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Abstract

Prior research has shown that human perception of similarity differs from mathematical
measures in visual comparison tasks, including those involving directed acyclic graphs. This
divergence can lead to missed differences and skepticism about algorithmic results. To address
this, we aim to learn the structural differences humans detect in graphs visually. We want to
visualize these human-detected differences alongside actual changes, enhancing credibility and
aiding users in spotting overlooked differences. Our approach aligns with recent research in
machine learning capturing human behavior. We provide a data augmentation algorithm, a
dataset, and a machine learning model to support this task. This work fills a gap in learning
differences in directed acyclic graphs and contributes to better comparative visualizations.

1 Introduction

From previous work (cf. i.a. [119, 46, 84, 38, 16, 22, 121]), including ours [163, 164, 13, 14],
we know that the human similarity notion diverges from the mathematical similarity. However,
visual interactive systems supporting the task of visual comparison commonly use graph the-
oretical, i.e., mathematical definitions of similarity or commonalities and differences (cf. e.g.,
[114, 136, 100, 25, 63, 33, 177, 5]). This divergence can negatively impact the insights humans
gained from comparative visualizations – in our case directed acyclic graphs. The humans’ insights
can be biased since the human visual system and the following cognitive processes are not perfect
and humans, for instance, overlook some differences [45]. Insights can even be nullified since hu-
mans start the question the algorithmic result as they have a different notion of what the result
should be – e.g., what the differences are. Human biases due to imperfections of the human visual
system and the following cognitive processes are rather an issue for the purely visual comparative
visualizations (cf. i.a. [42, 162, 117, 155]). According to von Landesberger [159], these are com-
parative visualizations which solely show the data items to be compared – like [158] or [118]. The
credibility of algorithmic results is especially an issue for algorithmic or algorithmically enhanced
visual comparison solutions. While in the former, following the definition of von Landesberger
[159], algorithms compute results in a backend, not apparent to the user, and these results may be
visualized, in the latter the algorithms take over a supportive role for the comparative visualization
of the data items to be compared. They i.a. compute the common and/or distinct parts of graphs
to ease the human to come to a final notion of their similarity like the work of Archambault et al.
[7] or Munzner et al. [114].

To mitigate these potential issues for pairwise juxtaposed comparative visualizations of directed
acyclic graphs, we learned the structural differences humans detect. By human detected structural
differences we mean which graph elements – nodes and/or edges – change from one directed acyclic
graph to the other according to humans visually comparing the two directed acyclic graphs. Basi-
cally, the human detected structural differences follow the same definition as the graph theoretically
determined structural differences (cf. Section 1.5.2 – Definitions, Structural Differences).
However, they are not calculated by a mathematical measure, they are the result of the human
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Figure 1: Visual analytics pipeline, adapted from Keim et al. [80], to illustrate the benefit of
our convolutional neural network, which is able to predict human detected differences in directed
acyclic graphs, in a visual interactive system supporting comparisons.

notion of what is common and distinctive in the directed acyclic graphs. Potential changes are
additions and/or deletions. Our goal for learning the human detected structural differences is to
finally be able to visualize the human detected difference in combination with the actual change
on a graph element level – i.e., which graph elements were actually added and/or deleted. With
respect to our core idea, the actual graph theoretical measure is interchangeable. We decided for
the actual graph changes as these are the core elements for any other graph theoretical measure.
Our resulting machine learning model can be used in algorithmically enhanced visual comparison
systems as Figure 1 illustrates. We are firmly convinced that this approach can mitigate the afore
explained issues as:

1. due to the visualization of the actual changes on a graph element level the human user would
recognize which change she presumably would have overlooked or over- resp. underestimated,

2. there is the combination of the human notion of differences and a mathematical one – this
can mitigate the credibility issues.

We find substantiation of our claim in the recent research of the visualization domain in which
researcher successfully captured human brushing and selection behavior and the human notion of
correlation resp. similarity with machine learning (cf. i.a. [106, 168, 36, 47, 165]). For instance,
Wöhler [168] and Ma et al. [106] were able to capture perceived correlation in scatterplots resp. the
human similarity notion of scatterplots. This research has goals comparable to ours. Its underlying
principle is to train a machine learning model on data captured while the user completes a certain
task. Consequently, the machine learning model learns the patterns of human behavior and is able
to predict the human behavior for new, previously unseen data. The empirical investigation of
the benefit of such an algorithmically enhanced visual comparison system, however, is subject to
future work as the primary focus of our work was to provide the trained machine learning model
together with a suitable training and test dataset. Both of which, to the best of our knowledge,
were not existing before.

To the best of our knowledge there is no work yet aiming to learn which differences humans
detect in pairs of directed acyclic graphs visualized as node-link diagrams. With our work on this
topic we contribute:

1. A data augmentation algorithm – the DFS-algorithm
Our data augmentation algorithm provides an approach to reach the dataset sizes machine
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learning requires. Further, it shows how the knowledge from empirical studies can be in-
corporated into application-driven solutions which support the human user with her tasks.
Admittedly, here we have a certain indirection. Our DFS-algorithm has a direct impact on
the learning phase of our neural network. There, the network learns features and patterns
characterizing the differences humans detect. Finally, the trained network is supporting
the human user with her tasks – i.a. by allowing the human to see which differences she
presumably spotted and what changes actually happened.

2. A training and test dataset consisting of both tree-like and sparse directed acyclic
graphs
As already proven by benchmark datasets from other domains (cf. e.g., [99, 141]), they
remarkable foster the replicability and comparability of research and its results. Further
they substantially ease the conduction of experiments thus the data needed is already there.

3. A machine learning approach for learning human detected structural differences
in directed acyclic graphs and a trained model for tree-like and sparse directed
acyclic graphs
Used in a visual comparison system, it will lead to a task convenience for humans. Change
detection, as we know from the current body of work (cf. i.a. [45]), is generally a task
which humans are slow to complete, so, by allowing the human to see which differences she
presumably spotted and what changes actually happened there will be less cognitive load
necessary to spot the differences. Finally, there will be more cognitive capacities available for
the higher-level tasks, for instance, drawing insights based on the graph changes happened.
Also, it may have positive effects on human biases lie overlooking changes.

1.1 Definitions and Research Context

In this Section we introduce definitions of core terms which we will use in the remainder of this
Section. Furthermore, we provide an overview over the context in which our research is embedded.
Due to the fact that our work is located in both the research domain of visualization and machine
learning our research context is quite broad. From the field of visualization it is related to visual
comparison, the task of change detection, graph differences, graph drawing, and dynamic graphs.
From the machine learning domain, neural networks will be in the focus of our work as we aim to
learn human detected structural differences. We focus on neural networks as they already achieved
outstanding results in learning visual features. The learning of the human detected differences and
the learning of visual features are closely related since visual features and their changes characterize
a change or hinder a change’s detection. In this Section, we provide an overview over the field of
machine learning itself to clarify basic terms and how neural networks fit into the field of machine
learning. As this paper is located in the visualization research domain, it may be the case that an
overview over the field of machine learning is necessary for the reader to understand the remainder
of our work.

1.1.1 Definitions

Graph theory is a research domain concerned with graphs. Graphs are structural data which
represents relational data. Relational data occurs in many areas, such as molecules in chemistry,
brain research [105, 176] or process models [49, 52, 89]. Often, graphs are denoted as networks as
well – e.g., brain graphs that model the structural connectivity of the brain are commonly denoted
as brain networks [57, 134, 176]. Since we work with directed acyclic graphs, we define the following
terms:

Graph, Attribute, Label. A graph is a tuple G = (V,E) where V is the set of nodes
and E ⊆ (V, V ) is the set of edges [149]. Nodes represent entities. Edges represent the entities’
relations. Edges e = (s, d) connect two nodes s, d with (s, d) ∈ V . Both nodes and edges can have
additional information that further describes their properties [69], e.g., the amount of capital a
company holds. Such additional information is called an attribute. A node attribute can be a
label L. This label is a unique identifier of the node. The label usually is an Integer ranging from
1 to the number of nodes [66]. Labels are pivotal for graph visualization as many graph layout
algorithms use labels for assigning unique positions to nodes.

Directed. Edges e are directed if E contains ordered tuples e = (s, d) and e is coming from s
and going to d. A graph is called directed if E only contains directed edges [149].
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Path, Walk, Cycle, Acyclic. A path of G = (V,E) is a finite, ordered sequence with

v1, (v1, v2), v2, (v2, v3), v3, ..., vk−1, (vk−1, vk), vk (1)

Equation 1: Path equation

and v ∈ V [149]. If all vertices occur once in a path, the path is called a walk. If at least one
vertex occurs twice in the path, the path is called cycle. A graph is called acyclic if there exist no
cycle.

Directed Acyclic Graph. So, a directed acyclic graph is a directed graph with no directed
cycles.

Connected. Any two nodes v1, v2 of a graph are denoted as connected if at least one path
between v1, ..., v2 exist [153].

Graph Size. Graphs can vary in their size. Graph size is known to influence humans working
with a graph visualization [8, 174]. Usually, the graph size is given by the number of nodes |V | in
a graph [160].

Subgraph. A subset Vsub, Esub with Vsub ⊂ V and Esub ⊂ E of G = (V,E) with Vsub ⊂ V
and Esub ⊂ E is denoted as a subgraph of G. We. employ connected directed acyclic graphs of
small graph size. As differences in directed acyclic graphs consists of parts of the directed acyclic
graphs, differences are subgraphs.

Structural Differences. Node and connectivity changes, i.e., changes in the nodes relations,
are denoted as structural changes as they change the directed acyclic graph’s structure [69]. The
structure of a directed acyclic graph, or topology [183], describes how many nodes – entities –
exist in the directed acyclic graph, at which positions and how their relations are [114]. Structural
changes commonly are insertions and/or deletions of nodes and/or edges [151, 39]. As structural
changes lead to differences in directed acyclic graphs, we call the structural changes in this work
also differences.

1.1.2 Graph Drawings

When a graph is visualized, it is transformed into a so called graph drawing [39]. A graph drawing
D(G) is defined as a coplanar 2D visual representation which assigns a position (xi, yi) to each
node vi ∈ V with i = 0, ..., n;n = |V | [126]. Common types of graph drawings are (adjacency)
matrices or node-link diagrams (cf. e.g., [51, 32]). Matrices show the nodes in rows and columns.
A colored cell is the visual representation of a connection, an edge, between a pair of nodes [15].
A node-link diagram usually visualizes nodes as circles and edges as lines [109, 97]. In case of
a directed graph being visualized as a node-link diagram, the edges usually are lines with arrow
heads [109, 97]. However, there is also a substantial amount of related work which investigates
alternate designs – especially for edges (cf. i.a. [88, 73, 72, 71, 173, 127]).

There are further types of graph drawings – e.g., adjacency lists [70, 15]. In an adjacency list
edges are just indirectly shown. They show edges as a list of connected node tuples [87].

Our Design Choice. We decide to follow the standard approach of visualizing directed node-
link diagrams: nodes as circles, edges as lines with arrow heads. We are aware that the standard
approach can have disadvantages like visual clutter around the node due to to arrow heads of the
incident edges (c.f. e.g., [73]). However, other design alternatives are also not free of the visual
clutter problem as our work in [?] shows. So, we belief that humans being used to the standard
design reducing the risk of misreading our graphs outweighs the potential disadvantage.

Layout Algorithms. Layout algorithms do the position assignment for each node vi through-
out the transformation of the abstract graph into a graph drawing. There are various existing
layout algorithms. This i.a. results from the necessity of different layout algorithms for different
graph types (hierarchies, small world networks, etc.) or different optimization goals (graph aesthet-
ics (edge crossings, edge length/angle, etc.), separating the graph’s clusters, etc.). Generally, layout
algorithms aim to visualize the graph so that it is well readable based on the various optimization
goals [159]. There is also the goal to preserve the mental map. This is especially interesting for
changing dynamic graphs [15, 40]. The term “mental map” denotes the mental representation of
the graph humans form by looking at and working with graph drawings [113]. The preservation
of the mental map usually means the preservation of the node positions [137]. For comparing
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Figure 2: A set of two faces. Determining the set of distinctive features of a compared to b based
on the notion of a set-theoretical matching function of Tversky’s pairwise similarity model this
results in the smiling mouth. The Figure is an excerpt of Tversky’s Figure in [152].

changing, dynamic graphs or detecting changes in them a preserved mental map is pivotal as in
case already existing nodes would change their position this would suggest more changes which are
actually there [111, 128, 130, 137]. This, in turn, would create additional unnecessary cognitive
load of the user to figure this out or in the worst case would even bias the user insights in case she
would not realize that in actuality just the nodes’ positions have changed.

Our Layout Algorithm Choice. The choice and suitability of a layout algorithm depends
on the purpose or the task to be supported [7]. Our work is located in the areas of visual pairwise
comparison, change detection, and changing directed acyclic graphs. Consequently, we choose a
Sugiyama-like hierarchical layout [145] which preserves the mental map. We choose a Sugiyama-
like layout since Burch et al. showed that this hierarchical layout type outperforms others [28, 27].
The mental map preservation is necessary for us due to the rationals discussed above. Furthermore,
the results of machine learning-based difference detection on images considerably improve, if the
images are registered [131, 78, 7]. A layout algorithm preserving the mental map achieves the
registration of the images. Thus, our decision of mental map preservation is also necessary and
relevant due to the benefits for our future machine learning approach.

1.1.3 Visual Comparison and the Change Detection Task

Psychological Perspective. Here, we also employ Tverky’s model as the theoretical concept of
how the human similarity notion for visual comparison works. Even if we treat the actual process
as a black box, in the behaviorist style, model theoretical knowledge is important for i.a.

• the definition of the visual features which are used for the machine learning,

• the modeling of the detected differences for the creation of a training and test dataset (cf.
Section 1.2),

• and the learning of the change detection process patterns to predict what changes humans
presumably detect as different for new, previously unseen directed acyclic graph pairs (cf.
Section 1.5).

Tversky describes the pairwise similarity judgment as a feature matching process on the basis
of “the set-theoretical notion of a matching function” [152]. In his model he assumes [152]:

1. It exists an ordinal matching function s(a, b) for all distinct objects in δ – the set of objects
to be compared. This matching function provides an ordering of the objects regarding their
similarity; e.g., s(a, b) > s(c, d) expresses that a is more similar to b than c is to d, but it is
unknown by how much. Humans usually do this ordering with verbal expressions [154].

2. It is possible to predict an interval scale S that preserves the ordering of the ordinal scale
s and expresses the similarity as the contrast of the measures of common and distinctive
features for all objects in δ (a.k.a contrast model). There is also the possibility to express the
similarity as a weighted contrast. Tversky states that the results improve with an additional
similarity judgment made by the participants used as the weighting factor.

6



In the feature matching process humans compare pairwise objects and match their features whether
they are common or distinct. The features of each object form a feature set. Assuming that there
are two objects in δ = a, b then they are expressed by their features resp. feature sets as follows:
δ = A,B. Figure 2 shows an example of two faces as the objects a and b in δ. Determining
the distinct features of A, A − B, results in the smiling mouth as all other features are identical.
Usually, humans have a notion of similarity of the pairwise objects if they share common features
and have less distinct features. Set operations will play an important role for our data augmentation
algorithm described in Section 1.2.

Tversky further states that the features can be low- or high-level ones such as orientation of
patterns formed by lines or points or color (low-level features), or components such as eyes or the
shape or complexity of something (high-level features) [152]. Tversky determines that in advance
to the task – here change detection – humans extract from the data a limited list of features based
on which they perform the task [152]. Performing the task means calculating the the set of common
and distinctive features to detect the changes in the directed acyclic graph pairs as a sub-task of
visual comparison. Further, Tversky [152] showed that the weight of the used features depend
on the task. For similarity judgements, common features are perceived stronger than distinctive
features whereas for comparisons with respect to differences resp. for change detection distinctive
features receive the higher weights.

Tversky’s assumptions and hypotheses are supported by other well-known literature on sim-
ilarity – this also applies to more recent literature [26, 154]. Furthermore, his model is able to
explain the human similarity notion for a variety of visual comparisons [152, 12].

Our Feature Choice. From our work on the influence factors for visual comparisons with
respect to differences [164, 163], we can see that humans detect the differences in a directed acyclic
graph on the graph elements’ level – i.e., based on the nodes and edges of the two directed acyclic
graphs. So, following Tverksy’s theory, the nodes and edges of our directed acyclic graphs are the
features based on which humans determine the set of common and distinctive features. We can
further learn that the detection of a certain change is affected by the influence factors of visual
comparisons with respect to differences (cf. [164, 163]). While, for instance, a shape change or a
newly introduced edge crossing fosters the supports the detection of change, a high density hinders
the change’s detection.

Visualization Domain’s Perspective. Visual Comparison. Following von Landesberger
[159], who extends the considerations and the taxonomy of Gleicher et al. [55], visual com-
parisons is a workflow as sketched in Figure 3. The comparison purpose is equivalent to the
concrete comparison task – in our case, the visual comparison with the aim to detect changes.
Moreover, von Landesberger [159] defines the comparison input. It is the data to be com-
pared. The actual comparison is conducted by the comparison operation which leads to a final
comparison result which usually is visualized as well. According to von Landesberger there are
three types of comparison operations – visual, algorithmically, or a combined version. Purely vi-
sual comparison operations solely show the data items to be compared [159] – like [158] or [118].
Here, it can be that the user can express her comparison result via interaction or she has to
remember her result for later recall. Algorithmic comparison operations compute results in a
backend, not apparent to the user, and these results may be visualized as the comparison result

[159]. Combined approaches either use visualization to, for instance, support the configuration
of the respective algorithmic comparison operation, or they use algorithms to ease otherwise
complex tasks [159, 143]. The work of Archambault et al. [7] and Munzner et al. [114] are a
prime example for such algorithmically enhanced visual comparison solutions. They i.a. compute
common and/or distinct parts of the graphs to ease the human to come to a final notion of the
graphs’ similarity. Especially for the visual comparison of graphs and related tasks such as change
detection cognitive load is a pivotal aspect. Algorithms, like for the work of Archambault [7] or
Munzner et al. [114], reduce the cognitive load by reducing, e.g., the number of data items to
compare or the complexity [159, 143]. Huang et al. showed that visual analysis becomes slower
and more error-prone if the complexity of the task increases [74, 175]. Algorithms which are used
in existing algorithmically enhanced visual comparison systems are i.a.:

• similarity measures (e.g., [114, 25])

• difference maps (e.g., [136, 7])

• pattern matching (e.g., [47])
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VG1= {N0, N1, N2}
EG1= {{N0, N1}, {N0, N2}}

DAG G2: 
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D =  {VD= {N3}, ED= {{N2, N3}}}
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Comparison Operation:
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Common G1 & G2: 
C = {VC= {N0, N1, N2}, 

EC = {{N0, N1}, {N0, N2}}}
Distinctive G1 & G2:
D =  {VD= {N3}, ED= {{N2, N3}}}

Visual

Algorithmically

Figure 3: The visual comparison workflow according to von Landesberger [159] (Figure based on
original Figure from [159]).

• difference highlighting (e.g., [114])

• structural brushing (e.g., [114])

• graph matching (e.g., [114, 63])

To the best of our knowledge, there is currently no approach like ours for graphs, specifically for
directed acyclic graphs, which aims to capture the human notion of differences for the change
detection task with machine learning. The workflow can provide the user with the option to steer
the process by giving feedback (cf. Figure 3 – Feedback Loop).

Our Comparison Input. The comparison input for our research goal of learning human
detected structural differences are pairs of directed acyclic graphs. Algorithmically, we implement
the correspondence between the directed acyclic graph pairs via unique node labels. The fixed
mental map of our chosen layout algorithm, cf. Section 1.5.2 – Graph Drawings, Our Layout

Algorithm Choice, is able to visually transmit the correspondences even though we do not show
the nodes’ unique labels. Research on dynamic graphs and/or the mental map and its stability
have already shown this potential of a fixed mental map (cf. i.a. [8, 11]). For our convolutional
neural network we use the visualizations of the directed acyclic graph pairs as the comparison
input (cf. Section 1.4 and 1.5 for details).

