xt if t(s) ≺σ t(s

′).

With this definition the subjects assigned to a single category at test t appear
consecutively along the vertical line at xt. We consider the number of crossings
in such layouts, that is, the number of crossings between the subject-curves.
If we are interested in the minimization of crossings in such layouts, we can
determine them combinatorially by considering the vertical orderings of the
subjects curves at each xt. Two subject curves cross between xti and xti+1

if
and only if their vertical order is swapped. That is why we restate the layout
of an OPD instance in a combinatorial way, only representing them by the
vertical orders of subject curves along the x-coordinates of tests. The number
of crossings of such combinatorial layout π1, π2, . . . , πm can then be computed
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σ

π1

x1

π2

x2

π3

x3

π4

x4

(a)

π1

x1

π2

x2

π3

x3

π4

x4

(b)

Figure 10: The combinatorial and topological layout of an ordinal panel data instance. The 7
categories are shown as violet rectangles ordered vertically by σ. The 9 subjects are assigned
categories for each of the 4 tests. The subjects are drawn as green x-monotone curves. If
subject s is assigned category C for test ti, this is depicted by the subject curve of s passing
through the rectangle corresponding to C at xi. The vertical orderings of subjects at xi are
labeled by πi and highlighted by green dots, and form a combinatorial layout. Note that
figure (a) shows a layout that is not optimal in terms of a number of crossings, while figure
(b) shows an optimal layout that is achieved by swapping the order of the two subjects in the
topmost category on the first test.

as the number of ti ∈ T, s, s′ ∈ T such that s ≺πi s
′ but s ≻πi+1 s

′. In that case
the subject curve for s is below s′ for ti but above s′ for ti+1, and we say that
there is a crossing involving s and s′ between ti and ti+1.

From a combinatorial layout with the minimum number of crossings we can
obtain a topological layout with the minimum number of crossings, and vice
versa. Thus, it is enough to consider combinatorial layouts.

Jerebic et al. [25] observe that layouts of ordinal panel data instances can
also be seen as a graph that belongs to the family of tiled graphs, while the
drawings induced by a sequence of tests induce a tile drawing. This also leads to
a polynomial-time algorithm to find a combinatorial layout of an OPD instance
with the minimum number pcr(S, C, T, σ) of crossings. In this case, we call the
layout optimal. We re-state their results below with detailed proofs included,
as they were not given in the short conference paper. The main result of the
section is given in Theorem 4.8, which determines an optimal combinatorial
layout of an OPD instance in polynomial time.

The basic definitions of tiles have already been given in Section 2. Here we
add some more definitions and results from [34], which will be needed to prove
the main theorem.

Definition 4.1 ([34]). A path P in G is a traversing path in a tile (G,L,R) if
there exist indices j ∈ {1, . . . , |L|} and k ∈ {1, . . . , |R|} such that P is a path
from λj to ρk and λj and ρk are the only wall vertices that lie on P . A pair of
disjoint traversing paths {P, P ′} is aligned if j < j′ ⇐⇒ k < k′, and twisted

18



otherwise.

Proposition 4.2 ([34]). Disjointness of the traversing paths of a tile (G,L,R)
in a twisted pair {P, P ′} implies that some edge of P must cross some edge of
P ′ in any tile drawing of (G,L,R).

Definition 4.3 ([25]). Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance and i = 1, . . . ,m.
We say that a subject s ∈ S:

(i) is below subject s′ at test ti, if ti(s) ≺σ ti(s
′),

(ii) is above subject s′ at test ti, if ti(s) ≻σ ti(s
′),

(iii) is level with subject s′ at test ti, if ti(s) = ti(s
′),

(iv) overtakes subject s′ at test ti, if s is below s′ at ti−1, but is above s′
at ti,

(v) breaks away from subject s′ at test ti, if s is level with s′ at ti, but is
above s′ at ti+1,

(vi) catches up with subject s′ at test ti, if s is below s′ at ti−1, but is
level with s′ at ti.

Lemma 4.4 ([25]). Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance and 1 ≤ i ≤ m. Sup-
pose a subject s overtakes s′ at test ti. Then, for every combinatorial layout
π0, π1, . . . , πm, there is a crossing involving s and s′ in any tile drawing of
TO(πi−1, πi).

Proof. As already observed, each vertex of TO(πi−1, πi) = (GO(ti−1, ti), L,R) is
either a left or right wall vertex and |S| = |L| = |R|. Let L = (λ1, . . . , λ|S|) stand
for the sequence of vertices {(ti−1, s) | s ∈ S} induced by the linear ordering
on ti−1(S) ⊆ C. Vertices of S(ti−1, C) are ordered by the permutation πi−1.
Similarly, let R = (ρ1, . . . , ρ|S|) stand for the sequence of vertices {(ti, s) | s ∈ S}
induced by the linear ordering on ti(S) ⊆ C. Vertices of S(ti, C) are ordered by
the permutation πi. The vertices (ti−1, s), (ti−1, s

′), (ti, s), (ti, s′) can therefore
be consecutively denoted as λj , λj′ , ρk, ρk′ for some j, j′, k, k′ ∈ {1, . . . , |S|}.
The edge (ti−1, s)(ti, s) is a traversing path from λj to ρk (path P ) and the edge
(ti−1, s

′)(ti, s
′) is a traversing path from λj′ to ρk′ (path P ′). Since subject s

overtakes s′ at test ti, we have λj <σ λj′ (implying j < j′) and ρk >σ ρk′

(implying k > k′) for every combinatorial layout of an OPD instance (S, C, T, σ)
(regardless of the arrangements within S(ti−1, C) and S(ti, C)). Hence, P and
P ′ are a twisted pair of disjoint traversing paths (edges). By Proposition 4.2,
they cross in any tile drawing of TO(πi−1, πi).

The crossings characterized by Lemma 4.4 are called strongly forced cross-
ings, in contrast to the weakly forced crossings characterized as follows:

Lemma 4.5 ([25]). Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance. Suppose the following
three conditions hold:

(i) a subject s catches up with s′ at test ti,
(ii) s breaks away from s′ at test tj, and
(iii) for l = i, . . . , j, s is level with s′ at test tl.
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Then, for each combinatorial layout π0, π1, . . . , πm, there is some k ∈ {i, . . . , j+
1}, such that there is a crossing involving s and s′ between tk−1 and tk in any
tile drawing of TO(πi−1, . . . , πj+1).

