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Hybrid Graph Visualizations

Nodes may be replicated
• to preserve the geometry and the user’s 

mental map

Edges are curves (similar to node-link)

Users are less familiar with matrices
Paths in matrices are harder to follow
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[Angori et al., 2019]: Perform a user study to compare CHORDLINK and other hybrid models

[Liotta et al., 2020]: What is the impact of reducing crossings at the expenses of 
independent row/column permutations in NODETRIX?
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On-line test
(LimeSurvey tool) No interaction

Predefined clusters that the 
user cannot change

Small/medium networks that 
fit into the screen window
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Study Design

e.coli

• biological network
• 97 nodes, 212 edges

CHORDLINK



Study Design

dblp

• co-authorship network
• 118 nodes, 322 edges

RCI-NODETRIX
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LimeSurvey questionnaire:

• Collect some information about the user
• Assign visualization model (round robin)
• Video tutorial about the assigned model
• Training phase (one trial for each task)
• Main study: 18 trials in random order
• Qualitative feedback

We collect:
• Answers
• Time spent for each question
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H1 is partially supported in terms of accuracy:
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• Response time

Shapiro-Wilk test:
• Significance level 𝛼 = 0.05
• Data were not normally distributed
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H3 is not supported:
• No statistically significant difference among the models
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