Our Comparison Operation. A comparison operation comes to the final comparison result
by processing the data to be compared depending on the task [159]. Possible types are visual,
algorithmically or combined. Learning human-detected structural differences processes pairs of
visualized directed acyclic graphs with a learning algorithm. So, out comparison operation is an
algorithmic one. As Figure 1 illustrates, the outcome of our comparison operation can be used in
an algorithmically enhanced visual comparison system

Change Detection Task. Also from the perspective of the visualization domain the detection
of changes is sub-task of visual comparison [159, 160, 95, 3, 180]. To complete the task of change
detections humans have to compare a set of data items – in our case a pair of directed acyclic
graphs – and detect the changes [180]. The detection of structural changes needs the humans to
spot added and/or deleted nodes and/or edges.

The change detection task often also occurs in the context of dynamic graph analysis or drawing
(cf. [3, 8]). While visual comparison often deals with pairwise comparison, dynamic graph analysis
resp. drawing deals with a series of graphs [159]. Pairwise visual comparison, in our case of directed
acyclic graphs, can be transferred into the domain of dynamic graph analysis resp. drawing. Let
G1 (base graph) and G2 (alternative) be a pair of directed acyclic graphs differing by N node
and/or edge changes. Given that per time step t, starting with t0, N changes happen then it is
(G1, G2) = (Gt0 , Gt0+N

). For the dynamic graph, shown in Figure 4, the changes are node deletions
(node 12 and 6) and an addition (node 3). If the first graph in Figure 4 is considered as the base
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Figure 4: Dynamic graph graph with structural changes – additions and deletions of nodes – from
[39] (Figure based on original Figure from [39]).

graph G1 then all other graphs at time step 1, 2, and 3 can be the alternative G2 with either 1,
2, or 3 changes. Hence, research in the domain of dynamic graph analysis resp. dynamic graph
drawing is applicable tp pairwise visual comparison. Since our topic is grounded in pairwise visual
comparison of directed acyclic graphs, we mainly consider related work on visual comparison. Still,
some subtopics of our work are more extensively explored in related domains, e.g., graph drawing.
Change detection tasks in combination with graph drawing have been explored in recent years
both in machine learning and in perception (cf. i.a. [164, 163, 7, 30, 78, 157]).

1.1.4 Overview of the Area of Machine Learning

Neural networks (neural networks) are a class of machine learning (machine learning) algorithms.
machine learning algorithms learn and solve a certain task based on the evaluation of a large
amount of data. Bishop et al. provide a comprehensive introduction to machine learning in their
book “Pattern Recognition and Machine Learning” [20]. machine learning algorithms are widely
employed in the most diverse areas. Example areas are computer vision or graph learning. machine
learning for graphs covers i.a. link prediction [183], anomaly detection [3], or classification [116].

Machine Learning in General A machine learning algorithm – or model – is inseparable of its
input data and its loss function. The algorithm learns from the data via multiple iterations aiming
to reduce the loss function’s result in each iteration. This process is also called optimization.
The optimization objective determines the loss function of choice. Example objectives are i.a.
regression or classification. While the objective for a regression problem is the optimization of
continuous values [20] classification optimizes discrete values – i.e., the class labels – for, e.g.,
node classification [19]. In machine learning algorithms can learn supervised or unsupervised.
Supervised machine learning algorithms receive receive feedback on their performance after each
iteration. This feedback is also called target. Further, the target is defined in advance, e.g., via
user input. The input data x and the target vector t are fed into the algorithm. Based on this
input, the machine learning algorithm is a function y(x) which puts out a vector similar to t [20].
The final algorithm together with its parameter configurations results from a training (learning)
and a testing (inference) phase. For the training phase, the training dataset is used as the input
x. The afore explained loss function Li(y(x), t) is the quantification of the quantification of the
model’s accuracy in solving the task it was designed for in the current iteration i. Once the training
phase is completed, the machine learning model is tested with a separate test dataset. The model’s
ability to generalize – i.e., prediction accuracy on new, previously unseen data – is likely to differ
from the results for the training dataset. Maximizing the diversity of the data used for training
increases the machine learning algorithm’s ability for generalization [1]. Unsupervised algorithms
follow, in general, the same procedure. But they learn without the feedback t.

Classification. Classification algorithms are versatile. The current body of work divides the
algorithms into traditional and non-traditional algorithms depending on the structure of the data
(cf. [19, 93]).In general, difference learning is expressible as a classification problem. The changes
– differences – are classified as additions or deletions.
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Traditional algorithms for node classification model classifiers based on iterations over graph fea-
tures while non-traditional algorithms are are based on random walks [19]. In the image classifi-
cation domain traditional algorithms depend on manually created features [93]. Traditional image
classification algorithms i.a. include support vector machines, decision trees, and K-nearest neigh-
bor algorithms [20]. For decision trees the required manually created features are the rule set and
for support vector machines it is the kernel function. As traditional learning algorithms require
a rule set resp. a-priori defined knowledge – the features – they are also called knowledge-based
algorithms.
In related work, the term “non-traditional machine learning algorithms” is often used for neural
network algorithms. Opposed to traditional algorithms, non-traditional ones avoid manual feature
creation and they work data-driven – i.e., they learn the features directly from the input dataset.
While for traditional algorithms it is the challenge to find the right features, non-traditional al-
gorithms face the challenge of hyperparameter optimization [93]. These are parameters which
cannot be learned directly from the input data and are usually fixed before the actual learning
phase starts. Example for such hyperparameters are the learning rate or the topology of a neural
network.

Neural Networks. A neural network consists of multiple layers of neurons. Neurons are
expressed as parameters – weights w and biases b. During training, these parameters are optimized
for the items D of the training dataset. The weights and biases of each certain neuron are grouped
together to a vector and thereby build a layer of a neural network. The layers can be combined
in various ways. This is then called the network architecture. The information flow through the
neural network goes in two directions: 1) feed-forward, 2) feed-backward. The forward propagation
calculates the neural network’s loss function for the given training data. The backward-pass pipes
the loss function’s results back into the network to update the neuron’s weights (w) and the biases
(b). neural networks might be a possible way to approach our learning problem since they are not
dependent on features defined in advance which is challenging in the context of learning differences
– especially human detected ones – as these are not extensively studied (cf. [57, 163, 164]).

Deep Neural Networks. A deep neural network has multiple layers. A two-layer neural
network is modeled by the following equation

yk(x,w) = σ(

D∑
j=1

wj ∗ h(
N∑
i=1

(wjixi + bj) + bk (2)

Equation 2: Equation modeling a two-layer neural network.

with k = 1, ...,K and K being the number of outputs and σ(.) being a non-linear activation
function. The parameter h denotes the output of a previous layer, called hidden function, and N
denotes the number of hidden layers.

Epochs, Batch Size, and Iterations. The pivotal parameters for training a neural network
are the epochs and the batch size. The number of epochs denote the number of times a neural
network processes the entire training dataset. The batch size denotes the number of training
samples – subsets of the training dataset – the neural network works through before updating its
model parameters. The network’s complexity and the hardware performance influence the batch
size. The number of iterations commonly denote the training time. The number of iterations is
defined by the following equation

iterations =
trainingsize

batchsize
∗ epochs (3)

Equation 3: Equation determining the number of iterations for the training of a neural network.

Backpropagation Algorithm, Gradient Descent Optimization and Learning Rate.
The training of a neural network consists of a forward and a backward pass (backpropagation) for
each data item. During the forward pass the input data is processed by each layer. The result of
the last network layer is the result of the forward pass. Its quality is measured by a loss function.
The training goal is to minimize that loss function. A common optimization method is gradient
descent optimization. It optimizes based on the subtraction of the loss function’s gradient from
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the current loss result (step size). The step size is controlled by the learning rate. The optimizer
specifies how much the weights must change at the network’s last layer. This information is used
by the previous layer to calculate its necessary change so that those can update their weights. This
is done backwards through the whole network. The algorithm is called backpropagation.

Convolutional Neural Networks. Dumoulin et al. [44] provide a comprehensive introduc-
tion to neural networks. neural networks are a type of neural networks [93]. neural networks gained
attention since they achieved outstanding results on images, e.g., detecting objects in images [133].
Today, they are used on images and graphs as well as for various tasks – i.a., difference detection
which is the task of our focus [133, 170, 181]. neural networks have multiple layers performing
convolutional operations on the extracted features – i.e, the deeper the layer the more complex the
features. So, the first, or shallow, layers learn low- and mid-level features whereas the deeper layers
learn the high-level, i.e., more complex, features [65, 179]. Low-lever features are, for instance lines
or points. Examples for high-level features is the silhouette of a face or the shape of a visualization
like a graph (cf. [13, 14]). Features aggregate structural information – low- or high-level – about
parts of the respective data item. Tversky et al.’s [152] definition of features from a psychological
model-theoretic point of view on the human similarity notion and the notion of commonalities and
differences correspond to that. This means the mathematical model of neural networks, or more
precisely neural networks, and the psychological model are compatible which, in turn, makes neu-
ral networks a suitable approach for modeling the human notion of differences in directed acyclic
graphs.
Our Approach Decision. Consequently, we anchored our search for a suitable learning ap-
proach in the field of convolutional neural networks. We present details on our approach decision
in Section 1.4 and 1.5.

Visual Features of Difference Detection in Graphs. Since graphs may differ by one
or more nodes and/or edges, graph differences are structures containing single or multiple nodes
and/or edges or multiple connected nodes and edges. We call these connected nodes and edges
connected components in the remainder of our work. As we work with node-link diagrams and
chose to follow the standard way of visualizing a node-link diagram [97, 109] – nodes as circles
and edges as lines with arrow heads – the shapes providing the visual features are circles, rect-,
and triangles. Today, neural networks are usually trained large datasets containing these shapes.
Examples for such large datasets are ImageNet [37] with 1000.000 or the COCO dataset [99] wit
118.000 training images.

1.1.5 Related Approaches for Capturing Human Behavior, Notions, or Perception

In recent years, various approaches have been proposed which capture human behavior, notions, or
perception to understand how humans work with visualizations and to improve the analyst’s sup-
port by the visualization system [36, 47, 106, 138, 168]. These approaches consider both data and
visualization characteristics and the characteristics of the human behavior, notion, or perception.

Capturing human behavior, notions, or perception describes the process of mapping human
process to algorithms. Modeling human factors or processes as an algorithm strives for the goal to
support the user with her task in an enhanced manner. Various research domains pursue this goal.
The algorithm of Bourbakis et al. [24], for instance, captures human perception to depict image
differences. Bourbakis et al. [24] also employ the similarity model of Tversky [152] – i.e., they
employ the same model as we do. In general, there are two different paradigms for the capturing
of a human process [138]:

• knowledge-driven modeling

• data-driven modeling

The knowledge-driven approach injects knowledge on the human cognition, reasoning, or perception
in the algorithm with a set of rules. The approach of Bourbakis et al. [24] is an example for
knowledge-driven modeling. Data-driven modeling, also known as machine learning, trains based
on data gathered from the human. The data collection can happen via user studies, experiments,
or tracking of user interactions with a visual analytics system. The result of the data-driven
modeling is a trained model which can be saved to disk and thus be used again later on. The
possibility to reuse these models later is also beneficial for scientific replicability [47]. Currently,
the most modeling approaches in the visualization domain follow the data-driven trend as many
other sciences [47]. The advantage of a data-driven approach is that no manual feature engineering
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is needed anymore as opposed to for the creation of the rule set of knowledge-based approaches
[138]. Gadhave et al. [47] capture human brushing and selection behavior for visualized scatterplots
based on event data tracked by their visual analytics system. The authors are convinced that the
prediction of human brushing and selection behavior is the prerequisite for capturing high-level
reasoning processes – in their case: the user intent. The authors believe that this prerequisite is
crucial thus such higher-level processes are in general complex and not yet completely understood.
Scatternet, the approach of Ma et al. [106], learned the human notion of scatterplot similarity
based on data from humans. A scatterplot triple – anchor, similar scatterplot, and dissimilar
scatterplot – with the respective labels ((dis)similar)is the input of the neural network. The neural
network learns based in the visualized scatterplots – i.e., the images. Consequently, Scatternet
[106] depends on the scatterplots’ visual design; e.g., the sizes of the scatterplot dots [168]. Wöhler
et al. [168] train a neural network to learn the human notion of correlation in scatterplots. Their
neural network’s input are pairs of images labeled by humans. Wöhler et al. [168] employ both
image-based and vector-based1 networks which enables them to achieve a certain independence of
the scatterplots’ visual design. Ma et al. [106] and Wöhler et al. [168] both learn subjective metric
relative to the entire data items. This is different to our learning objective. We are interested in
learning what are the structural changes which humans detect when they compare two visualized
directed acyclic graphs.
As we will also use a neural network, see Section 1.4 and 1.5 for details, we will also follow
the data-driven modeling paradigm. We will use a neural network as its approach of feature
extraction is in line with Tversky’s model of how humans use features to solve the task of change
detection (cf. Section Visual Comparison and the Change Detection Task – Psychological

Perspective). We will use a knowledge-driven approach for data augmentation to achieve the
training dataset size which is needed to train a generalizable and robust model (cf. Section 1.2).

1.2 A Data Augmentation Algorithm for Enriching Directed Acyclic
Graph Data with Human-Like Detected Structural Differences

To the best of our knowledge, there is currently no annotated dataset for learning human detected
differences of directed acyclic graph pairs. In general machine learning algorithms need a large
amount of training data. Current networks for pairwise image change detection use 1900 image
pairs [78]. Perception capturing networks use dataset sizes of 10.000 [35] to ≥ 50.000 [106] data
items. To learn human-detected differences, we need a huge amount of directed acyclic graph pairs
annotated with the differences humans detected. The annotated data of our difference comparison
studies [163, 164] are far too few. From this studies we had 915 annotated directed acyclic graph
pairs (62 participants ∗ 15 directed acyclic graph pairs = 915 (We omitted one directed acyclic
graph pair because of the tracked coordinates being erroneous.)). A dataset with the size of 915
os too small for the training of a robust and general neural network. Options for increasing the
dataset size are:

1. increase the number of participants

2. increase the number of data items per participant

Option 1 is a challenging endeavor since participant acquisition is always hard [23]. Also crowd-
sourcing, which is the standard way of increasing the number of participants, is problematic. Due
to the specificity of the change detection task and its required subtasks – object identification
and visual search – it is not a typical crowd-sourcing task since crowd-sourcing tasks are typically
micro-tasks which change detection definitely is not [23]. The number of data items per participant,
however, is constrained by the cognitive capabilities of humans [124]. Cognitive load models allow
for an estimation of these cognitive limits of humans [74]. Huang et al. [74] found that humans’
cognitive load is influenced by various factors. Examples are task complexity, visual complexity,
and data complexity. So, given that the question for differences is considerably more specific [152]
– the participants have to specifically look for what sets the directed acyclic graphs apart – a
considerably increased number of directed acyclic graph pairs would overwhelm the participants.
So, in conclusion, also option 2 is not feasible.

Due to the impracticalities of option 1 and 2, a solution beyond increasing the number of
participants or the number of data items per participants is needed. Our solution of choice is a

1These are networks which work with the data which is part of the learning objective in a not visualized manner.
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Figure 5: Difference Factors Simulation (DFS) algorithm – schematic representation. (Figure
based on original Figure from [18])

knowledge-based augmentation of directed acyclic graph pairs to construct a large set of directed
acyclic graph pairs annotated with human-like detected differences. By human-like we mean dif-
ference annotations which are similar to those which an actual human would do. The similarity is
achievable by using a knowledge-based approach. In our case, the knowledge base are our studies
on difference-coined comparisons (cf. [13, 14]). This allows a feasible combination of the neces-
sity of a large training dataset and the annotations of the directed acyclic graph pairs with the
human-like detected difference. As a knowledge source, we use our difference-coined comparison
studies [163, 164]. Since our algorithm is based on the influence factors of comparison with respect
to difference, we call our algorithm the Difference Factors Simulation (DFS) algorithm.

1.2.1 DFS-Algorithm – Overview

In our studies on comparison with respect to differences, we found that eight factors influence
the human similarity notion [13, 14]. As our participants mentioned these factors with varying
frequency, we only consider the dominant ones (cf. Section 1.2.2). Consequently, we do not consider
the factors “groups” and “arrowheads”.

For difference-coined comparisons, the influence factors describe regions of attention. We can
anticipate this from participant statements where they specifically talk about paying attention to
a specific region of the directed acyclic graphs because of (not) finding one of the influence factors
there. An example is the statement of participant P3 and symmetry: “If I see [...] symmetry [...]
then I use it to orient myself and to check whether it is the same [in the other graph].” Participants
further describe regions resp. influence factors as supportive or hindering for spotting a change.
Hindering influence factors are, for instance, density and edge-crossing. These factors have a known
tendency to make visualizations less readable [17, 174, 180]. Supportive are changes in depth or
shape.

Based on the evaluation of the participant statements of our difference-coined comparison
studies and the consultation of related work – i.a. [150, 45] – we can say that the change detection
process of humans is a two part one. First, humans identify regions of interest (RoI) by focusing
on them. RoIs are regions of a directed acyclic graph visualized as a node-link diagram with
specific features – i.e., regions where the influence factors for difference-coined comparisons have
occurred. Also other domains like perception and machine learning use the term RoI. We follow
the definition of the machine learning domain where a RoI is a region of special interest and of
fixed spatial extent. Second, they compare these RoIs in both directed acyclic graphs and check
for the existence of differences within these RoIs. The RoIs of both directed acyclic graphs of the
pair are related and differences are only considered if they are located inside the respective RoI.
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So, our DFS algorithm also has two parts (cf. Figure 5):

1. Part 1: RoI detection
In the DFS algorithm, we first compute for all dominant influence factors of difference-coined
comparisons the RoIs (cf. Figure 5 – Factor computation, Section 1.2.2).

2. Part 2: Comparison of the related RoIs in both directed acyclic graphs of the
directed acyclic graph pair to identify the differences within the respective RoI
Second, we add all differences which we locate inside one of the calculated RoIs to the
annotations set (cf. Figure 5 – Difference selection). We encode the differences which
we identified in the RoIs as annotations of the nodes and/or edges: [0 : no difference, 1 :
added/difference].

Supportive vs. Hindering Factors. We differentiate RoIs detected by supportive and hin-
dering factors via tagging the respective RoIs as supportive or hindering. The set of difference
annotations, Gdiff , consists of sets of differences inside supportive and hindering RoIs (cf. Fig-
ure 5 – Difference selection, Gdiff ):

• supportive RoIs:

– Vsupportive for nodes, also called vertices, from supportive RoIs

– Esupportive for edges from supportive RoIs

• hindering RoIs:

– Vhindering for nodes, also called vertices, from hindering RoIs

– Ehindering for edges from hindering RoIs

By inside we mean all nodes and edges which are inside the RoI box with their position. Graph
differences – added/deleted nodes and/or edges – can be both in the hindering and in the supportive
set since it is possible that one and the same differences falls in a RoI box detected based on both
a hindering and a supportive factor. So, for example, a difference in depth which also falls into a
high density area will be both in the hindering and the supportive set of Gdiff . It is supportive
due to the factor depth and hindering due to the high density (cf. Section Depth, Density).

RoI Box Size. The individual factor determines the size of the RoI box. Factors like shape
relate to the entire directed acyclic graph, so the box size is set to the entire area of the visualized
directed acyclic graph. Again others like white space accumulate regions – here: white pixels
– i.e., the RoI box size is of the size of the finally accumulated region. The RoI box results
from the bounding box calculation for the respective area. A bounding box is defined as the
minimum/maximum extent of an area – bbox = [xmin, xmax, ymin, ymax]. If the factor is calculated
based on the visualized directed acyclic graph’s structure, the bounding box is defined by the
minimum/maximum of all node positions. In case the bounding box is calculated pixel-based, it is
defined by the minimum/maximum of all pixel positions of the respective area. It uses the Python
library networkx (nx)2 for the calculations on the graph structure.