Proof. According to the assumptions, the following applies to s and s′:
(i) ti−1(s) <σ ti−1(s

′) and ti(s) = ti(s
′),

(ii) tj(s) = tj(s
′) and tj+1(s) >σ tj+1(s

′),
(iii) for l = i, . . . , j, tl(s) = tl(s

′).

Let TS(πi−1, . . . , πj+1) with L = (λ1, . . . , λ|S|) and R = (ρ1, . . . , ρ|S|) be the join
of compatible tiles TS(πi−1, πi), . . . , TS(πj , πj+1) and let the vertices (ti−1, s),
(ti−1, s

′), (tj+1, s), (tj+1, s
′) be consecutively denoted as λn, λn′ , ρm, ρm′ for

some n, n′,m,m′ ∈ {1, . . . , |S|}. Then, the paths

P : λn = (ti−1, s)(ti, s) . . . (tj+1, s) = ρm and

P ′ : λn′ = (ti−1, s
′)(ti, s

′) . . . (tj+1, s
′) = ρm′

are disjoint traversing paths. Moreover, λn <σ λn′ (implying n < n′) and
ρm >σ ρm′ (implying m > m′). Hence, P and P ′ are a twisted pair of disjoint
traversing paths. By Proposition 4.2, some edge of P must cross some edge of
P ′ in any tile drawing of TO(πi−1, . . . , πj+1).

Strongly and weakly forced crossings cannot be avoided. However, there can
be more crossings in a combinatorial layout, but we show that they can always
be avoided. We characterize them as follows.

Definition 4.6. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance where S = {s1, . . . , sn},
C = {C1, . . . , Ck}, with a linear ordering σ and T = {t0, . . . , tm}. Let π0, . . . , πm,
respectively, determine sequences of subjects s1, . . . sn on tests t0, . . . , tm respec-
tively. We say that a crossing between edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s

′, ti+1),
where s, s′ ∈ S and i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} is forward redundant, if either
ti(s) = ti(s

′), ti+1(s) = ti+1(s
′) and s is before s′ in the sequence πi but s is af-

ter s′ in the sequence πi+1 (or vice versa), or if ti(s) ≻σ ti(s
′), ti+1(s) = ti+1(s

′)
and s is before s′ in sequence πi+1.

We say that a crossing between edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s
′, ti+1),

where s, s′ ∈ S and i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} is backward redundant, if ti+1(s) ≻σ

ti+1(s
′), tj(s) = tj(s

′) for every j ≤ i and s is before s′ in sequence πi or vice
versa.

If a crossing between edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s
′, ti+1) can be re-

solved by eliminating a forward (backward) redundant crossing between edges
(s, tj)(s, tj+1) and (s′, tj)(s

′, tj+1), where j < i, then such crossing is forward
(backward) induced.

The following lemma establishes that once we have removed every forward
and backward redundant crossing, the remaining crossings are always strongly
or weakly forced.
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Lemma 4.7. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance where S = {s1, . . . , sn}, C =
{C1, . . . , Ck}, with a linear ordering σ and T = {t0, . . . , tm}. Let π0, . . . , πm de-
termine sequences of subjects s1, . . . , sn on tests t0, . . . , tm. If a crossing between
edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s

′, ti+1), where s, s′ ∈ S and i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}
is not forward or backward redundant nor forward (backward) induced, it is
strongly or weakly forced.

Proof. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance with S = {s1, . . . , sn}, T = {t0, . . . , tm}
and C = {C1, . . . , Ck}, with a linear ordering σ. Let π0, . . . , πm determine se-
quences of subjects s1, . . . sn on tests t0, . . . , tm. Observe the edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1)
and (s′, ti)(s

′, ti+1), where s, s′ ∈ S and i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}. Let there exist a
crossing between them and let the crossing not be forward or backward redun-
dant or forward (backward) induced.

First, let ti(s) = ti(s
′). If ti+1(s) = ti+1(s

′), the crossing can only exist if the
order of s and s′ is different in πi and πi+1 (either s is before s′ in πi and after
s′ in πi+1, or the other way around), making it a forward redundant crossing,
which it isn’t by assumption.

Thus, ti+1(s) ̸= ti+1(s
′). W.l.o.g., let ti+1(s) ≻σ ti+1(s

′). A crossing occurs,
when s is before s′ in sequence πi. By assumption, the crossing isn’t backward
redundant, thus there exists a tℓ, 0 ≤ ℓ < i, such that tℓ(s) ̸= tℓ(s

′). Let ℓ be
the last such ℓ, meaning that for every j ∈ {ℓ+ 1, . . . , i}, tj(s) = tj(s

′).
If tℓ(s) ≻σ tℓ(s

′), there either exists a crossing between edges (tℓ, s)(tℓ+1, s)
and (tℓ, s

′)(tℓ+1, s
′) or between edges (tj , s)(tj+1, s), (tj , s′)(tj+1, s

′) for some j
such that ℓ < j < i. In the first case, the crossing between (tℓ, s)(tℓ+1, s) and
(tℓ, s

′)(tℓ+1, s
′) is forward redundant, as tℓ(s) ≻σ tℓ(s

′), tℓ+1(s) = tℓ+1(s
′) and s

is before s′ in πℓ+1. In the second case, a crossing between edges (tj , s)(tj+1, s),
(tj , s

′)(tj+1, s
′) is forward redundant as tj(s) = tj(s

′) and tj+1(s) = tj+1(s
′).

In both cases the crossing between (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s
′, ti+1) is forward

induced, contradicting the assumption.
Thus, tℓ(s) ≺σ tℓ(s

′), where ℓ is the highest such that tℓ(s) ̸= tℓ(s
′), meaning

that for every j ∈ {ℓ+ 1, . . . , i}, tj(s) = tj(s
′). This remaining instance fulfills

all assumptions of Lemma 4.5, making the crossing weakly forced.
It remains to consider ti(s) ̸= ti(s

′). W.l.o.g. let ti(s) ≻σ ti(s
′). If ti+1(s) ̸=

ti+1(s
′), we can only get a crossing between the edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and

(s′, ti)(s
′, ti+1) if ti+1(s) ≺σ ti+1(s

′), which means that subject s′ overtook
subject s on test ti+1. By Lemma 4.4, the crossing is strongly forced. Let us
now assume, that ti+1(s) = ti+1(s

′). We can only get a crossing if s is before s′
in sequence πi+1. By definition, such crossing is forward redundant.

