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Science Meeting – Scientific Report
Scientific report (one single document in WORD or PDF file) should be submitted online within two months of the event. It should not exceed seven A4 pages.
Proposal Title: 

Application Reference N°: 
1) Summary (up to one page)
The workshop analysed and synthesized the data based on results of the international NeDiMAH and ESF survey on visualization undertaken throughout the Arts and Humanities community through various networks during July-August-September 2013. 

The survey was designed and built in a transdisciplinary and interdisciplinary workshop meeting of WG 2 Information Visualization and WG 1 on Space and Time.  It addresses the focus of the NeDiMAH initiative directly: 

The examination of the practice of, and evidence for, digital research in the arts and humanities across Europe…

The meeting actively engaged with the data generated by the survey, each participant focused on the analysis of  specific questions and completed key tasks, such as agreeing on a methodology for combined data analysis, and a strategy for further analysis using a range of techniques including co-occurrences of linguistic terms to cross reference findings across questions and domains and the use of a variety of visualization representation techniques.

2) Description of the scientific content of and discussions at the event (up to four pages)
The summary:

This team worked directly on data analysis, and produced a variety of data visualisations immediately on the subject of the survey questions listed below:

# The Survey questions contribute to an ontology of methods

3. What is the place of data in your research process?
4. How do you document your critical assessment of both tools and methodologies?
5. Which criteria are to be applied in order to decide what data to include and exclude in the visualization?
6. How do you deal with uncertainty in your data, with deliberate ambiguity, or fuzziness?
7. How do you ensure data quality/integrity? (see chart)
8. What issues have you encountered in your use of visualisation? Please rank them in order of importance to your work
9. How have you overcome the most important of these issues for you?
10. How important are standards in your research process? Please rank your answer, 1-5 where 1 is not important and 5 is very important.
11. What standards do you use?
12. How do you deal with multiple formats?
13. What does visualisation bring to your work?
14. How do you build transparency into your processing?
15. How does temporality inform the nature of the data you work with?
16. What advantages does multidimensionality afford your scholarship?
17. How do you capitalise on these additional dimensions, movement, trajectory, momentum, velocity of events and ideas?
18. How do you provide for static versus fluid versus dynamic entities within your process?
19. How important is the use of narrative in audience interpretation of the visualisation?
20. What level of interactivity do you allow users to explore your visualised dataset?
21. What level of participation do you allow users with your dataset?
22. What role does aesthetics (sensory/emotional value) play in the visualizations you create?
23. Do you prioritize generalized tool development or targeted application design?

Visualisations were generated in response to all of the questions – Due to the need for brevity in the report, a sample is given below:

Some of these visualisations are interactive, but rendered within the report here as 2D.
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Visualisation of Question 9 - Issues encountered working by researchers working in info-viz.  Key concepts in info-viz: co-occurrences here are based on the ranking. 
The co-occurrence is analysed in groups of 3 first, 5 in the middle, and 3 last.
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Simplified image using mapequation.org
http://textometrica.humlab.umu.se/project_summary.php?project_id=1657
Voyant text visualisation of the answers to question 9:
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Many-eyes text visualisation of the answers to question 9 on overcoming issues with data:
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Voyant visualisation of standards used:
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Case Studies were generated also – these sample narratives were identified during the meeting and document the experiences and methods responded to in a sample subset of the surveys.  Further work was organized to write-up the case studies, to prepare a literature review to form a contextual basis for publication.   Skype call meetings were scheduled, a shared google doc was created and a glossary of key terms for the field was initiated and is currently being populated by members of both working groups.

3) Assessment of the results and impact of the event on the future directions of the field (up to two pages)
The range and depth of engagement with the survey from participants reflects the key concerns of researchers in this emerging field. The analysis conducted at this meeting interprets the survey and directly addresses issues surrounding the definition of information visualization within Digital Arts and Humanities, and the corresponding key concepts pertinent to researchers within it.

A set of publications is in preparation based on the comprehensive analysis and case study creation undertaken in Cork.  These will showcase the variety of practice and suggest a range of potential options for researchers across Digital Arts and Humanities in Europe, and beyond.

Critically, this publication involves a much needed online set of definitions, a glossary of terms, that will both contribute to the ontology creation central to NeDiMAH and be a formative list of possibilities in knowledge design for research, and for public engagement.

2 subsequent Skype meetings and further online writing have already taken place since this meeting – and a substantial text has been prepared for international, peer-reviewed journal submission.

4) 
Annexes 4a) and 4b): Programme of the meeting and full list of speakers and participants

Annex 4a: Programme of the meeting

Thursday 19 September 2013

College of Arts, Celtic Studies and Social Sciences Meeting Room

O’Rahilly Building

University College Cork 

Ireland

9.15 – 11.00

Session 1 

Analysis of survey results




Orla Murphy

11.00 


Break

11.30-1.30

Session 2 

Description of key areas




emerging from the survey




Fredrik Palm 

1.30-2.30

Lunch

2.30- 3.45

Session 3



Responses from invited attendees




Discussion of potential publication routes

3.45


Break
4.00 – 5.30

Session 4



Division of writing responsibility

Dinner 7.30

locally

Day 2

Friday 20 September 2013

College of Arts, Celtic Studies and Social Sciences Meeting Room

O’Rahilly Building

University College Cork 

Ireland

9.15 – 11.00

Session 1 

Analysis of survey results II  

Mapping the engagement

Mapping the domains




Orla Murphy

11.00 


Break

11.30-1.30

Session 2 




Data documentation




Result description II




Fredrik Palm 

1.30-2.30

Lunch

2.30- 3.45

Session 3



Discussion of written responses from invited attendees




Mapping responsibilities &




Infoviz responsibilities defined

3.45


Break
4.00 – 5.30

Session 4
Writing | Making session – beginning the creation of shareable digital artefacts in a variety of formats highlighting the networking of NeDiMAH and ESF for the DAH community in Europe.

(depending on the success of day one, we may hopefully begin this phase earlier – we work best together face to face.)

Dinner

7.30 Cork City centre
Annex 4b: Full list of speakers and participants
Attendees:

Orla Murphy


F
Lecturer, School of English Cork

IE

Fredrik Palm


M
HumLAB, Umea U, 



SW

Shawn Day


M
Director, DHO




IE

Daniel Alves


M
Lecturer, School of History, Lisbon

P

Brendan Dooley

M
Professor, Graduate School, Cork

IE
Mike Cosgrave

M
Lecturer, School of History, Cork

IE

James O’Sullivan

M
PhD Candidate, DAH, Cork


IE

Cronan O’Doibhlin

M
Head of Special Collections, Boole






Library, Cork




IE