The factor edge crossing is a special case. It results in a fixation point around which the
visualized directed acyclic graph is inspected. The fixation point is the intersection of the edges. A
suitable model for the area around this fixation point is the foveal part of the human useful field of
view since this is the part of the useful field of view where shape and sharp contours are processed
[68, 107]. The foveal diameter is 5, 2◦ − 6◦ [68, 144]. By following the definition of Norman H.
Mackworth [107] and setting maximum image angle ω to 6◦, the formula for the maximum image
diagonal becomes a legitimate approximation of the diagonal of foveal useful field of view bounding
box (cf. Equation 4):

Since the human field of view is circular, it’s bounding box is a square. This leads to the
following formula and result for the box’s width and height (cf. Equation 5):

Algorithmically, each RoI is a tuple – (isSupportive, box). The boolean parameter isSupportive
indicates whether the RoI results from supportive (true) or a hindering (false) influence factor. The
bounding box box is given by the coordinates xmin, xmax, ymin, ymax.

2https://networkx.github.io/
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d = 2 ∗ f ∗ tan(ω
2
)

ω = visual angle = 6◦

f = monitor distance = 700mm

as visual search experiments usually work with this distance [122]

d = image diagonal

⇒ d = 2 ∗ f ∗ tan(ω
2
)

⇒d = 2 ∗ 700mm ∗ tan(6
2
)

⇒d = 2 ∗ 700mm ∗ tan(3)
⇒d = 73mm

(4)

Equation 4: DFS algorithm – approximation of the foveal useful field of view bounding box diago-
nal. By following the definition of Norman H. Mackworth [107] and setting maximum image angle
ω to 6◦, the formula for the maximum image diagonal becomes a legitimate approximation of the
diagonal of foveal useful field of view bounding box.

Construction of the Set of Human-Like-Detected Differences. As RoI boxes model the
features humans use for their comparison and as we know from Tversky’s model, see Section 1.1.3
– Psychological Perspective, that these features are combined by set operations, we also em-
ploy set operations to construct our set of human-detected differences GdiffHumanLikeDetected (cf.
Equation (6)). It is necessary to subtract the set of hindering node resp. edges differences from
the set of supportive node resp. edge differences since, as discussed in Section Supportive vs.

Hindering Factors, one and the same difference can be inside both a supportive and hindering

RoI. Due to the fact that the hindering factors make it difficult to detect the change, it is legiti-
mate to assume that a change in a hindering RoI is not spotted, therefore the subtraction of the
supportive and hindering set is also legitimate.

Algorithmically, we check for each box whether it is supportive or hindering and then which dif-
ferences it has. Herewith, we build the supportive and hindering sets of node (Nsupportive, Nhindering)
and edge (Esupportive, Ehindering) differences. If no RoI box exists around and actually existing
graph difference, the difference is ignored by the algorithm since there is no RoI box indicating that
the human would have spotted that difference. It is only natural for humans to overlook something
[45, 122]. The DFS algorithm only respects difference which are partially or entirely inside a RoI
box. We allow for differences being partially inside a RoI box to consider the characteristics of
human perception. Human perception is guided by principles known from Gestalt research domain
– i.a. the law of proximity and continuity [156]. Following these two Gestalt laws, we assume that
follow the difference which is partially inside the the box to spot the existing difference as a whole.
Additionally, our model of the field of view bounding box is relatively restrictive. Humans also
spot changes in the paracentral part of the useful field of view [144] which substantiated us allowing
for differences which are partially inside a RoI box.

1.2.2 Influence Factors for Detecting Changes

The dominant influence factors for difference-coined comparisons can be computed

1. based on the graph data using the graph data (G = (V ;E)),

2. based on the visualized node-link diagram – i.e., the image using pixel data,

3. or as a combination of both.

In general all difference factors are computable both in the graph and in the image space. The
space of choice is a question of computational efficiency and the availability of information in the
graph space.
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xmin = focusPoint(x)−
d
2√
2

xmax = focusPoint(x) +
d
2√
2

ymin = focusPoint(y)−
d
2√
2

ymax = focusPoint(x) +
d
2√
2

focusPoint can be any point on the canvas, for this calculation we assume:focusPoint(0, 0)

d = 73mm(cf. Equation (4))

⇒ xmin = focusPoint(0)−
73mm

2√
2

≈ −25.81mm

⇒xmax = focusPoint(0) +
73mm

2√
2

≈ 25.81mm

⇒ymin = focusPoint(0)−
73mm

2√
2

≈ −25.81mm

⇒ymax = focusPoint(0) +
73mm

2√
2

≈ 25.81mm

⇒ boxHeight = |xmin|+ xmax ≈ 51.62mm

⇒ boxHeight = |ymin|+ ymax ≈ 51.62mm

(5)

Equation 5: DFS algorithm – calculation of the foveal field of view’s bounding box’ width and
height.

The graph generation tool GraphCreator (cf. [13] for details) which we used again here, calcu-
lates a set of graph properties in advance. Some of which are useful for the calculation of some of
the difference factors so this information is given to the DFS algorithm as an input parameter (cf.
Figure 5 – csv).

Visual Symmetry. Factor Explanation. The most dominant influence factor is symmetry.
Our participants explained that visual symmetry is supportive for spotting changes. Furthermore,
participants assessed the symmetry of each directed acyclic graph separately and then used this
result to spot the differences. For details please refer to [13, 14].

Algorithmic Calculation. For symmetry, we use the pre-calculated properties of GraphCre-
ator. Since GraphCreator uses the nodes positions which are stored as additional information
within the graph structure, visual symmetry is calculated in the graph space. After checking for
symmetry, we calculate the bounding box. In case of the influence factor symmetry, this is a
bounding box encompassing the entire directed acyclic graph. Since participants of our difference-
coined comparison studies explained that they first determine symmetry for the base graph and
then for the alternative, we calculate the symmetry RoI for each directed acyclic graph separately.
Consequently, each directed acyclic graph pair has two symmetry RoI boxes.

Shape. Factor Explanation. The participants considered the factor shape as very supportive.
From the transcriptions it was clear that many participants searched for apparent shapes to aid
their comparison and spotting the differences. So, participants repeatedly mentioned geometric
shapes such as quadrilaterals, rhombi, or triangles and even used more vague descriptions such as
fountain-pen nib, peak of a mountain, or smiley face to describe certain parts of a directed acyclic
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EdiffHumanLikeDetected = Esupportive \ Ehindering

VdiffHumanLikeDetected = Vsupportive \ Vhindering

⇒ GdiffHumanLikeDetected = EdiffHumanLikeDetected ∪ VdiffHumanLikeDetected

GdiffHumanLikeDetected = set of human-detected graph differences

EdiffHumanLikeDetected = set of human-detected edge differences

VdiffHumanLikeDetected = set of human-detected node differences

E/Vsupportive = set of edge/node differences from supportive RoIs

E/Vhindering = set of edge/node differences from hindering RoIs

(6)

Equation 6: DFS algorithm – set operations to construct the set of human-detected differences
GdiffHumanLikeDetected. We employ set operations since we know from Tversky’s model that
features used for visual comparison are combined in sets and are thus modeled via set operations.

Figure 6: Convex and concave hull – illustrated on an example directed acyclic graph.

graph. The participants checked for the shape of both directed acyclic graphs and then compared
the shapes’ difference. For details please refer to [13, 14].

Algorithmic Calculation. The shape calculations resp. the shape difference calculations
are based on the calculations of the graphs’ outer hull since our participants denoted the directed
acyclic graphs’ shape also as the shape of the directed acyclic graphs’ silhouette and the silhouette
is commonly denoted as the hull (cf. i.a. [92, 156, 180]). While there are varying opinions on
which hull type – convex or concave – to use, we found throughout the development of our shape
change enhancing layout for visual comparison with a user study that for our small directed acyclic
graphs that there is a recognizable tendency for the concave hull. The concave hull, as opposed
to the convex hull, considers also inner graph areas for the hull path. Figure 6 shows an example.
11 out of 20 participants drew a concave hull around our small directed acyclic graphs when we
asked them to draw the directed acyclic graphs’ shape. Six participants drew convex hulls and
three participants were outliers. They, for instance, applied affine transformations to the visualized
directed acyclic graphs to achieve more complex formations like something which resembles the
infinity symbol (∞).
Given a base graph G1 and an alternative G2, we first compute the concave hulls for both directed
acyclic graphs: hull1, hull2. Second, we compare the hulls and compute their area difference.
Both concave hulls can differ in more than one area thus the difference area can consist of more
than one difference area and, consequently the bounding boxes of all difference areas are defined
as supportive RoIs.

Edge Crossing. Factor Explanation. Edge crossing denotes the fact that visualized edges
may intersect each other. Our participants interpreted the factor edge crossing both supportive
and hindering for the detection of differences in the directed acyclic graph pairs. The majority of
our participants considered edge crossings as supportive (17 statements for supportive and 8 for
hindering). For details please refer to [13, 14].

Algorithmic Calculation. For the calculation of the edge crossings of our visualized directed
acyclic graphs, we resort to the results of GraphCreator. GraphCreator calculates all edge crossing
positions of the visualized directed acyclic graphs. Around each crossing position we position a
field of view box as explained in Section RoI Box Size. This field of view box defines the RoI.
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Due to the fact that approximately 2
3 of our participants found edge crossings supportive for the

detection of changes and approximately 1
3 found it hindering, we introduced a random parameter

that decides whether the respective edge crossing RoI is considered as supportive or hindering. The
probabilities of the random parameter result from the statement frequencies – 70% supportive, 30%
hindering. The edge crossing RoIs are calculated for each directed acyclic graph individually.

Depth. Factor Explanation. The depth, or number of layers, was mainly a reason for why
participants spotted a change. In general, participants considered a new layer to be clearly visible.
For details please refer to [13, 14].

Algorithmic Calculation. To calculate the depth of the directed acyclic graphs resp. their
depth difference we first get the depths and the nodes per layer for the base graph G1 and for the
alternative G2 from the GraphCreator. We can determine the nodes per layer from the nodes’ y
coordinate as nodes on the same layer share the same y coordinate. Then we calculate the depth
difference – depth2 − depth1 – and the difference graph Gdiff which includes all nodes and their
edges with a depth greater than depth1. The resulting RoI is a bounding box of the difference
graph Gdiff .

Density. Factor Explanation. Commonly, density in the context of graphs is defined as the
ratio of the number of edges and the number of nodes [174]. As we work with visualized directed
acyclic graphs, density gets reinterpreted to image regions with a high rate of colored pixels [180,

104] – . Our participants felt that dense regions hindered the identification of differences. Less
dense areas, however, facilitated spotting differences in the directed acyclic graphs.

Algorithmic Calculation. For the density calculations we move a field of view box, cf.
Section RoI Box Size, over the directed acyclic graphs’ node-link visualization. We approximated
the pixel density threshold used for the decision on density based on research on scatterplot density
by Bertini et al. [17]. We had to use this approximation, since, to the best of our knowledge, it is
currently not known in related work what the precise human notion of pixel density with respect
to graph density is. It is fair to draw inspiration from scatterplot research thus the nodes of graphs
and scatterplots are comparable to each other. The graph edges make the visualizations pixel-wise
even more dense. Bertini et al. [17] define the following density classes: areas with ≤ 10% of
colored pixels are considered as very sparse, areas with ≤ 20% of colored pixels are considered as
sparse up to areas with ≤ 80% (dense) resp. ≤ 90% of colored pixels which are considered as very
dense. As we also want to take the statement “Less dense areas helped to spot a difference” into
account for our model, we are looking for an upper bound of the threshold of less dense areas and
a lower bound of the threshold for dense areas. Following the research of Bertini er al. [17], we
use their sparse area threshold as an upper bound of the threshold for less dense areas and the one
for dense areas as the lower bound for dense areas. However, in contrast to Bertini er al. [17], we
divide those thresholds by two. The reason is that we traverse top-rooted directed acyclic graphs
which have nearly a triangular shape with a rectangular sliding window. Therefore, a density of
20% or 80% as in Bertini would require that 20% or 80% of the pixel space in the rectangle is filled
with gray elements. This is never achieved when we are near the outer hull of the directed acyclic
graph due to the triangular shape. Since the triangular area covers about half of the rectangular
area, we define our density as half of 20% and 80% resulting in density thresholds of 10% and 40%.
With these thresholds we calculate the density by transforming the image into a binary image and
calculating the histogram sum per field of view box position. The histogram sum is highest if the
field of view box only contains white pixels since white has the highest RGB value – 255.

White Space. Factor Explanation. White space areas result from laying out the directed
acyclic graphs and visualizing them as node-link diagrams (cf. Figure 7). These areas are sur-
rounded by graph elements but to not contain graph elements. According to our participants
changes within those white space areas – i.e., graph elements getting added in those areas or graph
elements getting deleted and thus leading to white space areas – helped to spot differences of the
two directed acyclic graphs.

Algorithmic Calculation. As we could find with our user study data presented in [60] that
participants switch from a convex hull to a concave hull and herewith consider white space areas
near to the outer hull of the directed acyclic graph, we calculated the ratio of the difference of
the concave hull pixels to the convex hull pixels (also called white space pixels) to convex hull
pixels for those directed acyclic graphs where the participants switched from a convex hull to a
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Figure 7: Shape in the graph visualization domain – outer shape (left – red line), inner shape
(right – red areas). (Figure based on original Figures from [139])

concave hull. We found that if the difference is greater than 30% of the convex hull participants
switch the hull type. Thus, we initially calculate this ratio and check whether it is greater than
30%. For the hull calculations we use the algorithms which we already used for the work presented
in [60]. We traverse the remaining areas resp. directed acyclic graphs where we do not find any
hull difference similar to the density influence factor calculation with a sliding window approach
and calculate the histogram of the sliding window. In case the histogram sum is greater than the
white space threshold – i.e., more than 30% of the pixels have to be white – we define the sliding
window content is “white space”. Here and in contrast to density, we accumulate the consecutive
white space areas found with our sliding window approach. We calculate the white space only for
areas inside the concave hull since white space areas are surrounded by graph elements but do not
contain graph elements. These white space areas define the inner shape of a directed acyclic graph
(cf. [60]). Since we accumulate the white space areas, the sliding window is not the field of view
box. It is a convolutional filter kernel [75]. Typical kernel sizes are odd numbers [77]. We set the
kernel size to k = 3 to avoid traversing every pixel (=̂k = 1). This would result in processing every
pixel. Furthermore, a traversal with k = 1 would be very computationally expensive. A kernel
size of > 3 would result in a pixelated white space mask. So, k = 3 is a compromise between
computational feasibility and accuracy.

1.2.3 Evaluation of the DFS-Algorithm

We have the following hypotheses regarding the human-like detected differences created by our
DFS algorithm:

• Hypothesis 1:
We expect the total number of human-like detected differences to be smaller than the to-
tal number of actually existing graph differences (GT differences) since the DFS algorithm
only selects differences which are (partially) inside a RoI box. Consequently, the human-like
detected differences are a subset of the GT differences. As our DFS algorithm does not in-
troduce actually non-existing differences, we expect the total number of human-like detected
differences to be smaller than the GT differences’ total number.

• Hypothesis 2:
Our DFS algorithm filters out more edge than node differences. As the factors density
and edge-crossing which are considered as hindering are edge related, we assume that edge
differences are more often filtered out due to them being in a hindering RoI box.

• Hypothesis 3:
With increasing density, the total number if human-like detected differences decreases. The
reason is that density is a hindering factor for difference detection and thus also our DFS
algorithm considers that.

For the evaluation of the DFS algorithm and our hypotheses, we

1. compared the human-like detected differences with the GT differences and
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Figure 8: DFS algorithm – algorithm evaluation with tree-like directed acyclic graphs. The left
column shows that only edges are filtered out for our set of human-like detected differences. While
the human-like detected edge differences on average contain one edge less than the GT edge differ-
ences, the node differences of the human-like detected and the GT differences show no difference.
We drew the lines slightly offset so that both are still visible. Herewith, we are able to confirm
hypothesis 1 and 2. (Figure based on original Figure from [18])

2. evaluated whether we can confirm our hypotheses.

We used a total number of 10.000 GT and human-like detected differences. Machine learners
commonly employ this dataset size for machine learning models which capture human behavior
[106, 168] or factors of the graph drawing domain [35].

The Figures 8 and 9 visualize the evaluation result. The left column shows in both Figures the
average number of edge differences per node differences. The right column of both Figures shows
the vice versa scenario – the average number of node differences per edge differences. As we follow
the findings of S. Franconeri [45] and thus only consider one to eight changes, only the value range
of 1 − 8 is covered for both the x- and the y axis (cf. Section 1.3). For details on the directed
acyclic graphs’ sizes please also refer to Section 1.3.

Figure 8 shows that only edges are filtered out – both for the training and the test dataset.
While the human-like detected edge differences on average contain one edge less than the GT edge
differences, the node differences of the human-like detected and the GT differences show no
difference. We drew the lines slightly offset so that both are still visible. Herewith, we are able to
confirm hypothesis 1 and 2.

While for human-like detected difference of tree-like directed acyclic graphs the average number
of edge difference has a constant offset of one compared to the GT differences, the average number
of human-like detected edge difference of sparse directed acyclic graphs decreases the more the more
node changes appear (cf. Figure 9). For the sparse directed acyclic graphs, our DFS algorithm
also detects less node changes for the set of human-like detected node differenced. Compared
to the GT node differences, they have a constant offset of 0.5. These findings clearly show that an
increased density leads to an increase in hindering RoIs and thus the number of spotted node and
edge differences decrease. In conclusion, we also can confirm hypothesis 3.
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Figure 9: DFS algorithm – algorithm evaluation with sparse directed acyclic graphs. While for
human-like detected difference of tree-like directed acyclic graphs the average number of edge
difference has a constant offset of one compared to the GT differences, the average number of
human-like detected edge difference of sparse directed acyclic graphs decreases the more the more
node changes appear (cf. Figure 9). For the sparse directed acyclic graphs, our DFS algorithm
also detects less node changes for the set of human-like detected node differenced. Compared
to the GT node differences, they have a constant offset of 0.5. These findings clearly show that
an increased density leads to an increase in hindering RoIs and thus the number of spotted node
and edge differences decrease. In conclusion, we also can confirm hypothesis 3. (Figure based on
original Figure from [18])

1.3 A Dataset for Learning Human Detected Structural Differences in
Directed Acyclic Graphs

The creation of a suitable dataset is a challenge for empirical research and machine learning alike.
Cunningham et al. [34] explain that the challenge resides in the selection of appropriate data items
or, as they call them, stimuli. Appropriate is a data item, following Cunningham et al. [34], if it is
relevant to the research question and if it is most possibly controlled to avoid confounding effects
in the experiment. Still the actual selection remains challenging since the possible dimensions
characterizing data items are huge. When we consider the example of the added edge of Figure 10
and how this change could be interpreted, the potential range of dimensions becomes roughly
sketched: Graph theoretically, the change in the right graph in Figure 10 (orange edge) can be
interpreted as an added edge. So, all black parts are common for both the left and the right
graph and just the orange edge is different. The change of the orange edge can, however, also be
interpreted as node 5 now having two parent nodes. This means, under this interpretation, not only
the orange edge is different but also node 5. Another legitimate graph theoretical interpretation is
that the graph originally being a tree became a directed acyclic graph. So, basically the entire graph
is different. And these are only examples of the possible graph theoretical interpretations. The
visual and human interpretations are not considered in this specific example of the Introduction.
Consequently, it is impossible to cover all possible dimensions [34]. In addition to that, there is also
the experiment specificity and generalizability tradeoff [34]. A dataset has to be specific enough to
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Figure 10: Example visual pairwise comparison of two graphs – an edge (orange) is added to the
right graph.
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enable the examiner to answer her research question. It also has to be generalizable – i.e., it has
to be a subset of the entire population of possibly suitable data items of the experiment [26] – in
order to ensure the generalizability of the experimental results.

The challenge of stimulus selection and the specificity-generalizability-tradeoff also applies for
training and test datasets in the machine learning domain [34]. The trained model is supposed
to reliably solve a certain task for all previously seen data (training data), however, as well for
previously unseen data (test data or live data when the model is in use). The former, solving a
specific task for specific data, machine learners call robustness [81], while they also call the latter
generalizability. To achieve robustness, machine learners commonly apply data augmentation [81].
It enlarges the database and thus the total number data items presented to the machine learning
model.

1.3.1 Graph Size, Density, and Number of Differences

Relevant graph properties influencing the human task completion on visualized graphs are the
graphs’ size, their density [174]. The graph size is defined based on the number of nodes and
density based on the number of edges in the graph. Due to the task at hand – change detection
or also called visual comparison with respect to differences – the number of changes is pivotal as
well [74, 161, 14, 163, 164, 13]. Consequently, we created our dataset for learning human detected
structural differences in directed acyclic graphs considering these properties. Thus, in the following
we elaborate on them in more detail.