The above lemma is used to prove the following theorem. Essentially, we
propose an algorithm that first removes all forward redundant crossings, and
then all backward redudundant crossings.

Theorem 4.8 ([25]). Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance. There exists an
algorithm which computes in time O(|T | · (|S|+ |C|)) a combinatorial layout of
(S, C, T, σ) for which every crossing is either strongly or weakly forced, i.e., it
achieves the minimum number of crossings.
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Proof. Let (S, C, T, σ) be an OPD instance with S = {s1, . . . , sn}, T = {t0, . . . , tm}
and C = {C1, . . . , Ck}, with a linear ordering σ. We want to find a combinato-
rial layout π0, π1, . . . , πm for which every crossing is either strongly or weakly
forced.

For every i ∈ {0, . . . ,m} we denote πi,C as πi restricted to the category
C ∈ C. To get πi from πi,C1 , . . . , πi,Ck

for C1, . . . , Ck ∈ C, we define an operation
⋆ on πi,C , πi,C′ ; πi,C ⋆ πi,C′ , which works as a concatenation of permutations.
Note that concatenation is associative, thus operation ⋆ is well defined on more
than two permutations. Then πi = πi,C1

⋆ . . . ⋆ πi,Ck
.

We say that an ordering of s ∈ S at test ti ∈ T is induced by πi, if for every
s, s′ ∈ S, s is before s′ if and only if πi(s) < πi(s

′).
Algorithm 1 depicts pseudocode which gives us a combinatorial layout of

subjects of an OPD instance. The algorithm takes an OPD instance. Utilising

Algorithm 1: Optimal ordinal panel data drawing
Input: S, C, T, σ
Output: Optimal ordering of subjects of an OPD instance.

1 begin
2 for each C in C do
3 π0,C ← random permutation of S(t0, C);

4 π0 ← π0,σ(1) ⋆ π0,σ(2) ⋆ · · · ⋆ π0,σ(|C|);
5 for i = 0, . . . ,m− 1 do
6 for each C in C do
7 πi+1,C ← πi[S(ti+1, C)];

8 πi+1 ← πi+1,σ(1) ⋆ πi+1,σ(2) ⋆ · · · ⋆ πi+1,σ(|C|);

9 for i = m− 1, . . . , 0 do
10 for each C in C do
11 πi,C ← πi+1[S(ti, C)];

12 πi ← πi,σ(1) ⋆ πi,σ(2) ⋆ · · · ⋆ πi,σ(|C|);
13 return (π0, . . . , πm)

the for loop in Line 2, first sequence π0 is obtained by joining random permu-
tations of S(t0, C) in order σ on C. Next, we obtain π1, . . . , πm with the for
loop in Line 5 as follows: For each C ∈ C, we define a sequence πi+1,C as the
subsequence S(ti+1, C) of πi. By joining the sequences πi+1,σ(1), . . . πi+1,σ(|C|),
we obtain a sequence πi+1 for each i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}.

We show that with this process, we eliminate all forward redundant crossings.
After executing the for loop in Line 5, let there be a forward redundant crossing
between edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s

′, ti+1). First, let ti(s) = ti(s
′), s be

before s′ according to πi and let ti+1(s) = ti+1(s
′) = C, where C is some

element from C. Then s, s′ ∈ S(ti+1, C) and s′ is before s by πi+1. According
to the algorithm, πi+1,C is obtained by taking a subsequence of πi, containing
the elements from S(ti+1, C) ordered with the ordering induced by πi. Thus, as
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s is before s′ by πi, it has to be before s′ also by πi+1,C . As the operation ⋆,
which gives us πi+1, respects the orderings on πi+1,C for each C ∈ C, s is before
s′ by πi+1, which is a contradiction.

It remains to consider ti(s) ≻σ ti(s
′), ti+1(s) = ti+1(s

′) = C, where C is
some element from C and s is before s′ by πi+1. By the definition of the sequence
πi, s′ is before s by πi. By the algorithm, πi+1,C contains the elements from
S(ti+1, C) with the ordering induced by πi. As s, s′ ∈ S(ti+1, C), the ordering
of s and s′ in πi+1,C is induced by the ordering in πi, meaning s′ is before s by
πi+1,C . Following the same argument as before, s′ is before s by πi+1, giving us
a contradiction.

We have thus proven that the process described above eliminates all forward
redundant crossings. Note that, by eliminating forward redundant crossings, we
also eliminate all forward induced crossings.

The for loop in Line 9 describes the same process as above, but backwards.
We prove that executing this loop eliminates all backward redundant crossings.
After executing this for loop, let there exist a backward redundant crossing
between edges (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s

′, ti+1).
W.l.o.g., let ti+1(s) ≻σ ti+1(s

′), tj(s) = tj(s
′) for every j ≤ i and let s be

before s′ by πi. First we note that ti+1(s) ≻σ ti+1(s
′) implies that s′ is before

s by πi+1. We also know, that ti(s) = ti(s
′) = C, where C is some element

from C, thus s, s′ ∈ S(ti, C). By algorithm, πi,C contains s and s′ in the same
order as they were in the ordering induced by πi+1, meaning that s′ is before s
in πi,C . As the operation ⋆, which gives us πi, respects the orderings on πi,C for
all C ∈ C, s′ also has to remain before s in πi+1, which gives us a contradiction.

Note that, by eliminating backward redundant crossings, we also eliminate
all backward induced crossings.

It remains to consider, if any forward redundant crossing is created during
the execution of the for loop in Line 9. Let (s, ti)(s, ti+1) and (s′, ti)(s

′, ti+1) be
such edges, that the new ordering on πi caused a forward redundant crossing
between them. If ti(s) ≻σ ti(s

′), ti+1(s) = ti+1(s
′), s is after s′ by πi+1 the

second loop and third loop won’t have any affect on it. If ti(s) = ti(s
′), ti+1(s) =

ti+1(s
′), by algorithm order of the sequence πi+1 induces the new order on πi.

