arXiv:2108.13270v1 [cs.HC] 30 Aug 2021

To appear in the Visualization for Social Good Workshop at IEEE VIS 2021.

Making the Invisible Visible: Risks and Benefits of Disclosing Metadata in Visualization

Alyxander Burns^*

UMass Amherst

Thai On

UMass Amherst

Christiana Lee

UMass Amherst

Rachel Shapiro

Northwestern

Cindy Xiong

UMass Amherst

Narges Mahyar

UMass Amherst

ABSTRACT

Accompanying a data visualization with metadata may benefit readers by facilitating content understanding, strengthening trust, and providing accountability. However, providing this kind of information may also have negative, unintended consequences, such as biasing readers’ interpretations, a loss of trust as a result of too much transparency, and the possibility of opening visualization creators with minoritized identities up to undeserved critique. To help future visualization researchers and practitioners decide what kinds of metadata to include, we discuss some of the potential benefits and risks of disclosing five kinds of metadata: metadata about the source of the underlying data; the cleaning and processing conducted; the marks, channels, and other design elements used; the people who directly created the visualization; and the people for whom the visualization was created. We conclude by proposing a few open research questions related to how to communicate metadata about visualizations.

Index Terms: Human-centered computing—Visualization—Visualization theory, concepts and paradigms

1 INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we discuss the pros and cons of accompanying a data visualization with different pieces of metadata which we define as: information not directly represented in a visualization that provides background on the source of the data, the transformations applied to the data, the visualization elements, its purpose, the people involved in its creation, and its intended audience. This definition of metadata is broad and encompasses the kind of information often considered metadata as well as paradata (traditionally, data about methodology) and information that may not traditionally be thought of as “data” but are nonetheless important for establishing the social, cultural, or historical circumstances in which a visualization was made (e.g., authorial statements of positionality which elaborate on identities and experiences that inform how the authors relate to knowledge). Our definition of metadata, therefore, may also encompass the narratives that a visualization is involved in. Although narratives and traditional data-like metadata are different, we chose to group them together in this work in order to consider the broadest range of additional information which could be provided to readers.

Accompanying a data visualization with metadata makes the intentions and decisions of the creators transparent to readers and promotes understanding of the history, culture, and context which lead to the visualization’s creation. These effects, in turn, interrogate and challenge societal power [8, 9], and help to democratize data science by putting the information into the hands of more people. Further, it can provide practical benefits for readers. For example, consider a visualization of development plans for a city. Residents

*e-mail: alyxanderbur@cs.umass.edu of that area have insider knowledge about the socio-political landscape of the community. With this information, they may be able to conclude, for example, that poor families will be disproportionately impacted by the proposed changes. This kind of expert information is not held by others who are less familiar with the area and while both readers may be able to use the visualization, important nuance may still be lost when expert or personal knowledge is unavailable.

Although providing metadata might help readers make more informed judgements and learn how to understand various elements of a visualization, deciding what to provide and how to do so can be challenging. These decisions require carefully balancing the possible benefits against potential disadvantages, such as the tension between transparency and trust. Providing any kind of metadata increases transparency which can help the general public understand who and what was involved in the final result [11] and build trust [17]. Trust, in turn, can increase how the much a visualization will be used [18, 29]. However, it is important to carefully decide which and how much information to disclose because the relationship between trust and transparency is not linear – increasing transparency helps trust only to a point, after which increasing transparency decreases trust [17, 23]. Additionally, providing too much metadata might bias a reader’s interpretation of the visualization, overwhelm them, or expose visualization creators to undue critique or distrust as a result of socio-political biases such as racism, sexism, and xenophobia.

We draw on existing literature and our experiences as data visualization researchers to consider two broad groups of metadata – metadata about the visualization pipeline and metadata about the people who contributed to the creation of visualizations. There are three stages in the pipeline from “raw” data to a published visualization: (1) the collection of the original/“raw” data, (2) the transformations applied to the data (e.g., cleaning, aggregation), and (3) the visualization that is produced [32]. Analogously, there are two groups of people involved in the creation of a visualization: (1) the creators who directly change the design and (2) the intended audience whose needs indirectly inform the design choices made.

Our approach is inspired by existing scholarship that challenges academic communities to do more good by making the invisible visible (e.g., [5, 8, 9]). The purpose of this paper is not to exhaustively describe the kinds of the metadata that could be provided alongside a visualization or to assert what information should be included. Instead, we want to open a discussion within the visualization community about what kinds of information will best support readers under different circumstances and what needs to be done to combat barriers that make doing so difficult.