Graph Size. Research on cognitive load found that humans have limited resources for completing
visual comparison tasks such as difference detection [45]. The detection of differences is a slow and
cognitive demanding task [45] which raises the necessity to constrain the graph size. To the best of
our knowledge, there is currently no research discussing the optimal graph size for experiments on
visual comparisons with respect to differences. However, there is research which is able to provide
guidance for deciding on the graph size. Yoghourdjian et al. [174] give an encompassing overview
of graph sizes and densities used in experiments and human-centered user studies over the last
years. Huang et al. [74] found in their experiments on cognitive load that already small graphs,
25 nodes, load to such a high cognitive load that humans’ error rate and task completion time
remarkably increase. Given that insight and given the complexity of difference detection [45], it is
advisable for us to use graphs which are smaller than the small graphs of Huang et al. [74]. Alper
et al. [4] substantiate that with their findings that node-link diagrams are especially affected by
graph size. Hlawatsch et al. [70] evaluate static visualizations of dynamic weighted graphs and
employ also graphs smaller than those of Huang et al. [74] (8 and 20 nodes) to avoid interaction or
animation. Blythe [21], Purchase [129], and Kieffer et al. [82] also use graphs smaller than those
of Huang et al. to avoid overwhelming their participants.

In conclusion, the choice of the graph size is a decision where there is no clear answer to it
yet. Since we also employ static node-link diagram visualizations, we follow the argumentation
of Hlawatsch et al. [70] at set the maximum graph size to 20. Since our research question is
located in the psychological domain as well, our goal is also to avoid cognitive overload which is
why we decided to also follow the argumentation of Blythe and ours of our commonalities-coined
comparison studies and thus set the lower bound of our graph size to 6.

Density. Density is a graph property important to consider since it generally affects the read-
ability of graphs [125] and the human chances to spot a difference [163, 164]. With their state
of the art review of experiments and user studies on visualized graphs, Yoghourdjian et al. [174]
found that usually graphs with a density of ≤ 20% are used. There is more than one option to
measure density. The suitability of the respective density formula depends i.a. on the purpose and
the graph type [110]. Usually, the network efficiency is used as a measure for density [180]. The
network efficiency is defined as the ratio of the existing edges |E| of the graph and all possible

edges of the graph (|V |∗(|V |−1)): |E|
|V |∗(|V |−1) [180]. Since the denominator is the set of all possible

edges which would include i.a. edges leading to circles, this metric is not applicable for our directed

acyclic graphs. This leads to us using the linear density metric – d = |E|
|V | . Linear density is also

a frequently used density metric [110]. Yoghourdjian et al. [174] also use density to build their
density classes: dtree−like = [0− 1], dsparse = (1− 2]), ddense = (2− 4]
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The choice of the density range might be even a tougher decision than the graph size since even
lesser studies justify their graph density or in general research optimal density ranges for specific
tasks or other contexts. Some papers (cf. e.g., [4, 112]) argue that the participants’ error rate
and task completion time remarkably increase when the density is increased a bit. These papers,
however, use graphs with a size of 1000 nodes which makes their results at best only remotely
comparable to the graphs we are aiming for. Consequently, we also consulted the same body of
work for our density decision which we consulted for the decision on the graph size. The majority
uses similar densities – d ≈ [1 − 2]. Huang et al. [74] explain that they chose a density between
≈ 1 − 2 to manage the complexity of the participants’ task. The other authors did not justify
their choice, however, we could calculate their graphs’ density by ourselves. In Addition to that,
Yoghourdjian et al. [174] state that sparse graphs are well-suited for “structural identification
tasks”. As our task at hand is learning human detected structural differences in the context of
difference-coined visual comparisons, we decided to definitely use sparse graphs. For the definition
of “sparse”, we follow the one of. Yoghourdjian et al. [174] – dsparse = (1−2]). We keep the sparse
density class as our density upper bound since the vast majority of experiments and user studies
Yoghourdjian et al. [174] present in their state of the art review use a density of ≤ 2. We add the
tree-like class to avoid oversimplification of the problem for our machine learning algorithm. For
this class, we also follow the definition of Yoghourdjian et al. [174] – dtree−like = [0− 1].

Number of Differences. From the current body of work on cognitive limits, cf. e.g., [45], we
know that the cognitive resources needed for tasks like difference detections are limited. Thus,
it is pivotal for us to keep the number of changes in our directed acyclic graph pairs in limits
which would not overwhelm participants and would avoid biased results. We follow the results of
Burkell et al. [29]. The authors found that the upper bound of object selection are five to eight
locations simultaneously. Since object locations correspond to change locations in a visualized
directed acyclic graph, we set our range of changes to [1 − 8]. Our upper bound follows Burkell
et al. [29]. the lower bound is to achieve altered directed acyclic graphs which also respect the
density classes. These limits already find application in the visualization domain (cf. e.g., [8]).

Final directed acyclic graph Properties Setting. We summarize our final setting in Table 1.
For details on the rationals of the upper and lower bounds please refer to Section 1.3.

Graph Size Linear Density Number of Differences
6− 20 nodes 0− 2 1− 8 changes

Table 1: Properties of the directed acyclic graphs of our dataset to learn human detected structural
differences of directed acyclic graphs. For details on the rationals of the upper and lower bounds
please refer to Section 1.3. (Table taken from [18])

1.3.2 Dataset Creation

Our dataset creation process has four steps (cf. Figure 11):

(1) Creation of the base graphs (G1)

(2) Creation of the alternative graph (G2)

(3) Image generation of the node-link visualizations of G1 and G2 (I1, I2)

(4) Difference generation

(a) human-like detected differences

(b) ground truth (GT) differences – GT and random(GT)
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Figure 11: Dataset creation process for our training and test dataset to learn human detected
structural differences. (Figure based on original Figure from [18])

Base Graph Creation (1). First, we create all possible directed acyclic graphs with a size of
six to 12 nodes. Second, we had to filter resp. sample the created base graphs to i.a. attribute the
base graphs to the density classes and to ensure that they show the influence factors of difference-
coined visual comparisons.

To construct the tree-like density class, we filter all created base graphs for a density of d ≤ 1.
For the class of sparse directed acyclic graphs we do the same just for a density of 1 < d ≤ 2.
As we work with all possibilities, the directed acyclic graphs with a density of 1 contain a high
redundancy. To reduce the redundancy, i.e., maximize the data diversity3, and to ensure that
the selected tree-like base graphs show the influence factors of the human similarity notion for
difference-coined comparisons we conduct a selective filtering based on the influence factors (cf.
[32] for procedural details). For the selective filtering, we consider the remaining influence factors
as follows:

• Symmetry
We only filter symmetric directed acyclic graphs since symmetry is easier to break than to
create [13].

• Shape
The shape has no influence on the selection of the base graphs. It takes effect only when
there is a change in shape between the base graph and the alternative graph.

• Edge Crossing
Due to us focusing on additions as graph changes, cf. Section Alternative Graph Creation

for details, existing edge crossings of a base graph can never be resolved due to no edge
deletions. Consequently, we only select base graphs with no edge crossings and produce the
variation necessary for machine learning – edge crossings and no edge crossings – via the
creation of the alternative graphs.

• Depth
We cut off the upper and lower 25% quartile to filter for the most common depth and to
allow for depth changes when the alternative graphs are created.

3needed to ensure the robustness of the machine learning model to be learned [81]
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Figure 12: Exemplar directed acyclic graph pair showing the variations between the GT, ran-
dom(GT), and human-like detected differences. (Figure based on original Figure from [18])

• Whitespace
Whitespace has no influence on the selection of the base graphs. It takes effect only when
there is a change in it between the base graph and the alternative graph.

As the number of possible edges depends on the density to be achieved [41] and the number of
directed acyclic graphs increases exponentially with the number of edges there are considerably
more sparse base graphs than tree-like base graphs. Consequently, we employ a random sampling
for those graphs [32].

Alternative Graph Creation (2). From the base graphs, we generate directed acyclic graph
pairs by adding up to eight graph elements – i.e., nodes and/or edges – to the base graph to
create an alternative graph. Here, we use again GraphCreator (cf. [13] for details). We focus on
additions since we identified the influence factors also for additions due to Tversky’s insight that
the direction of comparison is not invariant [153]. This implies that one cannot assume that the
influence factors of visual comparisons of data items which differ due to additions also hold for
visual comparisons of data items which differ due to deletions. This is also in line with our findings
from our preliminary study on the human similarity notion of star-shaped graphs [161]. There we
found that participants similarity perception varies remarkably depending on whether there are
additions or deletions in the graph pairs. We apply to both the base and the alternative graph
a Sugiyama-like hierarchical layout which preserves the mental map via first laying out a union
graph of both and second removing the additions when laying out the base graph. Consequently,
an exact node matching between the base (G1) and the alternative (G2) graph is ensured.

Finally, we randomly sample the just created directed acyclic graph pairs to achieve a dataset
size of 10.000. Machine learners commonly employ this dataset size for machine learning models
which capture human behavior [106, 168] or factors of the graph drawing domain [35]. Since the
base graphs have 6 − 12 nodes for both the tree-like and the sparse directed acyclic graphs and
5 − 10 (tree-like) resp. 8 − 17 (sparse) edges, all pairs’ directed acyclic graphs have 6 − 12 nodes
and 5− 10 (tree-like) resp. 8− 17 (sparse) edges.

Image Generation (3). For the generation of the node-link visualizations we again use the
networkx4 library which allows for an easy conversion of graph-structured data to visualizations
or, generally speaking, images. The library fetches the node positions from the graph-structured
data where the final layout result is stored. We store5 the images with a fixed size of 800x800px
and fix node/edge color (black), node size (300), edge width (2), and difference node/edge color
(blue) since visual design is known to influence the human processing a graph visualization (cf.
e.g., [72]). We evaluated also smaller images sizes as their advantage would have been a reduction
of the training time. However, the resulting lower image resolution lead to pixelated segmentation
masks. Consequently, we refrained from lower image sizes.

Difference Generation (4). We encode the differences which we identified in the RoIs as
annotations of the nodes and/or edges: [0 : no difference, 1 : added/difference].

Ground Truth Differences (GT). We calculate the ground truth differences using the dif-
ference map approach of Archambault et al. [9] since it is an approach specifically designed for

4https://networkx.github.io/
5Implementation can be found in the convert.py Python script.
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Figure 13: Change distributions of node/edge changes average for GT, random(GT) and human-
like detected differences. (Figure based on original Figure from [18])

structural graph differences. We store the result in Gdiff . The Python script responsible for these
calculations is the GraphDifferences.py script. The image-based differences are calculated by
the
ImageDifferences.py script which stores its in Idiff .

Random Ground Truth Differences (random(GT)). During the domain-specific fine-
tuning phase (cf. Section 1.5 – Domain-Specific Fine-Tuning and Final Architecture for
details), we were operating under the idea that a two-stage fine-tuning – 1) fine-tuning on GT
dataset, 2) fine-tuning on human-like detected differences dataset – is beneficial as features char-
acterizing nodes and edges can be learned from the larger GT differences dataset and then be
used throughout the adaption to the differences humans would detect. As especially real human
detected difference data may be limited the fine-tuning on the GT difference dataset would enlarge
the size of the training data. However, we had to realize that human detected difference data resp.
the human-like detected difference dataset constructed with our DFS-algorithm differs in one key
property which hindered our architecture to adapt from the GT difference to the human-like de-
tected differences: due to the influence factors with hindering effect, the differences resulting from
humans are more disconnected (cf. Section 1.2 for details on the rationals). We also model this
with our DFS-algorithm (cf. Section 1.2 for details). Therefore, we decided to randomly sample
the GT differences to get more disconnected changes6. The random sampling only takes a subset
of nodes and edges of the GT differences in Gdiff . The number of nodes to be randomly selected
is defined by the parameter nrandom. nrandom is uniformly distributed over [1, 8] to maximize the
diversity of changes in the node set. The same holds for the parameter erandom which determines
the number of edges which shall be randomly sampled. Since the selection is random the differ-
ences of random(GT) can be single edges and/or nodes or connected changes – e.g., a node and
an incident edge (cf. Figure 12). By sampling over [1, number(GTdifferences)] we ensure that
at least one changes is taken and that there are connected changes.
Figure 12 shows based on an exemplar data item that the random(GT) difference and the human-
like detected differences resemble each other more than the GT differences and the human-like
detected differences. To check the random(GT) dataset, we also compared the change distribu-
tion of the human-like detected differences dataset and the random(GT) dataset. Figure 13
visualizes the result. We can see that there is a certain difference in the change distribution of
the human-like detected differences dataset and the random(GT) dataset. This is due to the
sampling’s validity check that nrandom and erandom shall not be greater than n and e – the number
of actual node and edge changes. This would try to sample more changes than actually exist. As
this is not possible, the validity check replaces the random parameter with the number of actual
node resp. edge changes. This affects the uniform distribution over [1, 8] and leads to the differ-
ence in the change distributions. Since other distributions like the triangular distribution were also
affected by this indispensable validity check and the most diverging slopes – the slope of the tree-
like random(GT) dataset and the one of the tree-like human-like detected differences dataset –
remain in a comparable range of [0, 1) as opposed to an approximately constant slope of 1 for the
tree-like human-like detected differences dataset, we decided to keep the uniform distribution for
the creation of the random(GT) dataset.

Human-Like Detected Differences. For the human-like detected differences only a subset

6The creation of random(GT) is implemented with the function compute user differences in
GraphUserDifference.
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of the GT differences is further processed. This subset contains all nodes and edges selected by
our DFS-algorithm because they are located inside a supportive RoI (cf. Section DFS-Algorithm

-- Overview for details). The functions responsible for filtering only those nodes and edges which
are located inside a supportive RoI are clamp nodes and clamp edges in GraphUserDifferences.

We created our training and test dataset based on the afore explained process. Table 2 shows
an excerpt of the training dataset’s sparse directed acyclic graphs.
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Dataset Size Base Graph (G1) Alternative Graph (G2) GdiffHumanLikeDetected

10000

Table 2: Training dataset for learning human detected structural differences – four exemplary
sparse directed acyclic graph pairs including user-inspired differences. (Table based on original
Table from [18])
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1.4 Change Detection as a Machine Learning Problem

Since the human detected differences do not match entirely with the actual graph differences
– ground truth differences (GT) – traditional methods like segmentation are not sufficient [76].
Traditional methods identify actually appearing differences either in the graph space or in the
image space. Graph space methods usually employ graph matching [114, 52, 7]. Traditional image
space methods rely on change detection via a series of preprocessing steps such as segmentation
[76, 131, 78]. The result is a change mask. Radke et al. [131] give an encompassing overview in
their state of the art review. The traditional graph- and image-based methods have in common
that they aim to identify all appearing differences within the two graphs or images [131]. However,
our aim is to be able to predict which differences humans detect when they compare two visualized
directed acyclic graphs. So, we do not want to detect all present differences but just the ones
human spot.As the human detected differences are a subset of the actually appearing structural
differences, our research goal corresponds to subset detection [131]. Subset detection requires
semantic classification of image regions and thus goes beyond the traditional approaches [131].
Commonly, machine learning approaches successfully solve the semantic classification problem
[78]. So, our research goal also requires a learning based approach.

Machine learning approaches depend on the objective function and on the data used for learning
since the objective and the data type determine which learning approach and loss function is
suitable [20]. We covered all data relevant aspects in Section 1.2 and 1.3. In this Section, we
discuss the objective function of change detection and give an overview over potential learning
approaches.

1.4.1 Objective Function

Given a directed acyclic graph pair, our objective is to detect nodes and edges which humans detect
as different between the base graph (G1) and the alternative (G2) of the directed acyclic graph
pair. Differences are represented as annotations of the nodes and edges. 0 means “no difference”
while 1 means “change/addition”. The annotations and the properties of the annotated graph
elements, i.e., nodes or edges, bear the information based on which the algorithm shall learn to
predict the differences humans would detect in previously not seen directed acyclic graph pairs.
The learning problem can be defined as follows: DHumanLikeDetectedDifferences shall be the dataset
annotated with our DFS-algorithm. The learning algorithm shall now minimize the loss L of
predicting actually not different graph elements, i.e., graph elements annotated with a 0, as being
different. As our annotations consist of 0 and 1 – two classes – this is a binary classification
problem.

1.4.2 Graph-Based and Image-Based Change Detection Approaches

The question of the approach type becomes pivotal since this sets the focus of the learning method.
While graph-based methods focus on the structural information of the graph data, image-based
methods of a stronger focus on the representational image information. Graph-structured data and
images are different in their geometric localization [57, 147, 170]. Images are directly representable
in the euclidean space due to their 2D pixel locations. Graphs are per se non-euclidean [57, 170].
A commonly used circumvention of the non-euclidean nature of graph data is to use the graph
embedding [170]. Graph layout algorithms embed the nodes by assigning them positions, usually
2D or 3D positions, on the canvas. The result of this graph embedding is a transformation of the
actually non-euclidean graph into the euclidean space. Figure 14 visualizes this relation.
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Figure 14: Transformation of non-euclidean graph-structured data (G) into the euclidean space
(M(F (G))) via laying out the graph data with a layout algorithm [147]. Then, the graph embedding
is rendered (R(M(F (G)))). For our work, we ignore the aggregation techniques since we use small
directed acyclic graphs. (Figure taken from [147])

Graph-Based Change Detection Approaches. The goal of detecting differences with graph-
based learning approaches is relatively new [57]. Currently, the existing approaches rather focus
on dynamic graphs. As explained in Section 1.5.2 – Change Detection Task, work dealing with
dynamic graphs is transferable into the domain of our research question since one can always make
one graph of the time series be the base graph and another one be the alternative. Difference
learning on graph data is a classification problem [19]. The machine learning algorithm learns
labels for nodes and edges based on a labeled training dataset [19].

The current body of work suggest many learning algorithms for pure node classification [19,
58, 61, 79, 146, 171, 172]. Algorithms employing random walk learn the class labels by computing
probabilities using a transition matrix which contains probabilities for reaching neighboring nodes.
More recent approaches rather employ graph neural networks [170, 102]. graph neural networks
are usually categorized as [102]:

1. graph convolution networks

2. graph attention networks

3. graph auto-encoders

4. graph generative networks

5. graph spatial-temporal networks

For the topic of change detection, there are solutions which use graph convolutional networks
[101] and graph auto-encoders [102]. graph convolutional networks base on the adaption of convo-
lutional operations tp graph-structured data [170, 172, 83, 91, 105]. Like neural networks, graph
convolutional networks capture local and global features and also learn based on these features.
Most graph convolutional network-based solutions lack the consideration of node positions which
result from a graph layout. The majority of solutions perform their own embeddings by applying
learning algorithms (cf. e.g., [170]). The research of Danel et al. [142] is an exception. Their so-
lution considers node positions to augment the data by rotating or translating the graphs. Graph
auto-encoders are an adaption of graph adversarial networks (GANs) [56, 182]. GANs were created
to generate graphs.

Image-Based Change Detection Approaches. Change detection based on images is also a
binary classification problem (0: “no difference”, 1: “change/addition”). Class 0 is also called
background. Class 1 contains all connected pixels which represent a change. We call these image
objects also difference objects since they contain all pixels which visualize a graph difference. In the
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current body of work, there are traditional, i.e., non-machine-learning-based, approaches (cf. e.g.,
[10, 166]) and learning based approaches (cf. e.g., [78, 86]). As already explained at the beginning
of this Section, learning human detected differences requires a learning based approach for the
differentiation of which of the differences are those which humans would detect. Consequently, we
focus here on learning based approaches.

Change Detection and Object Detection Approaches. The objective of change detection
can be completed by actual change detection algorithms and also object detection algorithms.