Thus, forward redundant crossing cannot appear.
By Lemma 4.7, we know that if a crossing is not forward redundant or

backward redundant, nor is it forward or backward induced, it has to be either
strongly or weakly forced.

We have thus shown that the algorithm described above gives us a combi-
natorial layout with only strongly or weakly forced crossings. By Lemma 4.4
and Lemma 4.5, such combinatorial layout is optimal. It remains to show the
stated runtime. For this, it is enough to show that the loop in Line 5 and the
loop in Line 9 can be implemented in O(|C|+ |S|) time. For the loop in Line 5
this can be done as follows: Iterate over the subjects s in the order of πi. If s
is in category Cj , then append s to the initially empty πi+1,Cj

. The for loop in
Line 9 can be implemented similarly.
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5. Extremal instances

In this section, we study extremal examples of ordinal panel data instances.
Let S(t, C) = {s ∈ S | t(s) = C} be the set of subjects, which are assigned
the same category C ∈ C by test t ∈ T . We investigate the maximum crossing
number of OPD instances (S, C, T, σ) over relevant sets of timestamps. In a given
set T that contains sequences of tests; we seek those with highest panel crossing
number. The study of extremal instances is motivated by understanding the
comparison of real world instances to worst-case scenarios of most turbulent
processes with least consistent behavior of tested subjects.

Definition 5.1. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects and C = {C1, . . . , Ck}
a set of categories with ordering σ. Let T = {(t0, . . . , tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C}
be a set of sequences of functions assigning categories to subjects at timestamps
t0, . . . , tm. Then, we define the T -extremal crossing number of S, C as

ecr(S, C, T , σ) = max {pcr(S, C, T, σ) | T ∈ T } .

In the following subsections, we first consider T -extremal crossing number
for the set T of all possible tests without restrictions. Next in Subsection Sec-
tion 5.2, we restrict ourselves to consistent instances, i.e. such instances that do
not experience any regressions in maturity levels. The generality of definition
Definition 5.1 allows for further refinement of the extremality concept, should
interesting instances be observed.

5.1. Extremal general instances
In the following Lemma, we compute the extremal crossing number for two

tests. Let us simplify ai(t) = |S(t, Ci)| for t ∈ T,Ci ∈ C.

Lemma 5.2. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn}, C = {C1, . . . , Ck} ordered by σ. Without
loss of generality, we assume that σ(i) = Ci. Let a1, . . . , ak be non-negative
integers such that

∑k
i=1 ai = n. For t : S → C, define ai(t) = |S(t, Ci)|.

Let T = {(t1, t2) | t1, t2 : S → C; ai(t1) = ai}. Then, the T -extremal crossing
number is achieved when ai(t1) = ak−i+1(t2) and it equals

ecr(S,C, T , σ) = 1
2

k∑
i=1

ai(n− ai). (1)

Proof. We prove both directions of the equality in (1).
For “≤”, assume an arbitrary T ∈ T and consider a combinatorial layout

π1, π2 of (S, C, T, ρ) with pcr(S, C, T, ρ) crossings. If two subjects s and s′ are
in the same category for test t1 or t2, then there cannot be a crossing involving
s and s′ because we could reorder them to reduce the number of crossings,
contradicting that we have pcr(S, C, T, ρ) crossings. Thus, each subject s ∈ S
can at most cross with n−ai subjects in categories different from t1(s). Factoring
in double-counting, this results in ecr(S,C, T , ρ) ≤ 1

2

∑k
i=1 ai(n− ai).
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For “≥”, we give (t1, t2) = T ∈ T with pcr(S, C, T, ρ) = 1
2

∑k
i=1 ai(n −

ai) crossings. Consider sj ∈ S. Let i be the maximum integer such that∑i
ℓ=1 aℓ ≤ j. Then let t1, t2 be such that t1(sj) = Ci and t2(sj) = Ck−i+1.

Note that (S, C, {t1, t2}) has exactly 1
2

∑k
i=1 ai(n−ai) strongly forced crossings.

Furthermore ai(t1) = ak−i+1(t2) for i = 1, . . . ,m. This completes the proof.

The following two statements are used to prove the main theorem of the
section, Theorem 5.5.

Lemma 5.3. f : R→ R, f(x) = x(x−1)
2 is a strictly convex function.

Proof. We use a folklore characterization of convexity, which claims: If f(x) is
twice differentiable on an interval I, then f(x) is strictly convex on I if and only
if f ′′(x) > 0. Hence, f(x) = x(x−1)

2 is strictly convex, as f ′′(x) = 1.

Proposition 5.4 ([7]). Let Z ⊂ Zn be a set of positive n-element partitions of
an integer r. Furthermore, let f : R → R be any strictly convex function, and

costf (z) =
n∑

i=1

f(zi) for z ∈ Z. Then z′ ∈ Z is a minimum of costf if and only

if (maxni=1{zi} −minni=1{zi}) is minimum over all z ∈ Z.

This allows us to compute the extremal crossing number for any number of
subjects, categories, and tests.

Theorem 5.5. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects, which are as-
signed categories from a set C = {C1, . . . , Ck} ordered by σ, and let T =
{(t0, . . . , tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C} be the set of all possible outcomes of tests at
timestamps t0, . . . , tm. For i = 1, . . . , k, j = 0, . . . ,m, define ai(tj) = |S(tj , Ci)|.
Finally, let n = xk + y with x, y ∈ N0 and 0 ≤ y < k. Then,

ecr(S, C, T , σ) = m
2 (kx(n− x) + y(n− 2x− 1)),

which is achieved when for i = 1, . . . , k, j = 0, . . . ,m, we have ai(tj) =
ak−i+1(tj+1), with k−y sets S(tj , Ci) containing x subjects and y sets S(tj , Ci)
containing x+ 1 subjects.

Proof. Let us consider the extremal number of crossings on a pair of consecutive
timestamps t, t′ ∈ T .

