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Figure 1: The proposed framework features a Visual Analytics (VA) system to support the Anti-Money Laundering (AML) decision
making process. The VA system implements various input mechanisms to gather and synthesize information from diverse data
sources and employs eXplainable AI (XAI) methods to provide transparent AI support. By leveraging weakly supervised learning,
the system combines human expertise with AI to establish decision making guidelines, such as explaining why certain client
transactions are flagged as suspicious and how to learn from these fraudulent cases to refine the apriori AML strategies.

ABSTRACT

AI prevails in financial fraud detection and decision making. Yet,
due to concerns about biased automated decision making or profil-
ing, regulations mandate that final decisions are made by humans.
Financial fraud investigators face the challenge of manually syn-
thesizing vast amounts of unstructured information, including AI
alerts, transaction histories, social media insights, and governmen-
tal laws. Current Visual Analytics (VA) systems primarily support
isolated aspects of this process, such as explaining binary AI alerts
and visualizing transaction patterns, thus adding yet another layer
of information to the overall complexity. In this work, we propose a
framework where the VA system supports decision makers through-
out all stages of financial fraud investigation, including data collec-
tion, information synthesis, and human criteria iteration. We illus-
trate how VA can claim a central role in AI-aided decision making,
ensuring that human judgment remains in control while minimizing
potential biases and labor-intensive tasks.

Index Terms: Visualization, Explainable AI (XAI), Financial
Fraud, Anti-Money Laundering (AML), Decision Making, Artifi-
cial Intelligence (AI), Machine Learning (ML), Human-Centric AI
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1 INTRODUCTION

The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime estimates that 2-5%
of the global GDP – equating approximately $800 billion to $2 tril-
lion – is laundered annually [11], leading to the development of nu-
merous Anti-Money Laundering (AML) systems that use Artificial
Intelligence (AI) [2]. Yet, despite the unprecedented data complex-
ity and volume, it remains a legal requirement that human agents
make the final AML decisions [13], ensuring compliance and ac-
countability [1], within the frequent and worrisome fraudulent AI
outcomes [3]. Although the need for accurate human judgment over
complex AML data presents a great opportunity for Visual Analyt-
ics (VA), current VA systems only support small and isolated parts
of the decision process, either explaining AI predictions like in [7]
or complementing AI with visual pattern detection (e.g., [15, 20]).

We identify several reasons that prevent visualization solutions
from playing a leading role in AML. First, AML decision makers
are expected to collect and synthesize numerous heterogeneous and
often unstructured data sources, including legal documents, regula-
tory reports, sanctions lists, and harnessing social media and web
content [13], while visualization researchers have only recently be-
gun to reflect on the lack of such input design mechanisms [4].
Second, AML is essentially a decision making task [12], which re-
cent reviews reveal has not yet been well-understood in visualiza-
tion research, neither conceptually [9] nor empirically [17], while
only a handful of decision-focused visualizations have been devel-
oped in academic works [16] and used in real-world contexts [10].
Third, despite the valuable VA research on eXplainable AI (XAI),
AML decision makers find it challenging to adopt complex systems
that rely on post hoc XAI methods [5]. Finally, the dynamic na-
ture of AML problems often misaligns with the types of AI used –
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e.g., (semi-) supervised learning that may involve cumbersome and
time-consuming data labeling processes – thereby hindering XAI-
visualization research from providing effective solutions [6].

2 DEVELOPING AN XAI-VIS FRAMEWORK FOR AML
To address the aforementioned issues, in this poster abstract, we
propose a multi-aspect framework that extends Gao and Xu’s [12]
AML specification of Simon’s decision making conceptual model
[19]. Figure 1 illustrates that extension, indicating our XAI ap-
proach for decision support (black circle and related black box) as
well as a four-stage (i.e., intelligence, design, choice, and review)
contribution of visualization aids (shown in blue).

XAI approach: AML decision making is fragmented and ineffi-
cient, as AI primarily analyzes only a subset of data sources, such
as client transaction data, while decision makers still have to man-
ually analyze additional data sources to establish decision criteria
(C1,C2, ...,CN ) [12]. This subset analysis by AI, which outputs
only binary fraudulent or non-fraudulent results, often remains un-
clear, leading to unnecessary or insufficient AML investigations
and not aligning with the comprehensive AML criteria of decision
makers. To the best of our knowledge, our framework is the first
to feature a multimodal, weakly supervised AI [18] which over-
sees the four decision making stages and facilitates user interaction
through white box label functions (e.g., rules, keywords, heuris-
tics). The XAI method [14] consists of three deep learning mod-
els: generative, discriminative, and transformer (see Figure 1B).
The generative model combines the human-interpretable AI label
functions (L1,L2, ...,LN ) to probabilistically label client actions as
fraudulent or non-fraudulent (YP). The discriminative model uses
a noise-aware loss function to generalize from the data subsam-
ple with probabilistic labels (YP) to the entire sample population
(Y1,Y2, ...,YS). The transformer model serves as a pre-trained, auto-
matic agent that suggests new label functions (e.g., LT ) and high-
lights conflicting ones from L1,L2, ...,LN . The loop closes with pre-
dictions from both the transformer and discriminative models for all
samples (noted as YT vs Y1 for a single client shown in Figure 1B)
and with further fine-tuning and AI-aided conflict resolution. Ulti-
mately, instead of AI being interpreted as a single decision criterion,
the decision criteria (C1,C2, ...,CN ) set by a human decision maker
(e.g., rules based on governmental laws) align perfectly with the la-
bel functions (L1,L2, ...,LN ), as shown in Figure 1A, top right. As
a result, the iterative process enables our black box AI models to
facilitate not only efficient but also transparent decision making.

Visualization aids per stage: VA systems incorporating
our XAI approach can assist users throughout the four stages of the
decision making process (Figure 1A). The INTELLIGENCE stage
[12] is implemented via input mechanisms that transform prior
knowledge and raw data sources – whether existing or mined – into
structured data, either automatically or manually aided by input vi-
sualization design [4, 8]. Users can then explore the data, leading
to the DESIGN stage [12], where the VA system enables informa-
tion synthesis through structured data verification and multimodal
AI-supported inspection, as well as simulations of alternative what-
if scenarios. The VA system serves as a mediator between the AI
black box and the human decision criteria (C1,C2, ...,CN ). Dur-
ing the CHOICE stage [12], the AI explanations are in the form of
human-interpretable AI label functions for effective choice support.
During the REVIEW stage [12], decision makers can also reflect on
past choices, and the reports of convicted clients can be fed back
to the multimodal AI support as ground truth (GT) labels via the
extra input mechanism, leading to further improvements of the la-
bel functions, GT labels, and tuning of the AI models involved.
Finally, decision makers can gain new knowledge from the trans-
former model’s label functions (ΣLT ) and incorporate their external
knowledge by defining new label functions (L′

1,L
′
2, ...,L

′
N ) via novel

input visualizations (e.g., as described in [4, 8]).
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