Change Detection has the objective to detect differences in a set of given images [131, 78].
These differences are represented as a set of pixels which are significantly different when comparing
the images of the given set. These significantly different pixels are called change masks. Change
detection algorithms can be categorized into [76]:

1. pixel-based approaches

2. object-based approaches

Hussain et al. [76] provide an encompassing overview of both pixel- and object-based approaches.
There are learning-based algorithms for both categories. They employ i.a. support vector machines,
neural networks, or decision trees to learn the change masks for the set of input images based on
supervised feedback which is a target change mask.
The object-based approaches detect regions of connected pixel which are denoted as objects by
comparing “spectral information, geometric properties, or [...] semantic features” [78]. Object-
based change detection has two sub-categories:

1. object comparison

2. object stacking

Object comparison approach firstly extract connected pixel regions from all images via, for in-
stance, segmentation. Before the extracted objects can be compared several preprocessing steps
are necessary – i.a. calculation of the segmentation masks and alignment of the segmented objects.
Then, the segmented regions are compared and the decision is made whether they are different
or not. The comparison step, however, leads to decision on all present differences which does not
make it possible to differentiate between actually existing differences and those humans would spot.
Consequently, object comparison approaches are not applicable for our objective.
Object stacking approaches are usually applied for dynamic data [131, 78]. As explained in Sec-
tion 1.5.2 – Change Detection Task, work dealing with dynamic graphs is transferable into the
domain of our research question since one can always make one graph of the time series be the
base graph and another one be the alternative. Consequently, an object stacking approach might
be a suitable learning algorithm for our objective. This type of learning approach predicts changes
based on a dynamic set of images via “stacking bi-temporal images along the RBG-channel [18]”
[76, 131, 78]. This means: The algorithms stacks all images together to form a unit. Then, objects
are extracted for the entire unit. By stacking the images are aligned and thus their geometric
properties coincide. For learning change objects – here: visualized graph changes – this means
that the algorithm learns change objects which spatially coincide based on the objects’ consistent
properties like location, shape, or size. Object stacking has the advantages, compared to object
comparison, that it only needs one segmentation mask and that it provides the possibility of a
binary change/no-change classification [76]. The classifier learns based on geometrical features
[76]. So, the learning algorithm learns based on features which are also used by humans for visual
comparisons with respect to differences [163, 164]. So, object-based change detection approaches
are suitable for learning human detected differences. The learning algorithm class which works
with stacked images are instance segmentation and classification.

Object Detection. The objective of object detection is to recognize and localize specific classes
of object in images [1, 185]. Classification is responsible for the recognition part and bounding box
prediction provides the localization. Object detection is a well-known research field in computer
vision. Zou et al. [185] give an encompassing overview over the developments in object-detection
in the past 20 years. Neural networks are usually the learning algorithms of choice [185]. More
specifically, neural networks are the learning algorithm of choice when it comes to image-based
object-detection. Agarwal et al. [1] provide a survey on this type of learning algorithm. Object
detection and visual comparison with respect to differences have the same objective – they aim
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to detect, recognize and locate, specific visual objects. Object detection is usually a supervised
learning problem which allows to include data reflecting human behavior, notions, or perception
[1].
“Spot the difference” is commonly known as a children’s game. Wu et al. [169] propose an object-
detection-based learning approach for playing “spot the difference”. They create their training
and test dataset based on 6-channel images which result from stacking RBG-image pairs. To train
Faster R-CNN in a supervised manner they pre-labeled their training dataset – 0: “different”,
1: “same”. Then, they train a Faster R-CNN [133] to solve this binary classification problem.
Faster R-CNN [133] is the first end-to-end trained object detector which runs near to real-time
[185]. Faster R-CNN employs region proposals to predict the bounding boxes of an object to be
detected. The region proposals are provided by a so called region proposal network (RPN). They
are candidate boxes which are likely to be the bounding box of the object to be detected. The
detection network – a second neural network – takes the candidate boxes and evaluates them to
find the best bounding box. It is possible to use the bounding boxes for the injection of the human
notion on differences (cf. Section 1.2). Wu et al. [169] use end-to-end training. It has the advantage
that the RPN’s parameters can be updated with detection information from the detection network
throughout the backpropagation step [1]. This leads to an increase in quality of the RPN [1].
“Spot the difference” and visual comparison with respect to differences have the same objective
– they aim to detect, recognize and locate, specific visual objects. We interpret the differences
of directed acyclic graphs as visual objects since our research is based on humans processing a
node-link visualization of two directed acyclic graphs. Furthermore, both works are based on a
pair of two images while their set of comparison items differ. “Spot the difference” generally aims
to detect different classes of objects – e.g., animals, humans, or cars – and visual comparison with
respect to differences wants to find out which nodes and/or edges are different between the base
and the alternative graph. However, the precision of object detection is too coarse for the detectors
of differences in visualized directed acyclic graphs. Object detection detects objects based on their
bounding boxes. Bounding boxes estimate the pixel minimum and maximum of the object. Graph
differences, however, are rather small (nodes) and narrow (edges) objects. The combination of
these two facts leads to bounding boxes being to large for a unique identification of just one
change object. It most likely can happen that other graph structure parts or, even worst, other
difference are (partially) inside the bounding box. Consequently, purely bound-box-based methods
are not suitable. Instance segmentation – an extension of object detection which learns the pixels
belonging to the change object [1] – mitigate this drawback and are thus suitable.

Instance Segmentation. The extension of instance segmentation to pure object detection
is the additional prediction of segmentation masks7 Instance segmentation is a combination of
semantic segmentation and object-based instance detection [50]. Semantic segmentation is a pixel-
wise class segmentation while instance segmentation does the classification for connected groups
of pixels, also called object [50]. Garcia-Garcia et al. [50] provide an overview over instance seg-
mentation approaches. Since the domain is dynamic, the Garcia-Garcia et al.’s survey does not
contain all recent approaches to instance segmentation.
Early approaches employ segmentation proposals. Pinheiro [123] and Hariharan et al. [62] learn
segmentations which they then classify. While the former uses an end-to-end trained neural net-
work, the latter uses a support vector machine for classification. This approach is comparable
to the preprocessing step of change detection. Consequently, it share the limitations of change
detection’s preprocessing. It is slow and inaccurate [64]. SharpMask [123] is an improvement of
DeepMask. It increases speed and accuracy via combining low- and high-level features stemming
from shallow resp. deep layers.
Current approaches rather use neural networks – i.a. Mask R-CNN [64], U-Net [135], and FC-
Siam-diff [30]. Caye Daudt et al. [30], with their FC-Siam-diff architecture, propose to use a fully
convolutional network architecture. This architecture combines a fully convolutional encoder-
decoder structure with siamese networks. Furthermore it uses skip connections as U-Net does it
[135]. The siamese network processes the image pairs in parallel and the skip connections improve
the spacial pixel accuracy via the combination of low- and high-level features. All of this, however,
is being done pixel- and not object-wise which is a drawback due to the afore explained reasons. Ji
et al. [78] detect changes on buildings by extracting the buildings with Mask R-CNN and detecting
the changes with U-Net.

7Following the terminology He et al. [64]: Object detection prediction results are bounding boxes not masks.
Semantic segmentation results in pixel-wise differences and instance segmentation in object-wise differences.
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Mask R-CNN is the improvement of Faster R-CNN which was proposed by Wu et al. [169] to
solve the task of object detection in the context of the popular children’s game “Spot the dif-
ference”. While Faster R-CNN only predicts bounding boxes and classifies the detected objects,
Mask R-CNN predicts segmentations mask in addition to its predictions of bounding boxes and
classification results. Currently, due to its outstanding training time and performance [78, 1, 185],
Mask R-CNN is the state of the art technology for instance segmentation. Unlike other networks
such as DeepMask [123], it does separately segment and classify the instances. Mask R-CNN does
it together. The fine-grained nature of Mask R-CNN’s segmentation masks solve the issue of object
detection algorithms’ bounding boxes being too coarse for the small (nodes) and narrow (edges)
graph elements of directed acyclic graphs visualized as node-link diagrams. Furthermore, these
segmentation masks allow us to inject the human notion of differences into the network. The work
of Radke et al. [131] confirms this. Given the afore discussed advantages of instance segmentation
and that the work of Wöhler et al. [168] further substantiates the suitability of instance segmen-
tation for learning human notions, we proceed with instance segmentation with Mask R-CNN as
our learning approach.

Our Learning Approach Decision. The decision for Mask R-CNN means a decision for
image-based training. While this is a decision for not the most efficient approach with respect to
training time, it is a decision for the approach which is closest to how humans do their comparison
– i.e., humans work with the visualized directed acyclic graphs when they visually compare them.
Consequently, it is necessary to learn on the images, since the visualization resp. the visualization
design choices are known to influence human processing [180]. In case, one would like to have
a certain independence of the visual design choices, one could follow the approach of Wöhler et
al. [168] who combined an image- and a structural-data-based network. Consequently, they were
were able to train on both and achieved a certain independence of the visualization. This is also
feasible for us in the future. At the moment, we refrained from doing this since we identified
our difference factors based on the standard design – circular nodes and arrow-headed edges – for
node-link diagrams and have no information how the factors change for varying node-link diagram
designs.

1.5 A Convolutional Neural Network for Learning Human Detected
Structural Differences in Directed Acyclic Graphs

In this Section, we first explain our training strategy and performance evaluation metric for our
convolutional neural network based on Mask R-CNN as both set the framework for our network’s
performance. Then, we explain the general architecture of Mask R-CNN in more detail as this
information is relevant for understanding our adaptions of Mask R-CNN to make it applicable to
our problem domain – learning human detected structural differences in directed acyclic graphs. As
basis implementation, we used Mask R-CNN’s torchvision implementation since it is an optimized
version and developed for research [108]. Further, we used PyTorch Version 1.4.0 and CUDA
10.1. Our adaptions encompass minor architectural changes and major changes for the data and
transfer learning, and also changes of the hyper-parameter optimization. Finally, we discuss our
performance evaluation results.

1.5.1 Performance Evaluation Metrics

The evaluation metrics for Mask R-CNN are influenced by object detection since Mask R-CNN
is an instance segmentation approach which builds upon object detection. Furthermore, we only
consider metrics for object-based approaches since Mask R-CNN is an object-based one.

Commonly, the mean average precision (mAP) is used to evaluate object detection. Mask
R-CNN extends this metric to the mask mAP [1, 185, 67]. Further frequently used metrics are
precision, recall, average precision (AP) and the F1 score [78, 103, 184]. The mAP is calculated
as the mean of the classes’ average precision (AP). The AP of the individual classes is the area
under the precision/recall (PR) curve. The PR-curve related correct predictions (true positives)
and false predictions (false positives/negatives) by calculating the precision and the recall. Object
detection and instance segmentation usually consider predictions as correct if the overlap with the
target by an intersection over union (IoU) threshold of > 0.5 (cf. i.a. [78, 1, 64]). For details on the
definition please refer to Figure 21 and Section Region Proposal Network (RPN) – Intersection
over Union (IoU).
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Precision is a measure of prediction accuracy as it calculates the ratio of correct predictions (true
positives) to all predictions (true and false positives) (cf. Equation (7)). For learning to predict
differences humans would detect, this is the ratio of the predicted human detected differences to all
predicted differences. Predicted human detected differences are the true positives while the rest of
the predicted differences count as false negatives. A high precision correlates with the prediction
of only human detected differences and no other differences – e.g., GT differences. We also set the
IoU threshold to > 0.5.

precision =
TP

TP + FP

TP = true positives

FP = false positives

(7)

Equation 7: Performance evaluation – precision formula.

Recall is a measure of many target objects are detected [148]. It is the ratio of detected targets
to the number of all targets (cf. Equation (8)). For predicting human detected differences, it
is the ratio of the predicted human detected differences to those human detected differences not
predicted by the network. A high recall is an indication for the detection of all target objects.

recall =
TP

TP + FN

TP = true positives

FN = false negatives

(8)

Equation 8: Performance evaluation – recall formula.

F1 Score. The network’s recall could be improved by increasing the number of returned pre-
dictions as the predictions are the sum of true and false positives. However, this bears the risk
of a decrease in precision since it is defined as the ratio of true positives to all predictions. This
phenomenon is called the precision-recall tradeoff. A metric for the balance of this tradeoff is the
F1 score (cf. Equation (9)) [148].

F1 =
1

2
(

1

precision
+

1

recall
) (9)

Equation 9: Performance evaluation – F1 score formula.

PR-Curve. The PR-curve is the plot of the ranked precision-recall pairs for varying probability
thresholds with precision being on the y-axis and and recall being on the x-axis. The AP for each
class is represented by the area under the PR-curve. Since the precision and recall values are
between zero and one, the AP is also between zero and one. For the AP, we still have an IoU
threshold of 0.5 (AP@50).

Our Performance Evaluation Metrics Decision. Since our work is located in the research
field of change detection, we use metrics which are similar to those of other change detection
experiments in the machine learning domain. Herewith, we want to foster comparability. An
example is the work of Ji et al [78]. They used also an IoU threshold of > 0.5. Further, they
used AP, precision, recall, and the F1 score. As we use AP with an IoU threshold of > 0.5,
precision, recall, and the F1 score, our results are comparable with other work from the research
fields of object and change detection and instance segmentation. Comparability to these research
fields is suitable since, as already mentioned before, our objective is related to the objective of
these research fields. Since our results for segmentation masks and bounding boxes differ only
marginally (+/− 0.01), we only provide the metric results calculated for our segmentation masks.
The masks were chosen because our goal is to predict the segmentation masks and not the boxes.
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1.5.2 Model Training for Instance Segmentation

Training Mask R-CNN means feeding an image into the network. After processing the image,
Mask R-CNN’s results are a bounding box, a label, a classification score, and a segmentation
mask. For the evaluation of Mask R-CNN’s training performance these results are compared with
the target which is fed into the network as supervised feedback. The target also consists of a
bounding box, a label, a classification scare, and a segmentation mask for the instance to be
segmented. The comparison of target and training result works via the calculation of the network
loss. Hyperparameters determine the loss’ convergence [1]. Furthermore, there is the possibility to
improve Mask R-CNN’s performance by applying transfer learning or data augmentation.

Loss. The loss computation compares the training result to the target. Since the objective of
instance segmentation consists of the classification of the object to segment, the localization of this
object, and its segmentation, the loss of this training objective is a so called multi-task loss [64].
Multi-task losses are combined losses – i.e., the (weighted) sum of the individual losses. In the
case of instance segmentation, the loss consists of a loss for the identification of the object to be
segmented (classification), for the predicted bounding box (regression), and for the predicted seg-
mentation mask. Formally, this is the sum of the normalized classification loss Lcls, the normalized
regression loss Lbox, and the normalized segmentation mask loss Lmask (cf. Equation (10)).

L =
1

Ncls
∗ Lcls +

1

Nbox
∗ Lbox + Lmask

Ncls = Mini batch size – here: 2

Nbox = Number of predicted boxes

Lcls = Binary cross entropy loss (cf. Equation (11))

Lbox = smoothL1
loss as defined in [53] (cf. Equation (12))

Lmask = Pixel-wise cross entropy loss

(10)

Equation 10: Instance segmentation – multi-task loss. Formally, this is the sum of the normalized
classification loss Lcls, the normalized regression loss Lbox, and the normalized segmentation mask
loss Lmask.

Like Fast R-CNN [53] and Faster R-CNN [64], the architectures Mask R-CNN is based on, Mask
R-CNN uses a weighting factor of 1 for the individual losses. We follow this approach. However, we
also tested other weights for the individual losses to uncover the full picture. Our results showed
that weights ̸= 1 are worse. The model tends to overfit with such weights.

The classification loss Lcls quantifies how well the objects to be segmented are identified.
Via the binary cross entropy loss (cf. Equation (11)), or log loss [53], the network learns to reduce
the uncertainty in the class prediction outcome by minimizing the distance to the target class label
y.

Lcls(p, y) = −
K∑

k=0

yk ∗ log(pk)

yk = kth target class label

pk = probability of the kth class

K = Number of classes

(11)

Equation 11: Instance segmentation – classification loss Lcls. Via the binary cross entropy loss,
or log loss [53], the network learns to reduce the uncertainty in the class prediction outcome by
minimizing the distance to the target class label y.
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The regression box loss calculates by how much the coordinates of the predicted bounding
boxes diverge from the coordinates of the target bounding box coordinates (cf. Equation (12)).
Here, the training objective is to minimize this divergence. Lbox is the smoothL1

loss as defined
in [53]. The smoothL1 loss is a type of L1 loss and thus not so sensitive to outliers as the L2 loss
[53]. Each target bounding box tt is labeled with the respective target class label y. Lbox is only
calculated for target bounding boxes labeled with y = 1 = “difference”. The predicted bounding
boxes are tb = [tbx, t

b
y, t

b
w, t

b
h] with x, y being the coordinates of the box’s center and w, h being the

box’s width and height.

Lbox(t
b, tt, y) =

∑
i∈{x,y,w,h}

y ∗ smoothL1(t
b
i − tti)

smoothL1
(x) =

{
0.5x2 if |x| < 1

|x| − 0.5 otherwise

tb = predicted bounding box

tt = target bounding box

y = target class label

x, y = coordinates of the box’s center

w, h = being the box’s width and height

(12)

Equation 12: Instance segmentation – classification loss Lbox. The regression box loss calculates
by how much the coordinates of the predicted bounding boxes diverge from the coordinates of the
target bounding box coordinates. Here, the training objective is to minimize this divergence. Lbox

is the smoothL1 loss as defined in [53].

The mask loss Lmask determines how well the pixels of the predicted segmentation mask m
match the pixels of the target mask mt. Consequently, Lmask is a classification loss like Lcls –
just on pixels. Since segmentation masks are pixel based, Lmask is defined as the pixel-wise cross
entropy loss of all predicted masks [64] (cf. Equation (13)).

Lmask(m,mt) =

K∑
k=0

pixelLoss(m,mt)

pixelLoss(m,mt) =

M∑
i=0

M∑
j=0

−m[i, j] ∗ log(mt[i, j])− (1−m[i, j]) ∗ log(1−mt[i, j])

m = predicted segmentation mask

mt = target segmentation mask

K = number of classes – here two:

1 = segmentation mask pixel; 0 = pixel not belonging to segmentation mask

M = size of the segmentation masks

(13)

Equation 13: Instance segmentation – mask loss Lmask. The mask loss Lmask determines how well
the pixels of the predicted segmentation mask m match the pixels of the target mask mt.

Loss Specifics for End-to-End Training. In case of end-to-end training, which is especially
beneficial for region proposals of object detectors, the regional proposal network’s losses become
part of the multi-task loss (cf. Equation (10) and (14)).
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L =
1

Ncls
∗ Lcls +

1

Nbox
∗ Lbox + Lmask + (Lrpn cls + Lrpn box)

Ncls = Mini batch size – here: 2

Nbox = Number of predicted boxes

Lcls = Binary cross entropy loss (cf. Equation (11))

Lbox = smoothL1 loss as defined in [53] (cf. Equation (12))

Lmask = Pixel-wise cross entropy loss

Lrpn cls = Binary cross entropy loss of the regional proposal network –

calculated as shown in Equation (11)

Lrpn box = smoothL1
loss of the regional proposal network –

calculated as shown in Equation (12)

(14)

Equation 14: Instance segmentation – multi-task loss for end-to-end training.

Our Model Training Decision. Due to the beneficial effects of end-to-end training on
object detectors, we train our Mask R-CNN architecture end-to-end. Consequently, our multi-task
loss function is the same as Equation (14).

Hyperparameters. Object detection and, consequently, instance segmentation are highly-convex
optimization problems which include thousands of parameters [1]. In the current body of work,
there are numerous options of optimizers for neural networks, for instance, the Adam optimizer or
RMSProp. The Mask R-CNN architecture employs a stochastic gradient descent (SGD) optimizer
[1]. This optimizer type uses information of previous gradients to achieve an oscillation reduction
when being close to the minimum [1]. Furthermore, it is one of the standard optimizers in the
machine learning domain [20]. Certainly there are more advanced optimizers proposed by the cur-
rent body of work. But still, object detectors commonly employ plain stochastic gradient descent
optimizers “without putting much thought into it ” [1].
Our Model Training Decision. We follow this common direction of the object detection resp.
instance segmentation research field (cf. i.a. [133, 64, 54]) and thus also employ SGD. Another
advantage of employing SGD as an optimizer is that our results become comparable to existing
work.

Of the thousands of parameters to be optimized for loss convergence, learning rate and batch
size are considered the most important for object detection.