We start with “≤”. For any optimal layout of an OPD instance, we can
assume w.l.o.g. that weakly forced crossings appear “as late as possible”. That
is, assume there is a weakly forced crossing between subject s and subject s′
resulting from s catching up with s′ at test ti, breaking away from s′ at tj ,
and being level with s′ at test tl for l = i, . . . , j. Then we can assume that the
crossing appears between test tj and test tj+1 where s and s′ are in different
categories in tj . We can assume this because the algorithm for computing a
combinatorial layout with pcr(S, C, T, ρ) crossings discussed in Section 4 can be
implemented such that it computes layouts with this property: The algorithm
first computes an initial ordering π1 that allows for the least amount of cross-
ings. Then, given ordering πi, the algorithm computes πi+1 greedily such that
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the fewest number of crossings are created. Hence, we can assume that the max-
imum number of crossings between n subjects occurs when each subject crosses
all subjects that are in different categories for test t′. With any category con-
taining a > 1 subjects, a(a−1)

2 crossings can be avoided. The maximum number
of crossings between subjects from categories {C1, . . . , Ck} is achieved when this
loss is minimal. Let Z ⊂ Zk be a set of size vectors of all possible partitions of
n elements into k categories. We observe that the grouping of subjects into k

categories, interpreted as a partition (z1, . . . zk), results in a loss of
k∑

i=1

zi(zi−1)
2

crossings. Lemma 5.3 implies that f(zi) =
zi(zi−1)

2 is a strictly convex function.
By Proposition 5.4, the sum

∑k
i=1

zi(zi−1)
2 achieves a minimum when

zi =

{
x+ 1 ; ∀i ∈ {1, . . . y}
x ; ∀i ∈ {y + 1, . . . k}

, for n = xk + y, 0 ≤ y < k.

We note that the above is true for each tj , tj+1 ∈ T , where j ∈ {0, . . .m−1}.
As the number of crossings for timestamps t0, . . . tm is a sum of crossings on
consecutive pairs of timestamps, it follows that the proposed distribution is the
one yielding an extremal number of crossings on t0, . . . tm. We have proven
that the T -extremal number of crossings is achieved when, for i = 1, . . . , k,
j = 0, . . . ,m, we have ai(tj) = ak−i−1(tj+1), with k−y sets S(tj , Ci) containing
x subjects and y sets S(tj , Ci) containing x+1 subjects. We use Lemma 5.2 to
calculate ecr(S, C, T , ρ):

m−1
2

k∑
i=1

ai(n− ai) = m−1
2 (

y∑
i=1

(x+ 1)(n− x− 1) +

k∑
i=y+1

x(n− x)) =

m− 1

2
(y(x+ 1)(n− x− 1) + (k − y)x(n− x)) =

m− 1

2
(yxn− yx2 − 2yx+ yn− y + kxn− yxn− kx2 + yx2) =

m− 1

2
(kx(n− x) + y(n− 2x− 1)).

For “≥”, there is a straight-forward construction that achieves this amount of
crossings. For test t0, put x+ 1 subjects into categories 1, . . . , y and x subjects
into categories y+1, . . . , k. Then set ti+1 to simply be the test assignment that
reverses the order of subjects of ti with respect to the category ordering. For
example if for some subject s, ti(s) = c = ρ(x), then ti+1(s) = c′ = ρ(k−x+1).
Note that the number of strongly forced crossing equals m−1

2 (kx(n−x)+ y(n−
2x− 1)).

5.2. Extremal consistent instances
Next, we consider consistent instances, characterized as follows.
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Definition 5.6. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects, C = {C1, . . . , Ck} a
set of categories ordered by σ, and T = {t0, . . . , tm} a set of timestamps. We say
that (S, C, T, σ) is a consistent ordinal panel data instance if for each timestamp
ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m} and each subject s ∈ S, we have ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s). Informally,
a subject never gets assigned a smaller category at a later timestamp.

Definition 5.7. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects and
C = {C1, . . . , Ck} a set of categories ordered by σ. Let Tc =
{(t0, . . . tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C ∧ ∀ ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m}, ∀s ∈ S : ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s)}
be a set of consistent sequences of tests assigning categories in C to subjects in
S. Then,

ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) = max {pcr(S,C, T, σ) | T ∈ Tc} .

We first prove two upper bounds on the extremal crossing number of consis-
tent instances.

Lemma 5.8. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects, C =
{C1, . . . , Ck} a set of categories ordered by σ, and let Tc =
{(t0, . . . tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C ∧ ∀ ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m}, ∀s ∈ S : ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s)}
be a set of consistent sequences of tests assigning categories in C to subjects in
S. Then,

i.) ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≤ m
(
n
2

)
and

ii.) ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≤ (k − 2)
(
n
2

)
.

Proof. As stated in the Lemma, let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of sub-
jects and C = {C1, . . . , Ck} a set of categories ordered by σ. Let Tc =
{(t0, . . . tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C ∧ ∀ ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m}, ∀s ∈ S : ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s)}.

i.) Any two subjects can cross at most once per test. There are
(
n
2

)
different

pairs of subjects and at most they each cross between each two subsequent
tests. As there are m+ 1 tests, we get ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≤ m

(
n
2

)
.

ii.) Let s, s′ ∈ S be two subjects. If they cross once, then k ≥ 3. For each
subsequent crossing, at least one more category is needed, hence a pair
of subjects crosses at most k − 2 times. As there are

(
n
2

)
different pairs,

ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≤ (k − 2)
(
n
2

)
.

In the following lemma, we give a lower bound for the extremal crossing
number of a consistent OPD instance. The intuition for this lower bound comes
from Theorem 5.5, where we argue that the distribution that yields a maximum
number of crossings in an optimal drawing is such that each pair of subjects that
have assigned different categories cross at each test. In a consistent instance, we
replicate that and construct an example of a consistent ordinal panel instance
(S, C, T, σ) with aforementioned properties. We state the panel crossing number
of such instances as a lower bound of extremal crossing number of a consistent
OPD instance.
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Lemma 5.9. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects, C =
{C1, . . . , Ck} a set of categories ordered by σ and let Tc =
{(t0, . . . tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C ∧ ∀ ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m}, ∀s ∈ S : ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s)}
be a set of consistent sequences of tests assigning categories in C to subjects in
S. Let k′ = max{⌈ k

m+1⌉, 2} and n = k′x+ y, where 0 ≤ y < k′. Then,

ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≥
m

2
y(n− x2 + x(n− 2)− 1) + (k′ − y)x(n− x).

Proof. We will construct a consistent ordinal panel data instance (S, C, T, σ)
with the stated number of crossings. For the test t0, we place the n subjects
from S into the first k′ categories C1 to Ck′ , such that k′− y of them contain x
subjects and the remaining y categories contain x+ 1 subjects.

