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Can VLMs Assess Similarity Between Graph Visualizations?
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Task

Assign a similarity score between two given graphs on a scale of [0-1].

Decision Criteria

Overall Structure Substructures Node Degree Edge Density

Graph Images Q . T

Similarity 0.35

Overall Structure

Graph Q has a centralized, interconnected structure
while T has a more modular and separated look.

Substructures

Graph Q does not distinctly separate into two
communities like Graph T.

Node Degree

Both graphs have complex inter-connections and nodes
with varying degrees.

Edge Density
Edge density of T reduced considerably compared to Q.

Communities

Graph T consists of two distinct communities

Figure 1: An example of graph similarity assessing process with VLM (gpt-40). It receives two node-link diagram images, and it is
prompted to assess a similarity score and provide reasonings according to decision criteria. The result supports the fact that gpt-4o
can capture the differences between images of two graph visualizations.

ABSTRACT

Graph visualizations have been studied for tasks such as clustering
and temporal analysis, but how these visual similarities relate to es-
tablished graph similarity measures remains unclear. In this paper,
we explore the potential of Vision Language Models (VLMs) to ap-
proximate human-like perception of graph similarity. We generate
graph datasets of various sizes and densities and compare VLM-
derived visual similarity scores with feature-based measures. Our
findings indicate VLMs can assess graph similarity in a manner
similar to feature-based measures, even though differences among
the measures exist. In future work, we plan to extend our research
by conducting experiments on human visual graph perception.

Index Terms: Graph visualization, vision language model

1 INTRODUCTION

Graph visualizations for exploring the visual similarity between
graphs have been investigated from various perspectives, such as
clustering similar graphs [9] or analyzing temporal evolution [2].
In these studies, mathematically or computer science-derived graph
similarity measures or graph distances serve as important indicators
for evaluating similarities among graphs.

However, although measuring the similarities between individ-
ual graphs has been studied for over fifty years [1], the relationship
between visual perception of graph similarity and these measures
remains unexplored. In other visualization domains, such as scatter-
plots, researchers have attempted to use experimentally measured
visual perceived similarity as a baseline for similarity evaluation.If
we investigate the correlation between visual similarity and various
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graph similarity measures, they could provide a valuable baseline
for graph comparison tasks.

Prior to undertaking extensive human studies on graph simi-
larity perception, we aim to simulate this perceptual ability us-
ing Vision Language Models (VLMs). Although it is known that
VLMs’ performance in interpreting visualizations is currently lim-
ited [5], rapid advancements have spurred various attempts to lever-
age VLMs for visual interpretation [3, 4].

In this study, we employ gpt-4o to assess the visual similarity
between graph visualizations. We generate graph datasets with di-
verse sizes and densities [8]. We then compare these results with
feature-based graph similarity measures to investigate the follow-
ing: 1) under which size and density conditions VLMs can effec-
tively interpret graph similarity, and 2) how well the VLMs’ inter-
pretation correlates with traditional feature-based measures.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

Traditional mathematical and computer science-based graph simi-
larity measures can be broadly categorized into two groups: Known
Node Correspondence (KNC) algorithms, which are applicable
to deterministic networks, and Unknown Node Correspondence
(UNC) algorithms, which are suited for random networks [1]. Sim-
ilarity measures of KNC, such as graph edit distance and Jaccard
similarity, assume that the node labels are known. In contrast, the
UNC similarities compute graph similarity by extracting features
beyond node labels, ranging from low-level attributes like degree
distributions to high-level substructures [7].

Besides these similarity measures, the visualization community
has long pursued tasks that assess similarity through comparisons
between various static graphs [9] or by analyzing evolving patterns
in dynamic graphs over time [2]. However, although these studies
have conducted visual analyses of graphs, the basic comparisons
have relied on the aforementioned similarity measures, and there
is a lack of quantitative evaluation regarding how well visual dif-
ferences are perceived. While attempts have been made to perceive



Table 1: Graph similarity measures based on graph attributes. |V|:
number of vertices, |E|: number of edges, JSD: Jensen-Shannon di-
vergence, Lv: Louvain community detection.
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Figure 2: Pearson correlation coefficient between six similarity mea-
sures in Table 1 and gpt-4o.

changes in properties by varying the size, density, and layout of
graph visualizations [6], a direct evaluation of the similarity be-
tween two graphs has not yet been performed.

In this study, we focus on the most general and simple graph
visualizations: node-link diagrams of random, undirected, and un-
weighted networks with force-directed layouts with UNC similarity
measures. By varying the size and density, we assess the similarity
perceived in graph visualizations using VLMs.

3 EXPERIMENT DESIGN
3.1 Dataset

We conducted experiments using the node-link diagram with force-
directed layout, the most commonly used representation in graph
visualization [6]. To simplify the problem situation, we limited the
graph to be unweighted and undirected.

Based on a survey paper that empirically examined the size
and density of graph data used in graph visualization experiments,
we categorized the graphs by four sizes and three linear density
classes [8]. In total, there were 12 types of size-density combina-
tions. For each combination, eight graphs were generated per syn-
thetic graph generation algorithm: GNM (random), BBA (central-
ized), NWS (circular), and SBM (multi-communities), resulting in
a total of 384 images and 190,464 pairwise similarity sets. All gen-
erated data are a single connected component, as we aimed to facil-
itate one-to-one comparisons between graphs.

3.2 VLM Model Prompting

We utilized the gpt-40-2024-08-06 model' to assess the perfor-
mance of VLM’s graph similarity perception. We chose the model
because it is among the currently available VLMs that offer fast
response times and high performance. As shown in Figure 1, We
provided the VLM with two images and prompted it to output the
similarity between the two graphs as a value between 0 and 1. Ad-
ditionally, we requested that the model explain the basis for the
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similarity rating using five criteria: (1) overall structure, (2) specific
substructures or repeating patterns, (3) node degrees, (4) edge den-
sity, and (5) community distribution. Furthermore, if there were any
other features that could serve as a basis for the similarity assess-
ment, we asked for those to be elaborated upon as well.

3.3 Graph Similarity Measures

Among the various graph similarity measures applicable to random
networks, we adopted basic feature-based measures. Not only size
(1, 3) and density (4), node degree (3), clustering coefficient (2, 4),
betweenness centrality (1, 2), and community size (5) are selected
to reflect decision criteria Table 1.

4 RESULTS

Using the Pearson correlation coefficient, we analyzed the relation-
ship between the similarity determined by the VLM and the six
feature-based graph similarities. The key findings are as follows:

1. Across all size and density combinations, correlations were
consistently strong (= 0.8).

2. Under the same density condition, correlation decreases as
graph size increases.

3. Under the same size condition, there was no clear trend in
correlation even as density increased.

4. High-level features, such as Cm and Bc, exhibit a higher cor-
relation with the VLM in larger, denser graphs.

5 CONCLUSION

We explore the potential of VLMs ability to assess graph similarity
by comparing it with feature-based similarity measures. Our ex-
periments indicate that while the VLM’s judgments are generally
similar to feature-based graph similarity measures. However, the
observed differences among the measures suggest that a more re-
fined measure could potentially align more closely with the VLM’s
assessments. In future work, we aim to examine whether similar dif-
ferences emerge in human visual perception and to identify which
measure best approximates human perception.
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