Learning Rate. The learning rate is the factor which determines the amount by how much
the gradient is updated during optimization [20]. According to Agarwal et al. [1], in their survey,
there is no concrete procedure which will lead to the optimal or at least good learning rate. The
quality pf the learning rate depends on different factors – i.a. the employed optimizer, he model’s
architecture, and the batch size. So, for now, there is no other option than a trial-and-error
procedure. Machine learners try different learning rates, observe the respective loss curves, and
take the learning rate with the lowest loss. In case, they would like to use a learning rate from
literature, the training procedures need to be comparable.

A learning rate too small is likely to result in a long training that could get stuck, whereas
too large one is likely to result in learning sub-optimal weights too fast or in an unstable training.
A common counter measure for these issues is learning rate annealing [86, 178]. This strategy
describes the adaption of the learning rate after a fixed number of epochs or after the validation
loss has not changed after a fixed number of epochs (plateau annealing). After 120.000 epochs,
Mask R-CNN reduces the learning rate by 10 starting off with an initial rate of 0.02.

The learning rate also depends on the transfer learning approach (cf. Section Transfer

Learning). If the network learns from scratch the learning rate is higher due to the random
initialization of the model parameters. If the model is fine-tuning a pre-trained model, a smaller
learning rate is advisable since the parameters are already pre-trained with respect to the opti-
mization objective – at least to some degree [50]. Consequently machine learner commonly use a
learning rate of 0.001 for fine-tuning (cf. i.a. [54]).
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Our Model Training Decision. As we will also use fine-tuning8 – i.e., we will have a comparable
training procedure – we use a learning rate of 0.001.

Batch Size. The batch size determines how many tensors are batched during training. Batch-
ing tensors means training multiple data items together by concatenating them. Larger batch sizes
reduce the training time while extra large batch sizes like 8192 also have a beneficial effect on
the performance [1]. Such large batch sizes, however, are not feasible for instance segmentation
since instance segmentation works on the entire image and so on large tensors [1]. Moreover, Mask
R-CNN’s additional calculations such as the anchors raise the amount of needed memory. So, it is
likely to run in out-of-memory errors for large batch sizes. This leads to the object detection and
instance segmentation community training with small batch sizes [1]. Small means here a value
range of 1 to 16 3-channel images. Mask R-CNN trains two images per GPU and it uses eight
GPUs in total which results in a mini match size of 16 [64].
Our Model Training Decision. To identify our mini batch size, we stepwise increased it and
set it to the maximum not leading to out-of-memory errors. This procedure resulted in a batch
size of 4 images per GPU. As GPU we used a NVIDIA GTX 1660. This results in a tensor size of
[4, 800, 800, 6].

Transfer Learning. All state of the art instance segmentation architectures commonly use
transfer learning, also called pre-training [78, 1, 133, 50, 64, 53]. Transfer learning became popular
since it reduces training time and increases loss convergence. It builds upon the idea to use an
existing model which is trained based on a dataset similar to the own for the initialization of the
parameters [1]. Instance segmentation models are typically pre-trained on the MS COCO dataset
(cf. i.a. [64, 99]). The COCO dataset was created specifically for object segmentation. For details
on the COCO dataset please refer to the following Section – Section MS COCO Dataset.

Transfer learning can be categorized into:

• no transfer – i.e., learning from scratch

• transfer learning – i.e., fine-tuning the parameters of an already trained network

• no learning – i.e., feature extraction

Learning from scratch requires random initialization of the networks parameters [64]. This
is not circumventable in case the dataset to train the network on and the pre-trained dataset differ
too much [1]. Learning from scratch might even be preferable when the dataset to be trained is
large enough [1]. However, usually a pre-trained model should be preferred in contrast to random
initialization [1].

Transfer learning or fine-tuning uses the parameter of a pre-trained network as initialization
– i.e., the start of the training. Typically, during transfer learning, the network parameters are
updated with a smaller learning rate since the pre-training coarsely updates the parameter and
transfer learning updates them on a detailed level. It is possible to update all or only a subset
of the network’s weights. This depends on the learning objective. For instance, R. Girshick [53]
found for the Fast R-CNN architecture that the first layer of the neural network is data and task
independent, however, the remainder of Fast R-CNN’s convolutional backbone requires fine-tuning
for the specific task’s objective. Similarity, Appalaraju et al. [6] only had to fine-tune the last two
convolutional layers for learning the similarity of images. Faster R-CNN [133] and Mask R-CNN
[64] start their fine-tuning at the fourth convolutional layer. The necessity to only fine-tune the
last, or deeper, layers is explainable by: The deeper layers hold high-level information. They learn
this high-level information by aggregating information from shallow layers. Fine-tuning only deeper
layers uses the same information as the pre-trained network from shallow layers, however, creates
different high-level features from this low-level information. These different high-level features lead
to an adaption of the model to different objects and datasets.
Domain-specific fine-tuning deals with the fine-tuning of a network on domain data [54]. Ji
et al. [78] fine-tuned Mask R-CNN on the SC-2016 dataset which contains buildings in order to
learn the prediction of changes in buildings.

Feature extraction is also based on a pre-trained model. But, in contrast to transfer learning,
it keeps most parameters fixed. Throughout the training, the gradients of these fixed parameters
are not calculated and consequently the parameters are not learned. Instead, the features of

8for details on the rationals please refer to the Sections Transfer Learning and MS COCO Dataset
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Training Size Precision Recall F1 Score AP
200 0.639 0.418 0.921 0.575
1000 0.765 0.620 0.894 0.732
2000 0.873 0.677 0.931 0.784
3000 0.899 0.738 0.937 0.826

Table 3: Experiment and analysis – varying training dataset sizes: small training datasets already
show relatively good performance. Increasing dataset size improves the performance metrics. (Ta-
ble taken from [18])

Figure 15: PR-curves for varying training dataset sizes – a larger training dataset size improves
the PR-curve and thus the AP (average precision) by increasing both precision and recall. (Figure
taken from [18])

the pre-training are used. This is beneficial for training scenarios with small datasets which are
comparable to the dataset used for pre-training. Additionally, feature extraction can save training
time.

Our Model Training Decision. We will use transfer learning since our directed acyclic
graphs and our task of difference detection has domain specific properties – e.g., the influence of
the influence factors – which cannot be learned from other datasets. However, due to the shapes
of our graph elements the COCO dataset is suitable for pre-training – for details cf. Section MS

COCO Dataset.

MS COCO Dataset – Pre-Training Dataset. The COCO dataset is one of the largest
datasets for instance segmentation [99]. Further, it is publicly available and machine learners
commonly employ it for pre-training. It contains 328.000 256x256 images with > 2.500.000 labeled
instances of 80 categories. Each category contains > 10.000 labeled instances. The images are
daily life images which depict, for instance, cats, dogs, or a soccer match.

Since the images of the COCO dataset are daily life images, their features differ from our
directed acyclic graph images. The factor of shape which is the most dominant influence factor
sets this into perspective. Our dataset contains nodes and edges which we visualizes as circles
(nodes) and lines with arrowheads at the end (edges). These shapes also appear in the COCO
dataset. Circles, for instance, appear in images containing a ball and clear edges in images with
knifes. If we consider the shape of the entire directed acyclic graph – nodes and edges combined –
there are manifold shape options which, e.g., resemble a house.
Our Model Training Decision. So, a dataset like the MS COCO dataset is a suitable pre-
training dataset for our objective of learning human detected structural differences in directed
acyclic graphs.
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Training Dataset Size. The decision of how many data items of the entire dataset – in our case
10.000 annotated directed acyclic graph pairs (cf. Section 1.3) – to use for training the machine
learning architecture is challenging like the decision for hyperparameters like the learning rate.
As for the learning rate, there is no concrete procedure for determining the training dataset size.
While the current body of work from the early 90s found that the training objective influences the
sample size [120, 132], there is the rule-of-thumb amongst image classification practitioners that
1.000 data items are sufficient for image classification objectives [167]. In case of the application
of data augmentation the overall training dataset size is reduced since the affine transformation
of data augmentation result in additional data items and thus additional data diversity. The
benchmark dataset ImageNet [90] is the source of this rule-of-thumb. ImageNet contains daily
life pictures and 1.000 instances per class. These images depict multiple shapes, colors, sizes, or
occlusions and are thus more complex than our images. Our images only contain white background
pixels, black pixels for the depiction of the graph elements – nodes and edges – and blue pixels, in
case of the difference images, to depict the differences. As our images are less complex, we expect
that we will achieve already relatively good results with less than 2.000 images.

Experiment & Analysis. Table 3 shows our experiment results. With a training dataset size
of 200 we already achieve an F1 score of 0.921 and an AP of 0.575. An increased number of data
items positively affects especially the precision, recall, and AP (average precision) of our network.
The AP for a training dataset size of 2.000 is higher due to both an increased precision and an
increased. The PR-curve in Figure 15 shows this since the green PR-curve is higher than the blue
and the yellow one.
Our Model Training Decision. As an increase to a training dataset size of 3.000 rather
marginally improves our performance metrics (cf. Figure 15 – red PR-curve), we choose a training
dataset size of 2.000.

Data Augmentation. Data augmentation creates data diversity and enlarges the database
which helps to avoid overfitting and improves the network’s generalization abilities [1]. Data
augmentation applies affine transformations to the images of the dataset. Examples of such trans-
formations are rotation, translation, or scaling. There are many possibilities for affine transfor-
mations, however, not all are always useful for every dataset [1]. Vertical flip of a traffic sign, for
instance, may change the semantic meaning to the one of a different, existing traffic sign [186].
Consequently, domain knowledge is required to decide which transformation are useful. For our
directed acyclic graphs, only affine transformations are valid which could also be produced by a hi-
erarchical, Sugiyama-like, top-rooted layout algorithm because this is the layout algorithm type of
our choice (cf. Section – Graph Drawings). Transformations which such a layout algorithm could
not produce would lead to a tampering of the learned features. So, rotations and and vertical flips
are excluded. A flip in vertical direction, for instance, would result in a bottom-rooted directed
acyclic graph. Furthermore, we avoid augmentations like image cropping that would affect the
visualization of the data. This is in line with the approach of Wöhler et al. [168] who deal with
scatterplot visualizations. Varying the brightness, hue and saturation setting had no impact. So,
the augmentation methods we applied are: horizontal flip, scaling, and translation. We apply these
transformations in a predefined range with random parameters to avoid inducing an unintended
pattern which the network may learn and to increase the data variability (cf. [59] for details).
However, as, for instance, according to Kobayashi et al. [85], “in many cases, data augmentation is
effective; however, in some cases, it not be”, we evaluate the benefits of data augmentation for our
learning objective first before we finally the decide on whether to use the above discussed strategy
or not.

directed acyclic graph Type Augmentation – yes/no? Precision Recall F1 Score AP
tree data augmentation 0.868 0.657 0.930 0.770
tree no data augmentation 0.864 0.760 0.913 0.830

sparse data augmentation 0.846 0.595 0.959 0.736
sparse no data augmentation 0.895 0.727 0.955 0.825

Table 4: Experiment and analysis – data augmentation: for our learning objective data augmenta-
tion is not beneficial. It especially negatively affects the network’s recall for both directed acyclic
graph types – tree-like and sparse. (Table taken from [18])
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(a) Including data augmentation for tree-like directed
acyclic graphs does
decrease the network’s recall and thus its AP.

(b) Including data augmentation for sparse directed
acyclic graphs has even a stronger decreasing effect than
the effect for tree-like directed acyclic graphs. Refraining
from data augmentation for sparse directed acyclic graphs
improves AP by 0.05 and precision by 0.13.

Figure 16: PR-curves for the evaluation of (no) data augmentation for tree-like and sparse data.
(Figure taken from [18])

Experiment & Analysis. We evaluated data augmentation for both of our directed acyclic
graph types – tree-like an sparse directed acyclic graphs. As Table 4 shows, data augmentation
especially negatively affects the network’s recall which consequently results in a lower AP. For
tree-like directed acyclic graphs, data augmentation decreases the AP by 0.06 (cf. Figure 16 (a) –
blue curve). For sparse directed acyclic graphs, it decreases the AP by 0.089 (cf. Figure 16 (b) –
blue curve). This negative impact of data augmentation for our learning objective is explainable
as follows: The transformations, supposably, especially the scaling and translations produce data
items which are too different from the not augmented data items in spite of us having chosen the
transformation types and ranges based on domain knowledge. The difference of augmented and
not augmented data items is likely to result from the strict node placement and layer assignment
rules of hierarchical, Sugiyama-like layouts. And translating the directed acyclic graph influences
the node placement while scaling the directed acyclic graph influences node placement and layer
distance.
Our Model Training Decision. As a consequence, we refrain from employing data augmenta-
tion.

Validation Dataset Size. As for the training dataset size or for the setting of hyperparameters
like the learning rate, there is no concrete procedure for determining the validation dataset size. As,
for instance, the research of Nguyen et al. [115], various researchers work on procedure guidelines
or size ratio recommendations. However, the influence of the dataset characteristics which is used
for the formulating the guidelines resp. recommendations is not to be neglected. For our data and
its characteristics we decided for a validation dataset size of 1.000.

1.5.3 Mask R-CNN – Architectural DetailsMask R-CNN is an extension of Faster R-CNN [133]. So, it not only predicts bounding boxes and
classification but also segmentation masks (cf. Figure 17 – mask branch). Due to Mask R-CNN
being an extension of Faster R-CNN knowledge from object detection is also applicable to Mask
R-CNN.

As Figure 17 shows, Mask R-CNN consists of four parts:

1 a neural network as the backbone

2 a regional proposal network (RPN)

3 a layer aligning the regions of interest (RoIAlign)

4 the head which subdivides into
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Figure 17: Schema of Mask R-CNN’s architectural components. (Figure taken from [48])

4.1 the mask branch which calculates the segmentation masks

4.2 the fully connected layers which

• predict the best fitting bounding boxes (box regression) and

• do the classification

Figure 18 shows our architecture of Mask R-CNN which we used to reach the objective of
learning human detected differences for directed acyclic graphs.
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Figure 18: Detailed schematic representation of our Mask R-CNN architecture for the prediction
of human detected structural differences in directed acyclic graphs. (Figure taken from [18])
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Input Data The input data size of our basis Mask R-CNN architecture is [800, 800, 3].
Our Architectural Decision. We change the input data size to [800, 800, 6]. This is our

implementation of image stacking along the RBG-channel to enable Mask R-CNN to process image
pairs. Herewith, we follow the approach of Wu et al. [169] who proposed an object-based change
detection approach for the popular children’s game “Spot the difference”. Our task is not that
different from this game. While this game aims to detect different object classes – cats, dogs, every
day objects etc. – we aim to detect differences with respect to just two object classes – nodes and
edges.
During training, since we use a batch size of 4 per GPU, the input data size is [4, 800, 800, 6]. The
model inference phase (testing) only uses the image tensor with a size of [800, 800, 6].

Target Dictionary – Supervised Feedback. The target dictionary is a look-up table in
form of a json file holding the supervised feedback for the training phase. It consists of:

1. the directed acyclic graphs (path to the GraphML files of the directed acyclic graphs of the
directed acyclic graph pair – base graph (G1) and alternative (G2))

2. the images I1 and I2 of the respective directed acyclic graphs belonging to the respective
directed acyclic graph pair – base graph (G1) and alternative (G2) (path to the PNG images
of the respective directed acyclic graph pair)

3. the difference image Idiff which is difference graph Gdiff (path to the PNG images Idiff )

4. the segmentation masks (path to the binary mask images which we save as NPY files)

5. the bounding boxes (list of bounding boxes per directed acyclic graph pair)

6. the labels (list of labels per bounding box – 1: “contains difference”; 0: “no difference
contained”)

For details on the calculation of the segmentation masks, bounding boxes and bounding box labels
of the supervised learning feedback, please refer to Section Calculation of the Segmentation

Masks, Bounding Boxes, and Bounding Box Labels of the Supervised Learning Feedback

of the supplementary material of this Section in [59].

Convolutional Backbone. The neural network, as the backbone, extracts image features and
returns them in feature maps (cf. Figure 17 – 1). Feature maps are vectors – also called tensors
– containing information about the images learned. These tensors are of varying size since they
contain either low- or high-level features. High-level feature tensors are smaller because they are
learned on deeper layers and so more convolutions are already executed on the tensors. Due the
neural networks task of feature learning, the neural network choice is crucial for the entire instance
segmentations architecture [1].

Mask R-CNNs discriminative power is a measure of its ability to classify, localize, and segment
instance [185]. The objective of classification aims to learn information on “difference” and “no
difference” – i.e, high-level semantic information [185]. While the task of localization is the dis-
crimination of position and scale changes segmentation has to differentiate change regions from
other image regions which are not of interest for difference detection based in instance segmenta-
tion [185]. Due to the varying tasks, classification. localization, and segmentation require features
with varying characteristics. Since an object should be still detectable when it is scaled or rotated,
classification requires invariant9 features [96]. Since the difference object’s position and their seg-
mentation depend on its rotation and scaling, localization and segmentation require equivariant10

features. Consequently, instance segmentation requires both invariant and equivariant features.
This feature combination, also called feature fusion [185] is achievable with deep residual neural
networks (ResNet) [65]. Such ResNet architectures introduce skip connections and skipped layers.
These skip connections pass features from shallow layers to deeper layers without changing them.
Mask R-CNN combines ResNet with a feature pyramid network (FPN) which leads to a significant
increase in speed and performance [64].

9invariant = features do not change when geometric transformations such as scaling or rotation are applied
10equivariant = f : S → T is equivariant with respect to g: for every s in S when gT f(s) = f(gSs) with gT =

transformation in feature space of the CNN, gS = transformation in image space, S = image space features, T =
feature space of the CNN [96]
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Pre-Training Precision Recall F1 Score AP
no 0.003 0.021 0.005 0.000
yes 0.160 0.981 0.276 0.397

Table 5: Experiment and analysis – pre-training: pre-training Mask R-CNN on the MS COCO
dataset increases recall significantly (+0.961) and precision by +0.157. (Table taken from [18])

Feature Pyramid Network (FPN). Feature pyramid networks are the neural network based
version of traditional feature pyramids. They exploit the implicitly defined feature hierarchy of
neural networks. The hierarchy or pyramid is defined by the fact that shallow layers learn low-level
features while deeper layers learn higher-level features [170]. FPNs build the image pyramid via
returning the different scales [98]. FPNs have a top-down and a bottom-up path [98]. In the feed-
forward pass, the bottom-up path builds the implicit image pyramid via the execution of several
convolutions at different scales ob a single-scaled input. This leads to multiple feature maps with
varying scale. The top-down path combines multiple feature maps with the introduction of lateral
connections. These merge feature maps by scaling up the smaller high-level feature maps to the
same size of the bigger low(er)-level feature maps. FPNs became state of the art since they lead
to a significant localization improvement due to the presence of high-level semantic at all scales
[185]. These multi-scale feature maps are beneficial for our learning objective since our differences
and their size range from nodes to large(r) connected components.
Our Architectural Decision. Since our images have the same size as those of Lin et al. [98], we
also train end-to-end on a Mask R-CNN architecture pre-trained on the MS COCO dataset, and
we also have a detection objective, it is fair to assume that Lin et al.’s settings for the FPN are
also valid for our scenario. The parameter settings are:

• Upscaling of the feature maps by a factor of 2

– resulting feature map scales: F ∗ 1, F ∗ 2, F ∗ 4, F ∗ 8

• Number of output channels: 256

We then evaluated how well node and edge features are detectable with these settings. As the
features from the FPN are used by the regional proposal network to predict the RoIs, we evaluate
the quality of the feature extraction as a result of the RoI predictions’ quality. So, please refer to
the Experiment & Analysis Paragraph of the Regional Proposal Network (RPN) Section.

Experiment & Analysis – ResNet50 vs. ResNet101. For the ResNet part of the con-
volutional backbone, we compared ResNet50 and ResNet101. Both are common choice for the
feature extraction task [1]. RestNet101 is twice as deep than ResNet50. So, ResNet101 remark-
ably increases the number of parameters, training time and memory consumption while it only
increases the AP by 0.0.2.
Our Architectural Decision. Consequently, we chose ResNet50. Another advantage, we gained
with this decision is that ResNet50 is available pre-trained on the COCO dataset – both only the
convolutional backbone and the complete Mask R-CNN. The end-to-end pre-trained Mask R-CNN
includes a pre-trained regional proposal network and a pre-trained head.