For the further construction, we will identify bundles of k′ − 1 categories,
respecting the ordering σ. For ℓ ∈ {0, . . . ,m}, we set gℓ := ℓ(k′ − 1) + 1 and
hℓ := ℓ(k′ − 1) + k′. These numbers gℓ and hℓ represent the first and last index
of the categories from the ℓ-th bundle, namely of categories Cgℓ , Cgℓ+1

, . . . , Chℓ
.

In addition, we have gℓ+1 = hℓ.
Using the bundles, we can construct t1, . . . , tm such that for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

and j ∈ [gℓ, hℓ]: ∀s ∈ S(tℓ−1, Cj), we have s ∈ S(tℓ, Chℓ−1+(gℓ−j)).
Note that the construction (Figure 11) is a consistent ordinal panel data

instance. On each set of its consecutive timestamps, we create crossings between
every such pair of subjects, where the subjects don’t share a category on those
timestamps. On each set of timestamps, such construction yields

1

2

 y∑
i=1

(x+ 1)(n− x− 1) +

k′∑
i=y+1

x(n− x)

 =

=
y(x+ 1)(n− x− 1) + (k′ − y)x(n− x)

2

crossings. For m+1 timestamps, we get m
2 (y(x+1)(n−x−1)+(k′−y)x(n−x))

crossings, which is equal to m
2 (y(n−x

2+x(n−2)−1)+(k′−y)x(n−x)). We found
a consistent ordinal panel data instance (S, C, T, σ), for which pcr(S, C, T, σ) =
m
2 (y(n− x

2 + x(n− 2)− 1) + (k′ − y)x(n− x)), thus ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≥ m
2 (y(n−

x2 + x(n− 2)− 1) + (k′ − y)x(n− x)).

The above lower bound gives a slightly complicated term. In the following
we show that a weaker lower bound is implied which is exactly one half of the
upper bound of Lemma 5.8.

Corollary 5.10. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects,
C = {C1, . . . , Ck} a set of categories ordered by σ, and let Tc =
{(t0, . . . tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C ∧ ∀ ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m}, ∀s ∈ S : ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s)}
be a set of consistent sequences of tests assigning categories in C to subjects in
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t0 t1 t2 t3 tm−3 tm−2 tm−1 tm

C1

Ck′

C(2k′−1)

Ck

Ck−(k′+1)

Figure 11: Sketch of the construction of an OPD instance (S, C, T, σ), where |S| = n, |C| = k,
|T | = m and k′ = max{⌈ k

m+1
⌉, 2}.

S. Then,

1

2

(
n

2

)
min(k − 2,m) ≤ ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≤

(
n

2

)
min(k − 2,m).

Proof. Let S = {s1, . . . , sn} be a set of subjects, C =
{C1, . . . , Ck} a set of categories ordered by σ, and let Tc =
{(t0, . . . tm) | t0, . . . , tm : S → C ∧ ∀ ti, i ∈ {1, . . .m}, ∀s ∈ S : ti−1(s) ⪯σ ti(s)}
be a set of consistent sequences of tests assigning categories in C to subjects
in S. Let k′ = max{⌈ k

m+1⌉, 2} and n = k′x + y, where 0 ≤ y < k′. Note that
ecr(S, C, Tc, σ) ≤ min(k − 2,m)

(
n
2

)
by Lemma 5.8.

By Lemma 5.9,

m

2
(y(n− x2 + x(n− 2)− 1) + (k′ − y)x(n− x)) ≤ ecr(S, C, Tc, σ),
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thus it is enough to prove

1

2

(
n

2

)
min(k − 2,m) ≤ m

2
(y(n− x2 + x(n− 2)− 1) + (k′ − y)x(n− x)).

We divide the proof in two cases. First, let k − 2 ≤ m. This implies k ≤ m+ 1
and ⌈ k

m+1⌉ = 1. Thus, k′ = max{⌈ k
m+1⌉, 2} = 2 and n = 2x + y, where

y ∈ {0, 1}.
Let n = 2x+ 1. By inserting the values in the inequation, we get

2x2 + x

2
(k − 2) ≤ 2x2 + 2x

2
m,

which holds, as k − 2 ≤ m and x ≥ 0.
Now, let n = 2x. By inserting the values, we get

2x2 − x
2

(k − 2) ≤ x2m,

which, again, holds by k− 2 ≤ m and x ≥ 0. We have thus proven the claim for
k−2 ≤ m. In the second case, we assume m < k−2. In such cases, k′ = ⌈ k

m+1⌉
and k′ ≥ 2. Let n = k′x+ y for 0 ≤ y < k′. By inserting the values, we get

m

2
(2k′xy + y2 + (k′x)2 − k′x2 − 2xy − y) ≥ m

4
((k′x)2 + 2k′xy + y2 − k′x− y).

Assume that the opposite holds. The inequation simplifies to

2xy(k′ − 2) + y(y − 1) + k′x2(k′ − 2) + k′x < 0.

As k′ ≥ 2 and x, y ≥ 0, 2xy(k′− 2) ≥ 0, k′x2(k′− 2) ≥ 0 and k′x ≥ 0. Thus,
the above inequality can hold if and only if y(y−1) < 0 and y(y−1) > 2xy(k′−
2)+ k′x2(k′− 2)+ k′x. Note that y(y− 1) < 0 implies that y− 1 < 0 which can
only occur when y = 0, thus y(y−1) = 0 and 0 > 2xy(k′−2)+k′x2(k′−2)+k′x,
which is a contradiction. Thus,

m

2
(2k′xy + y2 + (k′x)2 − k′x2 − 2xy − y) ≥ m

4
((k′x)2 + 2k′xy + y2 − k′x− y).

and the claim holds also for k − 2 > m, concluding the proof.

6. Random instances

In this section, we find the expected number of crossings for a certain type of
random instances. We consider the probability model of choosing one category
uniformly at random for each subject at each timestamp. More precisely, we
assume

∀ 1 ≤ i ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ n, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k : P[ti(sj) = cℓ] =
1

k
.
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Theorem 6.1. Let n be the number of subjects, k > 1 the number of categories,
and m+1 the number of timestamps. If we choose independently for each subject
at each timestamp one of the categories uniformly at random, then the expected
number of crossings equals

E(pcr(S, C, T, σ)) =
(
n

2

)(
1
k

)m
+m(k − 1)− 1

2k
.