2 BACKGROUND

Information about data. Researchers have long advocated for collecting and disseminating information about data. For example, data analysts have been interested in the lineage and history of data to establish accuracy, replicate processes, and conduct metaanalyses, among other aims (e.g, [3, 35, 41]). Feminist scholars have emphasized the importance of understanding the social and

To appear in the Visualization for Social Good Workshop at IEEE VIS 2021.

historical contexts of data to challenge hegemonic power structures (e.g., [8, 13, 14]). Collecting and disseminating information about data has been argued to be beneficial for prospective users by, for example, helping them interpret data [41] and judge whether the application of a dataset is appropriate [13]. The practice can also be helpful to the research community as a whole for enabling replication [1, 15] and conducting meta-analyses [45].

Information about people. While the typical models of metadata in data science capture many aspects of the history of the data and the transformations applied to it, they do not often include information about the people involved in the process. However, all knowledge is reflective of the perspectives of the knower [14], meaning that one’s identities and experiences both frame and limit what knowledge they create [8, 26]. Past work in the visualization community has also demonstrated that a person’s personal knowledge and experience is highly related to what they will perceive as useful [33], believe to be too difficult to understand [20], and what they think others will see in the visualization [44]. Thus, understanding people and their positionality is an integral part of understanding the data and visualization they created.

Instructional information. One could also consider including metadata about how to read a visualization. A reader’s interpretation of a visualization may be affected by their own experience, knowledge, and perspectives (e.g., [18, 20, 33]). Further, rhetorical choices made by the visualization designer could make some interpretations more or less salient [18]. Therefore, it may be helpful to include “instructions” for decoding a visualization to minimize confusion and misunderstanding, especially when a visualization is complex or when the rhetorical choices are novel. For example, providing instructions and tips in the form of cheat sheets [43] or slide shows [42] have been shown to help people who are new to visualization draw conclusions from unfamiliar data visualizations.

Challenges to providing information. Unfortunately, while it might be beneficial to provide lots of metadata to readers, it is critical do so without overwhelming them. We need to carefully select pieces of information to include. Past research concluded that providing metadata like data provenance can be a tool for signalling transparency and trustworthiness to end-users [18]. This is desirable because trust “increases the likelihood that viewers believe what they see” [18]. While increasing transparency is often associated with increased trust (e.g., as in [31]), it has nonetheless been observed that this relationship does not always hold. Instead, transparency increases trust to a critical point, at which time increasing transparency further decreases trust — especially when expectations are broken [17, 23]. This erosion of trust is theorized to occur because too much explanation confuses readers and directs their attention away from the explanation and toward the unexpected outcome [23]. Further, there may be other negative effects for increasing transparency depending on what kind of information is disclosed (such as harassment sometimes faced by researchers when their names are made public [27]). The trade-off between transparency and trust makes deciding what metadata to provide a challenging task. In this paper, we outline several kinds of metadata relevant to data visualization that might be provided to the public, what benefits that may bring, and what challenges remain.

3 TYPES OF METADATA

In this section, we discuss the pros and cons of two broad groups of metadata: metadata about the visualization pipeline from “raw” data to final visualization and metadata about the people behind the pipeline. We do not wish to suggest that there is a distinct separation between pipeline and people – there is, in fact, quite the opposite because data are necessarily the result of human decisions and processes. However, we decided to divide these two groups in order to focus on what kinds of information we could provide about each and because they offer different benefits and challenges.

We identified the two groups based on existing research including Gebru et al.’s “Datasheets for Datasets” [13] and Krause’s notion of “Data Biographies” [24]. Gebru et al. [13] divided metadata into seven thematic categories based on important components of a dataset’s lifecycle, where five categories are encompassed within our section about the visualization pipeline (Collection Process, Preprocessing/Cleaning/Labeling, Maintenance, Composition, and Uses) and the remaining two fit within our category about people (Motivation and Distribution). Krause [24] approached the categorization differently by creating five groupings based on the central questions of When, Where, Why, How, and Who. Of these categories, When, Where and How are covered by our section about the visualization pipeline and Who and Why fall within our section on people.

Previously, we discussed that providing any kind of truthful information increases transparency and trust up to a threshold, after which disclosing more may decrease trust. Therefore, in the remainder of this section, we will only mention this relationship when there are novel considerations.

3.1 Metadata about the Visualization Pipeline

We consider what metadata could be disclosed to the readers regarding three stages of the data visualization pipeline: data sourcing, data transformation, and data visualization. We primarily focus on the transformation and visualization components because existing work has extensively researched what should be collected and disseminated about the data sourcing step [13].