Experiment & Analysis – (No) Pre-Training. Here, we evaluated our assumption that
the MS COCO dataset is suitable as a pre-training dataset. Figure 19 and Table 5 clearly show
that this assumption is confirmed. The PR-curve of a pre-trained network clearly outperforms the
one of a not pre-trained network. The pre-trained Mask R-CNN achieves an AP of 0.397 while
the not pre-trained one has an AP of 0.000. Furthermore, pre-training improves Mask R-CNN’s
precision and recall – especially the recall with +0.960. Pre-training has also a significant effect
on the loss convergence. The pre-trained Mask R-CNN’s loss converged much faster. This is an
indication that the pre-trained parameters are already good for our directed acyclic graph image
pairs. To ensure that we have no issue with overfitting, we tested the AP. The AP increases sig-
nificantly which can be seen in the values of Table 5 – i.e., we do not overfit by using pre-training.
Our Architectural Decision. Since pre-training is clearly beneficial for the network’s perfor-
mance, we use the on the COCO dataset pre-trained ResNet50 backbone.

The implementation of our backbone can be found in mask rcnn.py.
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Figure 19: PR-curve – pre-training: A pre-trained Mask R-CNN clearly outperforms a not pre-
trained one. (Figure taken from [18])

IoU =
at ∩ aa
at ∪ aa

(15)

Equation 15: Intersection over union metric formula.

Regional Proposal Network (RPN). After the extraction of the features, instance segmen-
tation consists of two parts [1]:

1. the proposal part
This network part learns to predict bounding box proposal for the objects to be detected.

2. the classification, regression, and segmentation part
The second part then learns to predict the objects’ classes, to choose the best fitting bounding
box compared to the target bounding box, and to segment pixels.

Here, we elaborate on the proposal part – the regional proposal network (cf. Figure 17 – 2).
The second part – also called head – is discussed in one of the following paragraphs.

The RPN is a small network which takes the extracted features as input and its output are
bounding box proposals – localization of the rectangular boxes and classification. These depend
on the actual image features. This means, if there are, for instance, only small objects depicted
in the images a correctly functioning RPN would only predict small bounding boxes surrounding
the images objects. The RPN feeds the feature maps through a convolutional layer [133]. This

Figure 20: Schematic representation of how the regional proposal network generates the anchors –
i.e., the bounding box proposals. (Figure taken from [48])
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Figure 21: Schematic representation of the intersection over union metric. (Figure taken from [18])

result then is piped into two sibling fully connected layers. The first one predicts the bounding
box coordinates. The second one – the classification layer – predicts the probability, also called the
networks confidence, of an object to be detected being inside the predicted bounding box proposal.
The bounding box predictions are given as db = [dbx, d

b
y, d

b
w, d

b
h] with dx, dy being the deviation of

the box center and dw, dh being the box width and height. The probabilities p = (p0, p1...pK) are
predicted with a Softmax function over K classes.

The RPN works based on the sliding window approach. Furthermore, since the objects to
be detected can be differently sized and have different aspect ratios, the RPN employ anchors.
Anchors are potentially matching bounding boxes which the RPN generates for varying scales and
aspect ratios. The RPN generates at each sliding window center position anchors for an in advance
defined range of aspect ratios and scales (cf. Figure 20). To give an example – an anchor scale of
[322, 642] pixels and anchor aspect ratios of 1 : 1 and 2 : 1 produce 4 anchors per sliding window
position – i.e, 32x32px, 64x64px, 32x16px, 64x32px. In case an image has a size of 800x800px this
leads to the generation of 2.560.000 anchors per image.

Intersection over Union (IoU). In the training phase, the RPN evaluates for all anchors
how well they match the target bounding boxes tb. To evaluate this, the RPN calculates the
overlap of all anchors and the target bounding box for all image objects. The overlap is defined as
the ratio of the intersection of both the anchor and the target bounding box and the union area
of both (cf. Equation (15) and Figure 21). This metric is referred to as the “Intersection over
Union Metric”. It is also part of the performance evaluation metrics (cf. Section Performance

Evaluation Metrics).
Anchors with an overlap greater than an in advance defined IoU threshold are classified as con-
taining an object (class 1). Mask R-CNN classifies anchors with an overlap ≥ 0.7 as containing
an object [133]. Anchors with < 0.3 overlap are classified as not containing an object (class 0)
[133]. Further, Mask R-CNN ignores anchors which are neither classified as containing an object
nor classified as not containing an object [133]. Due to the generation of multiple anchors per
sliding window center position, the overall amount of anchor classes are biased to negative – class
0 – anchors. To solve this bias, 256 anchors are randomly sampled from the class 1 and class 0
anchors [133]. The sampling aims for a 1 : 1 ratio of both anchor classes [133]. The sampled 256
anchors, or Regions of Interest (RoIs), are then the input of Mask R-CNN’s head.

Mask R-CNN’s RPN generates anchors with 5 scales – 322, 642, 1282, 2562, 5122 – and three
aspect ratios – 1 : 1, 1 : 2, 2 : 1. Herewith, it follows the architectural decision of Faster R-CNN
[64]. Also for the RPN, it is possible to train it separately or end-to-end [64]. End-to-end training
results in high quality region proposals for object detection learning objectives [133].

If the convolutional backbone contains an FPN, as in the case of Mask R-CNN, the RPN gets
a set of feature maps at multiple scales as input. The RPN adapts its region proposals to those
feature maps with the best match to the anchors’ scale and aspect ratio. Figure 18 visualizes this
with the red boxes – anchors – and the outgoing gray arrows referring to the feature map with
the best match. Since Mask R-CNN compares anchors to feature maps, the RPN and the head
can share their weights [1]. Sharing weights denotes the reuse of learned weight parameters of one
model architecture part for another one [64, 140]. In Figure 18, the weight sharing is illustrated
by two gray arrows going out of ResNet50-FPN.

Non Maximum Suppression (NMS). Since RPN generates anchors of multiple sizes at each
sliding window position, the region proposals overlap significantly. To reduce this redundancy, we
apply non-maximum suppression (NMS) during training and inference. NMS is a post-processing
step in which duplicate proposals are rejected by thresholds [1]. Only the proposals with the highest
confidence and above an certain IoU threshold are retained (IoU > 0.5 = value for Mask R-CNN).
The use of NMS does not sacrifice detection accuracy [133], but it significantly reduces the number
of proposals and thus the training resp. inference time. Fast inference time is important when
models are applied in tools, such as visual comparison tools. For example, a fast prediction time
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Figure 22: Two examples of final predictions of our Mask R-CNN architecture – segmentation
masks and bounding boxes are detected precisely around the node and edge shapes of the human
detected directed acyclic graph changes. (Figure taken from [18])

of a model applied in a visual comparison tool is important to provide immediate feedback to the
user. Since we also generate many redundant anchors, we also apply NMS.

Our Architectural Decision. Due to our decision to train end-to-end like Lin et al. [98], we
can also employ the settings of Lin et al. [98] for our RPN. The settings are those:

• anchor area size: 322, 642, 1282, 2562, 5122 px

• anchor aspect ratios: 1 : 2, 1 : 1, 2 : 1

• IoU threshold for RoIs containing an image object (class 1): IoU > 0.7 – in our case: a
human detected structural difference

• IoU threshold for RoIs not containing an image object (class 0): IoU < 0.3 – in our case:
background

Due to the generation of multiple anchors per sliding window center position, we also encounter
the bias of the anchors towards anchors of class 0. As a consequence, we employ the already above
explained sampling solution. We also sample 256 anchors with a 1 : 1 ratio of class 1 and class 0
anchors [133, 98].

Non Maxima Suppression (NMS). Faster R-CNN [133] uses an IoU > 0.7 while Mask-R-
CNN [64] uses an IoU > 0.5. Since a higher IoU threshold leads to fewer boxes and faster training
resp. inference time, we use an IoU threshold of IoU > 0.7. Furthermore, since the number of
RoIs is too large, we set the number of RoIs to randomly selected 2000 RoIs before applying NMS
and 1000 RoIs after NMS. This is in line with the approach of [98].

Experiment & Analysis – RPN. We conducted our evaluation with the above mentioned
settings. The focus of our evaluation was whether the network learns precise bounding boxes and
masks as the RPN provides the region proposals which are the candidate boxes in which the nodes
and/or edges resp. the connected components are likely to be located in – i.e., the quality of the
final predictions allows to draw conclusions about the quality of the RPN’s proposals. The final
predictions, Figure 22 depicts two examples, show that the segmentation masks are closely around
the objects to be detected – nodes and/or edges resp. connected components and also the final
bounding box predictions surround the entire objects to be detected. In conclusion, our network
learns precise node, edge, and connected component features.
Confirmation of Our Architectural Decision. Since our network is able to precisely predict
human detected structural difference, we keep the above explained settings.

Head In alignment with Figure 17, the head covers the RoIAlign layer, the fully connected layers
and the mask branch.

RoI Alignment Layer (RoIAlign, cf. Figure 17 – 3). The RoI alignment layer brings
the differently sized feature maps to fixed spatial extent [64]. Mask-R CNN does this by the
RoIAlign operation. The RoIAlign operation is a further development of the RoIPool operation
[53]. RoIPool is based on aggregated bins which provoke issues for the localization and for pixel-
accurate segmentation masks [64]. So, RoIAlign replaces the aggregation inside the bins with
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bilinear interpolation. The RoIAlign layer of Mask R-CNN brings the feature maps to a spatial
extent of [7x7] for the fully connected layers and to a spacial extent of [14x14] for the mask branch.
Our Architectural Decision. For the RoI alignment layer, we keep the settings of He et al. [64]
as it achieves state of the art performance for instance segmentation. We set the sampling size –
the number of the grid interpolation points – to 2. Herewith, we follow the standard practice [31].

Mask Branch (cf. Figure 17 – 4.1). For the calculation of the segmentation masks, Mask
R-CNN pixel-wise applies a Sigmoid function. The Sigmoid function assigns the value 1 to all
pixels which a pixels of the image object to be detected and 0 to all other pixels. According to
Ch. M. Bishop [20], Sigmoid functions are standard for binary classifications. Mask R-CNN has a
separate mask branch for predicting masks independent of the FC layer probabilities for avoiding a
mask competition amongst classes [64] preferring masks with high probabilities over others. Masks
either can be predicted as one mask per class (class-specific) or one mask per RoI (class-agnostic)
[64]. The segmentation masks are predicted in the mask branch by a classification layer. Mask R-
CNN predicts class-specific segmentation masks11. But performance-wise, class-agnostic12 masks
barely differ from the class-specific ones. Since the mask branch does not convolute the feature
maps to short output vectors, it keeps the spacial layout of the feature maps by exploiting the pixel
correspondence of the feature maps and the masks which i.a. leads to a higher mask accuracy [64].
The mask branch assigns a value of 1 to every pixel of the feature map with a Sigmoid result of
> 0.5 [64].
Our Architectural Decision. Here, we also follow the settings of He et al. [64] as it achieves
state of the art performance for instance segmentation.

Fully Connected Layers (FC Layer, cf. Figure 17 – 4.2). The FC layers predict, based
on information coming from the RoIAlign layer, the bounding box coordinates, a class label, and
a probability – also called classification score. The prediction of the bounding box coordinates is
a regression problem. Hereby, the box’s deviation of the box center – x, y – is predicted and also
the box’ width w and height h [64]. The FC layer responsible for classification predicts for each
RoI whether it contains an image object to be detected (class 1) or not (class 0). The classification
score is a discrete probability for each of the k classes – p = (p0, p1, ..., pk) with k being the number
of classes in K – in our case: p = (p0, p1). The classification score is the result of the application
of a Softmax function. The Softmax function is commonly used for the prediction of classification
scores (cf. i.a. [50, 20, 65, 81]). The classification score is a quantification of the network’s confi-
dence in the respective RoI containing an image object to be detected. A score of 90% expresses
a high confidence.
Our Architectural Decision. After features extraction and region proposal, the FC layers of
the head combine information and predict for each proposed RoI four outputs: label, probability
(prediction confidence), bounding box and segmentation mask. The label expresses the class – 0:
“background/no change”, 1: “change”. The discrete probability distribution assigns a probability
to each class prediction p = (p0, p1). This prediction expresses the network’s confidence that the
RoI either contains a change (class 1) or not (class 0). The regression layer outputs the parameter-
ized form of the predicted bounding boxes for the regions which contain detected differences. The
mask layer predicts the segmentation masks – i.e., all pixels belonging to one difference. We follow
our predecessor implementations Fast R-CNN [53], Faster R-CNN [133], and Mask R-CNN [64] and
use two non-linear (ReLU-acitvated) fully connected layers – fc6 and fc7 layer – which combine the
information of the RoIAlign layer. The output of the FC layers is fed into the predictor13 which is
a network part that flattens the FC layers and predicts graph differences.
In contrast to the rest of the network, the predictor is randomly initialized. While parameters for
region proposals and aligned RoIs benefit from pre-training, the predictor should be specific to our
dataset and hence, not be pre-trained.
Similar to the region proposal network (RPN), the head evaluates RoI proposals based on the IoU
overlap with the target differences. We assign equal probabilities to differences and background
by setting the IoU > 0.5. We follow parameter settings of Girshick et al. [54] since all preceding
architectures [53, 64, 133] that base on the initial work of Girshick et al. [54] kept the head pa-
rameters the same.
As positive RoIs – RoIs containing directed acyclic graph changes – are extremely rare compared
to negative RoIs – RoIs with no differences – we ensure a minimum fraction of 0.25 positive RoIs.

11class-specific masks are a list of k binary images with k being the number of classes in K – in our case k = 2
12class-agnostic masks are a list of n binary images with n being the number of RoIs
13The term predictor denotes the mask branch, the box regression and the classification part of the network.
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Following Lin et al. [98], we set the batch size of detections to 512. The number of box detections
depends on the number of changes in the data. Since the number of changes in our dataset is
limited to [1− 8] additions per directed acyclic graph pair, the maximum number of detections is
limited to 8 changes per image. However, a human could highlight more differences than actually
exist. Consequently, the network could predict additional differences. Therefore we set the upper
limit of the number of detection, by including a generous buffer of ≈ 90 items, to 100 allowing the
network to predict additional boxes if required.
During inference, we control the number of predictions with a lower probability bound threshold.
We set this threshold to p > 0.92 as we only want to have the differences in which the network has
a high confidence. To set the threshold, we compared the AP which was maximized by p > 0.92.
Overlapping boxes are reduced with NMS IoU threshold of IoU > 0.5.

1.5.4 Further Evaluation Insights

In the following, we elaborate on further insights which we gained throughout the evaluation.

Class Imbalance. Our dataset is imbalanced towards background areas. This is a problem
which commonly occurs for object detection [1]. More precisely, we consider all image areas that
do not cover a directed acyclic graph difference as background – i.e, this applies to all areas which
which cover common graph elements. As our data items only have 1 − 8 changes and changes
consist of small and narrow objects, only a small part of the image actually cover differences.
Consequently, RoIs covering background (negative RoIs) dominate RoIs covering directed acyclic
graph differences (positive RoIs). This issue is called class imbalance [1]. In order to set a focus
on differences, i.e., the positive RoIs, we balanced the class entropy loss Lcls, Lrpn cls. Herewith,
we follow the proposal of Agarwal et al. [1]. We do not balance the binary entropy loss Lmask,
as masks are only considered for positive RoIs. We tested class weights for [0.1, 0.9], [0.2, 0.8],
[0.5, 0.5] for the classes 0 and 1. Class weights of [0.5, 0.5] expresses having no class differences as
classes are equally weighted. Class weights of [0.1, 0.9] foster class 1 to a maximal extent and still
consider negative RoIs – background – with 10%. We weight background RoIs with a factor 0.1
to not ignore them. Class weights of [0.2, 0.8] show the trend between having no class weights to
class weights of the maximal extent. The values are determined by maximizing evaluation metrics.
Class weights of [0.1, 0.9] improved the network recall from 0.781 to 0.918 and thus the AP – i.e.,
those weights lead to the best performance (cf. Figure 23 – green PR-curve). As a consequence,
we chose those weights. Since a higher class weight for class 1 – differences – corresponds to
favoring differences over background boxes, the number of positive boxes compared to the number
of negative boxes is increased. Differences count as detections. Consequently, a higher class weight
for differences increases the number of detections. As discussed before, an increased number of
detections increases the network’s recall but decreases its precision. This results in a lower F1
score since precision and recall are less balanced. Table 6 also reflects that.

Class Weights AP Precision Recall F1 Score
[0.5, 0.5] 0.744 0.894 0.781 0.834
[0.2, 0.8] 0.805 0.758 0.860 0.806
[0.1, 0.9] 0.857 0.676 0.918 0.779

Table 6: Class imbalance – evaluation of three class weights as an imbalance countermeasure: class
weights of [0.1, 0.9] achieved highest AP even though precision and recall are least balanced which
is indicated by a lower F1 score. (Table taken from [18])
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Figure 23: PR-curve – class imbalance: evaluation of three class weights as an imbalance counter-
measure. The use of class weights increase the recall but decreases the precision. Class weights of
[0.5, 0.5] are equal to having no class weights (cf. blue PR-curve). Class weights of [0.1, 0.9] lead
to the best performance (cf. green PR-curve). (Figure taken from [18])

Hyperparameter Optimization. For the hyperparameter optimization we observed the train-
ing and validation loss. Herewith, we evaluated the model’s learning speed and whether the
hyperparameters support learning.

Optimizer. We employ a stochastic gradient descent optimizer [94]. Herewith, we are in line
the current body of work of the object detection domain [1]. We set the optimizer’s momentum
to 0.9 and its weight-decay to 0.0005. Herewith we follow the work of He et al. [64] who initially
proposed the Mask R-CNN architecture.

Learning Rate. As we employ transfer learning, we start with a learning rate of 0.001. This
learning rate is typical for training pre-trained models [2, 43, 57, 169]. With this small learning
rate we ensure that the knowledge of the already trained parameters is conserved [133]. We reduce
the learning rate by a factor of 10 if the validation loss does not improve anymore after a certain
amount of epochs. We decreased the learning rate by factor 10 after 10.000 iterations as the vali-
dation loss stagnated. This setting was best with respect to convergence and non-overfitting.
To be complete, we tested also higher learning rates. They lead to NaN values which are an indi-
cation that the gradient is too large. As the gradient gets multiplied with the learning rate during
backpropagation, a reduction of the learning rate also reduces the gradient. We Higher learning
rates of 0.1 have been tested. They resulted in nan values which indicates a too large gradient.
As the learning rate multiplies the gradient during backpropagation, reducing the learning rate
reduces the gradient as well.