Proof. We consider first only 2 subjects and 2 timestamps. Then we get a
strongly forced crossing if and only if, for each of the 2 timestamps, the subjects
get placed into different categories and the order of the respective categories
changes from the first to the second timestamp. In other words, the probability
of a crossing is (

1− 1
k

)2
2

because the second subject should not be placed into the same category as the
first subjects on both timestamps and in half of the respective cases the order
of categories gets inverted.

Next we consider more than 2 timestamps and the probability that a weakly
forced crossing happens between 2 subjects. Again we need the subjects to get
placed into different and inverted categories on the first and last timestamp. In
addition, they need to get placed into the same category on every intermediate
timestamp. If there are i intermediate timestamps, then the probability of a
weakly forced crossing is (

1− 1
k

)2
2

(
1

k

)i

.

Further note that, with m+1 timestamps, there are m different events for a
strongly forced crossing and m− i different events for a weakly forced crossing
with i intermediate timestamps. The random variable of the total number of
crossings is the sum over all those individual crossing events summed over all
pairs of subjects. By linearity of expectation we get

E(pcr(S, C, T, σ)) =
(
n

2

)m−1∑
i=0

(
1− 1

k

)2
2

(
1

k

)i

(m− i)

which after some transformations

=

(
n

2

)(
1− 1

k

)2
2

[
m

m−1∑
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(
1
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−
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(
1
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]
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and applying formulas for geometric sums

=

(
n

2

)(
1− 1

k

)2
2

[
m
1−

(
1
k

)m
1− 1

k

− k1−m (km − km+m− 1)

(k − 1)
2

]

simplifies to the desired term

=

(
n

2

)(
1
k

)m
+m(k − 1)− 1

2k
.

7. Optimal Maturity Models

While the previous sections addressed the first challenge of improved under-
standing of the structure of maturity models, we conclude in this final section
with a discussion of the second challenge, developing optimal maturity models
from the collected data [4]. While there may be several optimality criteria, we
discuss those that can be observed in weakest data collection process and require
only ordinal panel data about the maturing process to be finalized.

These optimality criteria ask to minimize the number of conflicts of the
observed data with the ideal model. There are two types of conflicts that can
happen: either the maturity of the observed subjects is inconsistent, resulting in
subjects overtaking and regressing over each other during the maturing process,
or the subjects regress in maturity over time. This latter conflict has been
studied extensively as feedback arc set problem [43], essentially identifying the
ordering of categories that minimizes the number of regressions of subjects.
This model is relevant in idealised circumstances with no natural deterioration
process, hence the progress of subjects depends on their internal traits allowing
them to at least maintain if not improve their maturity. We do not focus on
this model in the paper.

The conflicts of the first model, however, result in crossings in the drawing
of the underlying traces of subjects in the tests over time (see Figure 10 for
an example of such a drawing). The ordering of categories that minimizes this
conflict measure can be interpreted as considering external environment of the
subjects to be inducing or preventing progress in maturity, hence the subjects
all progress or regress at the same time.

For both of these criteria, rather than treating the order of categories as part
of the data of an ordinal panel data instance (S, C, T, σ), only the panel data
instance (S, C, T ) is given, and the ordering σ is computed by minimizing the
number of discrepancies σ produces in the observed data.

We want to find an ordering σ of the categories that allows for the least
number of crossings. If we are given σ, we can find in polynomial time the
combinatorial layout with the minimum number of crossings respecting σ. The
decision problem of finding σ that respects a given upper bound of crossings is
given below.
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V1 V2

τ1 τ2 σ

Figure 12: To the left side is a bipartite graph corresponding to an instance of Bipartite
Crossing Number. The two orderings τ1 and τ2 lead to 3 crossings. To the right side is the
corresponding instance of Panel Crossing Minimization and the ordering σ obtained from
τ1 and τ2 with 3 forced crossings.

Panel Crossing Minimization

Instance: A panel data instance (S, C, T ) and an integer k.

Question: Does there exist σ ∈ Π(C) such that pcr(S, C, T, σ) ≤ k?

We prove NP-completeness of this problem and state an ILP-formulation for the
corresponding optimization problem below.

7.1. NP-completeness.
We start by giving NP-completeness of the decision problem.

Theorem 7.1. Panel Crossing Minimization is NP-complete, even if the
number of tests is bounded by 2.

Proof. As discussed already in Section 4, computing the value pcr(S, C, T, σ)
for a given permutation σ can be done in polynomial time. Hence,
Panel Crossing Minimizationis in NP.

For NP-hardness, we give a reduction from the Bipartite Crossing Num-
ber problem, which is NP-complete [18]. The problem takes as input an integer
k and a bipartite graph G = (V1 ∪ V2, E) where V1 and V2 are the two parti-
tion sets of graph’s vertex set, and asks for two permutations τ1 ∈ Π(V1) and
τ2 ∈ Π(V2) such that there are at most k (unordered) pairs of edges that cross
w.r.t. τ1 and τ2. Two edges {v1, v2}, {w1, w2} ∈ E (here we assume v1, w1 ∈ V1)
cross w.r.t. τ1 and τ2 iff.

• v1 ≺τ1 w1 and v2 ≻τ2 w2, or

• v1 ≻τ1 w1 and v2 ≺τ2 w2.
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We define the Panel Crossing Minimization instance (S, C, T ) such that S =
E, C = V1 ∪ V2, and T = {t1, t2} with

t1(e) = e ∩ V1, t2(e) = e ∩ V2

for e ∈ S. An illustration of this reduction is given in Figure 12. Next, we
show that there exist permutations τ1 ∈ Π(V1) and τ2 ∈ Π(V2) with at most k
pairs of edges that cross if and only if there exists a permutation σ ∈ Π(C) with
pcr(S, C, T, σ) ≤ k. We argue both directions.

“⇒”: Let τ1 ∈ Π(V1) and τ2 ∈ Π(V2) with at most k pairs of edges that cross
in G. We set σ as the concatenation of τ1 and τ2. That is, σ is the ordering
such that C ≺σ C

′ iff.

• C ′ ∈ V1 and C ∈ V2, or

• C,C ′ ∈ V1 and C ≺τ1 C
′, or

• C,C ′ ∈ V2 and C ≺τ2 C
′.