3.1.1 Data Source

Documenting the data collection process itself is a critical component of documenting a dataset and is covered in depth in [13]. However, describing which dataset was used in a visualization may still be an important piece of metadata to include. In fact, this practice is already an important part of the visualization style guides for some organizations (e.g., the Urban Institute [19]).

Pros: Providing the name of (or, ideally, a reference link to) the original dataset, may allow readers to replicate the visualization or conduct their own analyses on the data. While not all readers will have the time or expertise to do further analysis, they still might use this information to judge the usefulness of the visualization if they are able to discern its collectors. Evidence of using the source to judge usefulness was observed in past work, though the source was of the visualization, not of the underlying dataset [33].

Cons: However, it may be difficult to clearly describe the source of data without also disclosing who collected it, which may have negative impacts on privacy and trust if, for example, a dataset is associated with a particular individual or organization that readers already distrust.

3.1.2 Cleaning and Processing

However, disclosing only the dataset without also describing which transformations were applied to the data may lead to a loss of trust from data analysis-savvy readers who conduct their own analyses. This is because the readers could make different data analysis choices and come to different (or even contradictory) results [40]. Data processing is the middle-stage between the data obtained from the dataset and the visualization. It is important to consider what one could disclose about this stage because the methods chosen can introduce uncertainty into the data in ways which are not immediately apparent in the visualization [18,32]. For example, the choice to keep or filter out outliers may change the mean and variation of the data. This, in turn, will change the visualization in ways which may not be apparent to the reader. Within this stage, one could also consider disclosing whether the data will be cleaned or processed

To appear in the Visualization for Social Good Workshop at IEEE VIS 2021.

again in the advent of updates to the underlying dataset. This kind of information might be particularly important in domains like public health where the recency of data is critical because there can be consequences for making a decision with out-of-date data.

Pros: Disclosing one’s data cleaning and processing methods make the visualization more credible [28] and replicable, especially if the methods are sufficiently detailed such that another person could follow the steps to recreate the values represented in the final visualization. Further, this information may also allow readers to independently extract insights that can improve their own data cleaning methods in the future, as these insights “cannot be ensured by merely observing the results from data analytics” [4].

Cons: On the other hand, being transparent about one’s methods of data cleaning and processing might open the creators up to undue or pedantic critique, especially if the creators belong to minoritized groups (e.g., because minoritized individuals are not always believed even when they are experts [12, 25]) . Furthermore, while pressure to include how the data were processed might push some creators to select their methods more carefully if they know it will be public information, any diversion from the methodological norm might incur the wrath of the crowd and result in creator harassment or a loss of trust in the visualization – even if the methods are sound. Finally, it may be deceptively difficult to explain methodology in a way that is understandable for the general public, especially when analysis techniques are complicated or counter-intuitive [37]. Science communication techniques might provide guidance on this front, but explanation remains a challenge.

3.1.3 Visual Encoding: Explaining Perceptual Challenges

The final stage in the visualization pipeline is visualizing the data. Because this space is less explored in existing literature, we will discuss two different options for this stage.

One possible piece of information one could provide is an explanation of problems that the reader might face while trying to decode the marks, channels, or other design elements used in the visualization. For example, log scales have been shown to be difficult for the general public to understand [36]. Offering information that explains the log scale or simply points out its existence might help readers better understand the scale and the visualization as a whole.

Pros: Describing the potential difficulties of a visualization’s encoding may help readers understand what problems exist so that they might try to avoid them. Existing work has shown that when flaws in visualizations are pointed out to readers, they are able to identify similar errors in other charts more often in the future [16]. This suggests that explaining what may go wrong with a visualization may also help readers learn over time what to look out for. Finally, it is possible that visualization creators will also learn how to create better designs over time by thinking critically about the negative impacts their design choices. Reflection is already an integral part of generating insights for visualization design studies [30] and it stands to reason that design insights could result from asking designers to reflect on their designs more generally.

Cons: Nevertheless, when a reader is made aware of potential pitfalls in a visualization, it is possible that it becomes irredeemable in their opinion. The relationship between trust and use after a system is known to be flawed seems to not be very well understood in data visualization, but is an ongoing research direction in the related field of human-robot interaction where existing work suggests that the impact of known flaws on the user’s behavior changes with the kind of task they are conducting (e.g., in [39]). Additionally, telling the reader that there are potential issues with a design begs the question: Why wasn’t a different design choice made? Every design choice involves trade-offs that may be clear to the visualization creator but not to the reader. Finding ways to communicate what choice was made and why could bring the readers and creators onto the same page regarding the visualization design, but justification is particularly difficult when readers do not posess sufficient knowledge of the alternatives. Finally, explaining to the reader that they may make a mistake understanding an aspect of a visualization takes up space in the metadata that could be used to include other useful information and does not necessarily prevent the reader from making that mistake. For example, past work on truncated y-axes found that participants using visualizations that explicitly pointed out truncated axes made similar errors to participants using designs that did not point out the potential problem [6].