Loss Convergence, Epochs, Early Stopping. Our training loss converged after 6.000
iterations. This is yet another indication that transfer learning accelerates loss convergence and
that a small learning rate of 0.001 is appropriate in our context. Ji et al. [78] reported similar
number. Their loss also converged after 6.000 for the Mask R-CNN architecture domain-specifically
fine-tuned on the SC-2016 dataset. Also De Luca et al. [35], who trained on graph drawing
images, reported similar loss convergence numbers. Consequently, we see our convergence values
as comparable with respect to pre-training and architecture and as reasonable in the context of
training on graph drawing images using a pre-trained Mask R-CNN architecture. As additional
epochs increased precision, we did not stop after 6.000 iterations – i.e. 12 epochs – but trained for
40 epochs with a mini-batch size of 4 image pairs which took about 15 hours. Initially, we set our
epoch to 50. As change detection publications which employed Mask R-CNN reported convergence
values of 5− 40 epochs and literature training neural networks on graph drawing imaged reported
convergence values of up to 20 epochs, we wanted to have a buffer and therefore decided for 50
epochs. However, our validation loss started increasing again after 40 epochs which is the reason
why we employed early stopping and stopped after 40 epochs.
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Figure 24: Schematic representation of the domain-specific fine-tuning approach we evaluated.
(Figure based on original Figure from [18])

1.5.5 Domain-Specific Fine-Tuning and Final Architecture

To adapt our Mask R-CNN architecture pre-trained on the COCO dataset to the characteristics
of our domain data – directed acyclic graphs visualized as node-link diagrams with circular nodes
and arrow-headed edges – we employ domain-specific fine-tuning. To figure out the appropriate
fine tuning, we tested in total three different approaches – see Figure 24:

(A) MS COCO model fine-tuned directly for the human-like detected difference data

(B) MS COCO model fine-tuned for

1) the GT differences

2) the human-like detected difference data

(C) MS COCO model fine-tuned for

1) the random(GT) differences

2) the human-like detected difference data

Our data to be fine-tuned initially consisted of two datasets:

1. the GT dataset

2. the human-like detected differences dataset

We introduced both in Section 1.3 – Dataset Creation.
Experiment & Analysis – Domain-Specific Fine-Tuning. Architecture (A) directly fine-

tunes on the human-like detected differences dataset. Herewith, architecture (A) requires only one
training. As especially real human detected differences data may be limited, We came up with
training approach (B). Here, we operate under the idea that a two-stage fine-tuning – 1) fine-tuning
on GT dataset, 2) fine-tuning on human-like detected differences dataset – is beneficial as features
characterizing nodes and edges can be learned from the larger GT differences dataset and then be
used throughout the adaption to the differences humans would detect. During training, we realized
that architecture (B) learns to detect all graph theoretic difference, however, is not able to adapt
to the differences humans would detect when the GT model is fine-tuned based on the human-like
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directed acyclic graph Density Architecture AP Precision Recall F1 Score
tree-like (A) 0.862 0.689 0.920 0.788
tree-like (B) 0.310 0.595 0.468 0.524
tree-like (C) 0.857 0.670 0.922 0.776
sparse (A) 0.844 0.605 0.959 0.742
sparse (C) 0.864 0.663 0.944 0.779

Table 7: Experiment and analysis – domain-specific fine-tuning: Domain-specific fine-tuning the
human-like detected differences with an advance fine-tuning on the GT difference dataset (archi-
tecture (B)) clearly underperforms compared to the other approaches. For tree-like directed acyclic
graphs there is only a marginal difference for directly fine-tuning on the human-like detected dif-
ferences (architecture (A)) or an in advance fine-tuning on the random(GT) dataset (architecture
(C)). However, for sparse directed acyclic graphs, architecture (C) is recognizably better. (Table
taken from [18])

(a) Architecture (B) recognizable underperforms com-
pared
to architecture (A) and (C). There is only a marginal
difference in performance for training on tree-like directed
acyclic graphs
when it comes to architecture (a) and (C).

(b) For sparse directed acyclic graphs, architecture (C) is
recognizably better than architecture (A).

Figure 25: PR-curve – domain-specific fine-tuning: Comparison of the different domain-specific
fine-tuning approach shown in Figure 24. (Figure taken from [18])

detected differences. This is supported by the PR-curve of architecture (B). In Figure 25 a), we
can clearly see that the orange PR-curve is way worse than those of architecture (A) and (C).
As a consequence, we introduced the random(GT) dataset and architecture (C). Architecture (C)
follows the same idea as architecture (B) but uses the random(GT) dataset which is a random
sampling of the GT differences which finally makes the random(GT) more comparable to the
human-like detected differences dataset than the GT dataset (cf. Section 1.3 – Dataset Creation

for details).
For tree-like data, we can see in Figure 25 a) that there is only a marginal difference in the
performance of architecture (A), the blue PR-curve, and (C) – the green PR-curve. Table 7
supports this insight. However, when it comes to sparse directed acyclic graphs, architecture (C),
the green PR-curve, is recognizably better than architecture (A) – the blue PR-curve (cf. Figure 25
b)). This may result from the fact that the network’s ability to generalize for more complex directed
acyclic graphs – here: sparse directed acyclic graphs – benefits from the increased diversity brought
by the random(GT) dataset. Agarwal et al. [1] also discuss this effect of diversity on the ability
to generalize in their survey. As we cover with our work both densities, cf. Section 1.3 – Density

for details, we choose architecture (C).

Final Training Experiment & Analysis – Combination of Tree-Like and Sparse directed
acyclic graphs. As tree-like and sparse directed acyclic graphs may appear together in a real
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Dataset AP Precision Recall F1 Score
tree-like 0.857 0.670 0.922 0.776
sparse 0.844 0.605 0.959 0.742

tree-like & sparse 0.862 0.647 0.940 0.767

Table 8: Experiment and analysis – combination of tree-like and sparse directed acyclic graphs:
trained separately and especially combined, our network achieves a performance which is compa-
rable to related change detection work with Mask R-CNN. An example is the work of Ji et al. [78]
who achieve an AP of 0.858 for the detection of changes of buildings. (Table taken from [18])

(a) Architecture (C) achieves an
average precision of 0.857 on tree-
like dataset with a precision
of 0.670.

(b) Architecture (C) achieves an
average precision of 0.844 on
sparse dataset with a precision
of 0.605.

(c) Architecture (C) achieves an
average precision of 0.862 trained
on tree and sparse data with a
precision of 0.647.

Figure 26: PR-curves for the final training experiment and analysis – training of the final architec-
ture (C) for tree-like, sparse, and combined – tree-like & sparse – directed acyclic graphs. (Figure
taken from [18])

world application, we conduct a final experiment on our final architecture and compare the networks
performance on tree-like and sparse directed acyclic graphs separately and combined. The results
for the model trained on the combined dataset – tree-like and sparse directed acyclic graphs – shows
that our chosen hyperparameters and architectural decisions work for the data characteristics we
aimed to cover. As we can see in Table 8, our model achieves for all datasets and AP ≈ 0.8 –
tree-like directed acyclic graphs: AP = 0.857; sparse directed acyclic graphs: AP = 0.844; tree-like
& sparse directed acyclic graphs combined: AP = 0.862. The PR-curves in Figure 26 support
this. For the combined dataset it achieves the best results over all evaluation metrics: AP = 0.857,
precision = 0.647, recall = 0.940, F1 Score = 0.767 (cf. Table 8).

Since our model has a high average recall of 0.940 and recall is a quantification of whether all
differences humans would detect are detected by the network, we can state that our model is able to
predict human detected differences of directed acyclic graph pairs. However, our average precision
indicates that there are still a certain amount of false positives (cf. Table 8). An in depth discussion
follows in Section 1.6. The slight imbalance of our network’s precision and recall can also be seen
in the F1 score of 0.767. But still, our high recall indicates that the human detected differences
are well predicted by our network. With our average precisions – tree-like directed acyclic graphs:
AP = 0.857; sparse directed acyclic graphs: AP = 0.844; tree-like & sparse directed acyclic graphs
combined: AP = 0.862 – we achieve a performance which is comparable to the performance of
related change detection work with Mask R-CNN. An example is the work of Ji et al. [78] who
achieve an AP of 0.858 for the detection of changes of buildings.

1.6 Discussion, Conclusion, and Future Work

Our discussion, conclusion and elaboration on future work are three-partite. It covers the learning
of human detected structural differences, image-based learning, and capturing the human notion
of structural differences.
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1.6.1 Learning Human Detected Structural Differences in Directed Acyclic Graphs

Result Summary. As the task of change detection is similar to our learning objective and as
we decided to learn on picture due to humans also processing the visualizations of the directed
acyclic graphs, our basis architecture for learning the human detected structural differences in
directed acyclic graph pairs was a Mask R-CNN pre-trained on the COCO dataset. One of our
core architectural adaption was to make Mask R-CNN work on image pairs. We achieved this by
implementing image stacking. Our final Mask R-CNN architecture is a domain-specific fine-tuned
network. Special to the fine-tuning is that before the network is fine-tuned to the human-like
detected differences dataset it is fine-tuned to the random(GT) difference dataset. We introduced
both datasets in Section 1.3. The idea was that the random(GT) dataset increases the training
dataset size as especially human detected differences data may be limited. This idea was beneficial
– especially for the denser sparse directed acyclic graphs. The final architecture has a constant
and high prediction performance across datasets – tree-like directed acyclic graphs: AP = 0.857;
sparse directed acyclic graphs: AP = 0.844; tree-like & sparse directed acyclic graphs combined:
AP = 0.862.

Discussion. With the AP of 0.862 of our final architecture we can compete with related work in
the change detection domain which also employs Mask R-CNN and fine-tunes it for domain-specific
data. The work of Ji et al. [78] is an example. The authors’ learning objective was the detection
of building changes. They achieve an AP of 0.858. Ji et al. also trained with simulated data as we
did with our human-like detected difference segmentation masks. Our precision of 0.647, opposed
to Ji et al.’s [78] (0.833) is worse by 0.186. Our recall is comparable – ours: 0.940; Ji et al.’s:
0.922. Our high recall is an indication that nearly all human detected differences are predicted.
The decrease in precision may be due to the difference of our change detection task and the one
of Ji et al. [78]. While Ji et al. aimed to detect all existing building changes we wanted to predict
all human detected structural differences which not necessarily have to be all existing structural
differences. This results from the influence factors having a hindering effect. However, it might also
be that the human detected differences encompass all existing changes – i.e., the GT changes. This
mostly happens when there are no dense regions in the directed acyclic graphs. Because of that,
the network learns features and selection patterns which are more dominantly representative for
the human detected differences but also for the GT differences and this may lead to the prediction
of more changes than the human detected ones leading to a decrease of the network’s precision. In
conclusion, this suggests that the final differentiating feature is still to be detected.

Future Work. As a high precision of is a quality measure for only predicting the human de-
tected differences, the decrease in our precision indicates that our network predicts also additional
differences. These additional differences are other combinations of nodes and edges. Currently,
there is a fixed IoU threshold determining whether the prediction is a true positive or not. It might
be a worthwhile to investigate whether it is an option to use an adaptable IoU threshold which
reacts to where in the directed acyclic graph the prediction is. This would mean that also the IoU
threshold respects the human notion of differences thus, for instance, in dense regions it is more
likely that smaller differences are spotted by humans as dense regions are hindering and tend to
mask edges while in sparser regions connected changes are more likely to be seen by humans. How-
ever, in case the IoU is not adaptable and is set to a relatively large number, e.g., to > 0.5, small
predictions are considered as false positives in spite of them being reasonable due to the density of
the region. This, in turn, then negatively impacts the network’s precision. There is no one right
answer when it comes to the interpretation of commonalities, differences, or similarities – neither
from a graph theoretical nor a human standpoint. And an adaptable IoU threshold, as we believe,
could be a means to consider that. Furthermore, it might be also worthwhile to further investigate
what differentiates human selection patterns and GT differences and under which circumstances
human selection patterns resemble the GT differences. Knowledge on that would shed light on
differentiating features which may have the potential to avoid additional predictions decreasing
precision.

1.6.2 Image-Based Learning

Result Summary With Mask R-CNN we chose an image-based learning approach. While this
is a decision for not the most efficient approach with respect to training time, it is a decision for
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the approach which is closest to how humans do their comparison – i.e., humans work with the
visualized directed acyclic graphs when they visually compare them. The visualization resp. the
visualization design choices are known to influence human processing [180, 71]. Consequently, it is
necessary to learn on the images.

Discussion In case, one would like to have a certain independence of the visual design choices,
one could follow the approach of Wöhler et al. [168]. The authors combined an image- and a
structural-data-based network to learn the correlation perception of humans. Consequently, they
were were able to train on both images and the structural data and achieved a certain independence
of the visualization. For pure image-based learning approaches, the learning approach depends on
the visual design choices. Consequently, it is not fair to assume that the model would work for a
varying visual design. This, however, is currently no limitation of our work. In fact, at the moment,
we refrained from doing this since we identified our difference factors based on the standard design
– circular nodes and arrow-headed edges – for node-link diagrams and have no information how
the factors change for varying node-link diagram designs.

Future Work. However, it is an interesting future work question whether the integration of a
graph-based learning approach – e.g., a graph convolutional neural network – would result in a
more robust architecture. Maybe the integration of additional structural graph information is even
able to solve the precision issue we discussed in Section Learning Human Detected Structural

Differences in Directed Acyclic Graphs. Pos-GCN [142] might be promising since it also
processes euclidean node positions. Since our graph data is laid out in advance, we have the required
euclidean embedding. This is a significant difference to other graph-based learning approaches
which mostly assume the graphs not to be embedded in the euclidean space.

1.6.3 Capturing the Human Notion of Structural Differences

Result Summary and Discussion. Our results for capturing the human notion of structural
directed acyclic graph differences rest on two legs:

1. the data augmentation algorithm for the creation of a large enough training dataset to train
a robust and generalizable network

2. the selection, adaption, and evaluation of a suitable learning approach – Mask R-CNN

Data Augmentation. Our DFS-algorithm for data augmentation is a knowledge-based algo-
rithm which generates the supervised feedback – segmentation masks, bounding boxes, and labels
– for our learning approach. The augmented data encodes human-like detected differences. By
human-like we mean difference annotations which are similar to those which an actual human would
do. The similarity is achieved by using a knowledge-based approach. Our DFS-algorithm gains
its knowledge from our studies on the visual comparison with respect to differences (cf. [13, 14]).
Our difference-coined comparison studies identified six dominant factors which influence humans
– some of them are hindering while others foster the detection of differences. Our DFS-algorithm
uses these factors to decide which of the GT differences, or actually existing differences, a human
would detect. While the calculation of some of the factors like edge crossing or visual symmetry
is entirely clear and also substantiated by the current body of work, the calculation of of other
factors like density shows room for improvement.

Our implementation of Mask R-CNN has shown to learn the patterns based on which humans
select resp. spot structural differences. Our recall indicates that nearly all human detected differ-
ences are detected by our network, while precision indicates that there are additional predictions
which are not human detected differences. For this we already discussed reasons and future work in
Section Learning Human Detected Structural Differences in Directed Acyclic Graphs.

Future Work. For our data augmentation, an interesting future work step would be to make
especially the decision based on the hindering factors more sophisticated. To explain this, we will
use the example of density. In Figure 27, the hindering factor of density is the reason that in the
orange highlighted area only the nodes are annotated as human-like detected differences. This is
exactly the correct behavior of our algorithm since this area is an area with a high proportion
of colored pixels. However, given the visual impression, this area would rather not obfuscate any
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(a) The hindering factor
of density is the reason
that in the orange high-
lighted area only the
nodes
are annotated as human-
like detected differences.

(b) Example 1 of an
area which would
rather obfuscate
edges.

(c) Example 2 of an area
which would rather obfus-
cate edges.

Figure 27: Example which substantiates my future work idea to make the data augmentation
algorithm’s the decisions more sophisticated – especially those based on the hindering factors. The
behavior shown in Figure 27 a) is exactly the correct behavior of my algorithm since this area is
an area with a high proportion of colored pixels. However, given the visual impression, this area
would rather not obfuscate any edges for a human. Figure 27 b) and c) show examples of areas
which would obfuscate edges for humans. (Figure based on original Figures from [18])

edges for a human. An area which would obfuscate edges for humans would rather look like
the orange highlighted area in Figure 27. Consequently, it would be interesting and beneficial to
incorporate this details into data augmentation. To achieve this, there is still a knowledge gap to
close since, again exemplarily explained using density, even the pixel density thresholds used for
the decision on density are an approximation inspired by research on scatterplots [17]. We had
to use this approximation, since, to the best of our knowledge, it is currently not known in the
current body of work what the precise human notion of pixel density with respect to graph density
is. When this knowledge gap is closed, the parameters of our DFS-algorithm can be adapted to the
research insights. It is fair to draw inspiration from scatterplot research thus the nodes of graphs
and scatterplots are quite similar to each other.

Currently, Mask R-CNN learned the average selection patterns of humans for structural
differences in directed acyclic graph pairs. However, assuming that each person shows certain
differences in the differences they recognize, it would be interesting to adapt our Mask R-CNN
implementation to the individual user in the future, in addition to using our learned model in an
interactive system. For this, the training phase of the network would have to be reactivated and the
supervised feedback would have to come from the user. The user’s first response could be whether
she agrees with the prediction. If yes, the prediction is also taken as supervised feedback. If no,
the user has to mark the differences she detects and then these are taken as supervised feedback
for the network. Here, the challenges reside mostly in the calculations of the supervised feedback
based on the user’s feedback.

1.6.4 Conclusion

We propose an image- and segmentation-based change detection approach that is able to predict
and visually highlight structural differences – comparable as to related visual comparison systems
such as TreeJuxtaposer [114], DifferenceMaps [7] or egoComp [100]. In contrast to those systems,
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we propose an approach to incorporate the human notion by learning the human detected differ-
ences. As we use a supervised neural network, the learning phase requires the graph differences as
labeled segmentation masks. After the network is trained and then used only in the same context,
e.g., for the same user or for the same class of graph, the difference computation can be skipped
and the trained model can be used directly for prediction.
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[168] L. Wöhler, Y. Zou, M. Mühlhausen, G. Albuquerque, and M. Magnor. Learning a Perceptual
Quality Metric for Correlation in Scatterplots. In Proceedings of the Vision, Modeling and
Visualization (VMV). Eurographics, Eurographics Association, 2019.

[169] J. Wu, Y. Ye, Y. Chen, and Z. Weng. Spot the difference by object detection. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1801.01051, 2018.

[170] Z. Wu, S. Pan, F. Chen, G. Long, C. Zhang, and P. S. Yu. A Comprehensive Survey on
Graph Neural Networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.00596, pages 1–22, 2019.

[171] Y. Xie, M. Gong, S. Wang, W. Liu, and B. Yu. Sim2vec: Node similarity preserving network
embedding. Information Sciences, 495:37–51, 2019. doi:10.1016/J.INS.2019.05.001.

[172] K. Xu, W. Hu, J. Leskovec, and S. Jegelka. How Powerful are Graph Neural Networks?
arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.00826, pages 1–17, 2018.

[173] K. Xu, C. Rooney, P. Passmore, and D.-H. Ham. A user study on curved edges in graph
visualisation. In P. Cox, B. Plimmer, and P. Rodgers, editors, Diagrammatic Representation
and Inference, pages 306–308. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2012.

[174] V. Yoghourdjian, D. Archambault, S. Diehl, T. Dwyer, K. Klein, H. C. Purchase, and H.-Y.
Wu. Exploring the limits of complexity: A survey of empirical studies on graph visual-
isation. Visual Informatics, 2(4):264–282, 2018. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visin
f.2018.12.006.

[175] V. Yoghourdjian, Y. Yang, T. Dwyer, L. Lawrence, M. Wybrow, and K. Marriott. Scal-
ability of network visualisation from a cognitive load perspective. IEEE Transactions on
Visualization and Computer Graphics, 2020.

[176] A. Zalesky, A. Fornito, and E. T. Bullmore. Network-based statistic: Identifying differ-
ences in brain networks. NeuroImage, 53(4):1197–1207, 2010. doi:10.1016/J.NEUROIMAG
E.2010.06.041.

[177] L. Zaman, A. Kalra, and W. Stuerzlinger. The effect of animation, dual view, difference
layers, and relative re-layout in hierarchical diagram differencing. In Proceedings of Graphics
Interface 2011, pages 183—190. Canadian Human-Computer Communications Society, 2011.

[178] M. D. Zeiler. Adadelta: an adaptive learning rate method. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1212.5701, pages 1–6, 2012.

[179] M. D. Zeiler and R. Fergus. Visualizing and Understanding Convolutional Networks. In
Computer Vision – ECCV 2014, pages 818–833. Springer International Publishing, 2014.
doi:10.1007/978-3-319-10590-1{\ }53.

[180] G. Zhang, A. P. Auchus, P. Kochunov, N. Elmqvist, and J. Chen. Overlaying Quantitative
Measurement on Networks: An Evaluation of Three Positioning and Nine Visual Marker
Techniques. arXiv preprint arXiv:1711.04419, pages 1–14, 2017.

68

https://petewarden.com/2017/12/14/how-many-images-do-you-need-to-train-a-neural-network/
https://petewarden.com/2017/12/14/how-many-images-do-you-need-to-train-a-neural-network/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.INS.2019.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visinf.2018.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visinf.2018.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.NEUROIMAGE.2010.06.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.NEUROIMAGE.2010.06.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10590-1{_}53


[181] S. Zhang, H. Tong, J. Xu, and R. Maciejewski. Graph convolutional networks: a
comprehensive review. Computational Social Networks, 6(1):11, 2019. doi:10.1186/
s40649-019-0069-y.

[182] Z. Zhang, P. Cui, and W. Zhu. Deep learning on graphs: A survey. IEEE Transactions on
Knowledge and Data Engineering, pages 1–20, 2020.
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