It is easy to see that two edges e1, e2 cross w.r.t. τ1 and τ2 iff. the subjects
corresponding to e1 and e2 strongly force a crossing between t1 and t2 (see
Figure 12).

“⇐”: Let σ ∈ Π(C) with pcr(S, C, T, σ) ≤ k. We obtain τ1 and τ2 by
restricting σ to V1 and V2 respectively. That is, for v, w ∈ V1, v ≺τ1 w iff.
v ≺σ w. Similarly for v, w ∈ V2, v ≺τ2 w iff. v ≺σ w. Again, two edges e1, e2
cross w.r.t. τ1 and τ2 iff. the subjects corresponding to e1 and e2 strongly force
a crossing between t1 and t2.

We have now established NP-hardness of deciding
Panel Crossing Minimization for arbitrary k. But it is still open to
determine the complexity of deciding the problem for fixed k, in particular
recognizing planar instances with k = 0. The problem might be similar to
two combinatorial graph drawing problems called T -level planarity testing and
level planarity testing [1, 26].

Open problem 7.2. What is the computational complexity of deciding planar
instances of Panel Crossing Minimization, i.e. for k = 0?

7.2. Integer program formulation.
The NP-hardness given above motivates the following integer linear program-

ming (ILP) formulation for the optimization problem. Note that the following
formulation resembles formulations for classic crossing minimization problems
in layered graph drawing [10, 21, 44].

Let C2̸= = {(C,C ′) | C,C ′ ∈ C, C ̸= C ′}. Observe that we can attribute
weakly and strongly forced crossings to specific ordering relations in the cat-
egory ordering σ. Namely, consider a strongly forced crossing between sub-
ject si and sj , between the two tests tℓ and tℓ+1. This implies that we have
one of two possibilities: (i) tℓ(si) ≺σ tℓ(sj) and tℓ+1(si) ≻σ tℓ+1(sj), or (ii)
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tℓ(si) ≻σ tℓ(sj) and tℓ+1(si) ≺σ tℓ+1(sj). Note that we might have that
tℓ(si) = tℓ+1(sj) and/or tℓ+1(si) = tℓ(sj). We say that the pair of pairs
((tℓ(si), tℓ(sj)), (tℓ+1(si), tℓ+1(sj))) is responsible for the crossing between si
and sj . This motivates introducing binary variables xC,C′ in the ILP for each
(C,C ′) ∈ C2̸=. Semantically, xC,C′ should be 1 iff. C ≺σ C

′. Further the above
condition of having the forced crossing between si and sj at time ℓ can be sim-
plified as xtℓ(si),tℓ(sj) ̸= xtℓ+1(si),tℓ+1(sj) (note that this might be a tautology if
tℓ(si) = tℓ+1(sj) and tℓ+1(si) = tℓ(sj)), and we have a crossing iff. the ‘exclusive
or’ of the two variables is 1.

Let now C4< = {(Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ) ∈ C2̸= × C2̸= | (α, β) < (γ, δ), α < β} and
let ((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ)) ∈ C4< (the inequalities break symmetries and prevent
double counting). We define sc((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ)) as the number of strongly
forced crossings for which ((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ)) is responsible for when Cα ≺σ Cβ

(Cα ≻σ Cβ) and Cγ ≻σ Cδ (Cγ ≺σ Cδ). All of these values can be computed in
amortized time O(|S|2 · |T |) by iterating over all pairs of subjects and following
their “path” through the categories over the set of tests in increasing order. As we
prevent double counting, each strongly forced crossing computed in this way is
only added to one value in sc. In a similar way we define wc((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ))
as the number of weakly forced crossings ((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ)) is responsible for
when Cα ≺σ Cβ (Cα ≻σ Cβ) and Cγ ≻σ Cδ (Cγ ≺σ Cδ). These values can be
computed in a similar way by iterating over all pairs of subjects and following
their path through the categories over the tests in increasing order, in this case
ignoring tests for which the two subjects belong to the same category.

We introduce another set of variables yp,p′ for all (p, p′) ∈ C4< with p ̸= p′.
The variable yp,p′ shall be 1 if the categories in p are not ordered the same as
the categories in p′. This leads to the following formulation.

minimize
∑

(p,p′)∈C4
<

(wc(p, p′) + sc(p, p′))yp,p′ (2)

s.t. xCi,Cj
= 1− xCj ,Ci

1 ≤ i, j ≤ |C|, i ̸= j (3)
0 ≤ xCi,Cj

+ xCj ,Ck
− xCi,Ck

≤ 1 1 ≤ i, j, k ≤ |C|, (4)
i ̸= j, j ̸= k, i ̸= k

y(Cα,Cβ),(Cγ ,Cδ) ≥ xCα,Cβ
− xCγ ,Cδ

((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ)) ∈ C4< (5)

y(Cα,Cβ),(Cγ ,Cδ) ≥ xCγ ,Cδ
− xCα,Cβ

((Cα, Cβ), (Cγ , Cδ)) ∈ C4< (6)

The objective (2) equals the total of strongly and weakly forced crossings of
the output ordering induced by the x-variables. Constraint (3) ensures anti-
symmetry of the ordering, while (4) ensures transitivity. Constraints (5) and
(6) ensure that z(Cα,Cβ),(Cγ ,Cδ) is larger than the ‘exclusive or’ of xCα,Cβ

and
xCγ ,Cδ

. Equality is guaranteed by the objective function. An optimal solution
of this formulation immediately gives an ordering σ obtained by the x-variables
that allows for the least amount of forced crossings. As stated before, from this
ordering a drawing with this amount of crossings can be found in polynomial
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time.
Note that the formulation has O(|C|4) variables and O(|C|4) constraints.

By only creating variables yp,p′ for which wc(p, p′) + sc(p, p′) > 0, this upper
bound can also be stated as O(|C|2 + |S|2 · |T |) for the number of variables and
O(|C|3 + |S|2 · |T |) for the number of constraints.

8. Conclusion

We considered the recently introduced panel crossing number problem [25]
motivated by maturity model visualization from a graph drawing and crossing
minimization perspective. We studied extremal and expected crossing numbers,
and showed that real-world instances are far from random or extremal cases.
Further, we proposed two ILP models that solve the NP-hard crossing and
regress minimization problems optimally in less than a second for our real-world
datasets.
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