3.1.4 Visual Encoding: How to read the visualization

Finally, one could also consider providing information that helps the reader make sense of a visualization. Two possible ways of doing this are (1) directly telling the reader what the intended message of the visualization is and (2) providing a tutorial describing how to “decode” the encoding. For example, when explaining a scatterplot, one could directly report that sugar intake and the number of cavities have a positive correlation or break down the encoding by describing what each point represents and what the axes mean without providing a specific conclusion that could or should be drawn. These two techniques have overlapping benefits but different challenges.

Pros: Directly providing information about what is being shown through either of the methods described may primarily benefit readers who are less experienced in decoding visualizations. Past work has shown that generating slideshows and “cheat sheets,” which explained the encodings of complicated data visualizations, helped readers without a background in visualization successfully extract information from the charts [42,43]. It is also possible that this type of information may motivate people to engage with and try to understand complex or unfamiliar looking visualizations by boosting self-efficacy, a factor known to impact engagement [20]. Finally, one possible benefit of providing a tutorial (which is not necessarily afforded by describing the intended message) is that readers may learn how to decode similar visualizations in the future.

Cons: However, there are also drawbacks to providing either the intended message or a tutorial. For instance, being explicit about the intended message might bias attention and interpretation, as well as change the reader’s behavior. Pointing out a feature or conclusion to a visualization reader can change what they pay attention to [44]. For example, the content of captions can bias reader’s attention toward specific points instead of other salient ones [21] and the content of titles have a significant impact on what the reader understands and remembers about a visualization [2]. Additionally, one may also consider that providing the intended message of a visualization may also change the way that the reader engages with the visualization. For example, readers might be less inclined to spend time exploring the visualization if they are explicitly told the key insight. At worst, this might result in a reader skipping the visualization entirely, as has been experimentally observed with students [38].

Utilizing a tutorial about how to understand the visualization suffers from different challenges than describing the intended message because it tells the reader how to see something instead of what to see. While a lack of guidance might be desirable when exploration of the data is important, it is much less helpful for readers who are less experienced in drawing conclusions from what they are seeing or lack the time to sit with the visualization long enough to parse it.

3.2 Metadata about People

Metadata does not only refer to information about the data, but also includes information about the people involved in the process of visualization creation. We have identified two groups of people which have an impact on a visualization: the creators who make

To appear in the Visualization for Social Good Workshop at IEEE VIS 2021.

choices about what and how to visualize and the intended audience whose wants and needs inform what choices the creators make.

3.2.1 Creators One could consider including information about the identities and lived experiences of the visualization creators. At its simplest, one could imagine that this could include pieces of information like an individual’s name, job title, gender, or country where they live. It could also include information about the creator’s motivation to create the visualization or anything that the authors deem relevant to convey. For example, depending on the topic of the visualization, one might consider including information about their political affiliation or their relationship to wealth, sexuality, or privilege. It may also be pertinent to think broadly about who qualifies as a “creator” of a visualization. For example, if a visualization was produced on behalf of an organization, one could also imagine disclosing the identities of the organization’s leaders or its management structure, as they can reflect the priorities of that organization and how much they value the perspectives of minoritized groups [8]. Additionally, information about the funding organizations may also help answer questions about who owns the visualization or how it can be used.

Pros: Sharing aspects of the authors’ identities may increase transparency and lend credibility to both the individuals who created the visualization and the visualization itself [31]. This is consistent with the feedback-loops present in data provenance and trustworthiness theories where the trustworthiness of data is reflective of the trustworthiness of the provider and the trustworthiness of the provider is reflective of the trustworthiness of the data (e.g., [7]). Further, acknowledging that a visualization is ultimately constructed by people recognizes their unseen labor [5, 10] and breaks down what Donna Haraway calls the “god trick” — where a visualization appears to “[see] everything from nowhere” [14] and thus appears to represent objective, global truth rather than a situated viewpoint. Data products like data visualizations only “seem objective... because the perspectives of those who produce them... pass for the default” when really they represent one of many perspectives [8]. This also means that providing information about the identities of the creator(s) allows the reader to more clearly see who is involved in the creation of data visualizations and to uplift the voices and work of authors in minoritized groups.

Cons: On the other hand, if visualization readers feel that they have some reason to distrust the individual or organization who produced the visualization, they may distrust the visualization too. While in some situations this loss of trust might be considered warranted, it is also important to recognize that trust is socially constructed and that what/who is considered trustworthy is a reflection of existing power structures. This means that individuals in minoritized groups may not be trusted or believed even when they are experts – a phenomenon commonly referred to as testimonial injustice [12, 25]. It is not yet clear how disbelief of an individual or institution transfers to the visualizations that they create, though recent work on visualization recommendations found that reader’s trust was directly impacted by how capable they thought the creator was of making accurate visualizations [46]. Unfortunately, this suggests that individuals from minoritized groups may be disproportionately hurt by the disclosure of information about identity. However, there is evidence that readers make assumptions and judgements about the identities held by authors even when it is not disclosed (e.g., using the subject or content of a paper [22]), which suggests that witholding identity information is not an effective way to prevent the effect of harmful biases such as racism, xenophobia, or misogyny.

3.2.2 Intended Audience In addition to the creators of a visualization, it may also be fruitful to consider for whom the visualization was made. One could imagine identifying the intended audience through demographic features

(e.g., Georgia residents) or by specifying a group who use visualizations in a particular way (e.g., casual visualization readers).

Pros: One benefit of disclosing the intended audience of a visualization is formally recognizing that every design does not work equally well for every reader. By making the intended audience of a visualization explicit, readers might get a better understanding of why particular design choices were made. For example, explaining that a map of sea temperature was intended for use by museum visitors might help a scientist understand why a red-blue scale, which maps to customary ideas of hot and cold, was used instead of the rainbow scale commonly used by experts in the field (example from [34]).

Cons: Nonetheless, making the intended audience of a visualization explicit may also alienate some readers. For example, if a reader belongs to the intended group and does not understand what is being shown or otherwise does not find the visualization helpful, they may disengage or feel disillusioned. Alternately, if a reader does not belong to the intended group, they may feel as if they cannot or should not try to understand what is being shown. It is possible that this could lead to disengaging entirely with a visualization. For example, people who felt that particular visualizations were too hard for them, but not too hard for others, were resistant to spend time with the visualization [20].

4 A FEW OPEN RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Based on our exploration of the potential benefits and challenges of providing metadata, it is clear that there are many unanswered questions about what kind of metadata to provide and how to do so effectively. We would like to highlight a few of these open questions that we hope the visualization research community will investigate.

Making Metadata Usable For metadata to be helpful to the reader, it needs to be presented in ways that are understandable and answers questions that the reader actually has. What information would readers find the most helpful? How does this change with the role or persona of the reader? How does this change with the purpose of a visualization (e.g., communication, leisure, analysis), its subject, or visual complexity? What role should visualization have in the process of communicating metadata about visualizations?

Incentivizing Creation Ideally, the practice of providing metadata would become a standardized practice among researchers and practitioners, but it remains unclear how to incentivize this practice. Would a data visualization “code of ethics” that prioritizes transparency and accountability help? How could the labor of communicating metadata be distributed so that it does not fall entirely on over-worked design teams? What would technical tools to help people collect and organize metadata look like?

Privacy Disclosing metadata, particularly about the people involved, may be a privacy concern for individuals even if disclosing that information is seen as “good” for society. How can we effectively communicate when metadata cannot be given? Who gets to decide what metadata gets shared and with whom? Is it fair to expect visualization creators to provide information about themselves?

5 CONCLUSION

Accompanying a visualization with metadata has the potential to help readers gain a better understanding of how a visualization came to be, its purpose, and the perspectives it represents. Unfortunately, deciding what kind of metadata to provide is difficult and requires considering trade-offs, particularly surrounding the tension between trust and transparency. In this paper, we discussed the pros and cons of disclosing five kinds of metadata which could be provided with a data visualization in order to help the visualization community make decisions about what metadata they could include

To appear in the Visualization for Social Good Workshop at IEEE VIS 2021.

and why. There is work to be done to figure out exactly how to disclose and represent metadata alongside visualizations, but it is one possible step toward a more equitable future with visualizations that recognize influences, limits, and impacts of visualizations on the world.

REFERENCES [1] L. Battle, M. Angelini, C. Binnig, T. Catarci, P. Eichmann, J.-D.

Fekete, G. Santucci, M. Sedlmair, and W. Willett. Evaluating visual data analysis systems: A discussion report. In Proc. of the Workshop on Human-In-the-Loop Data Analytics, pp. 1–6, 2018.

[2] M. A. Borkin, Z. Bylinskii, N. W. Kim, C. M. Bainbridge, C. S. Yeh, D. Borkin, H. Pfister, and A. Oliva. Beyond memorability: Visualization recognition and recall. IEEE Trans. Vis. Comput. Graph., 22(1):519–528, 2015.

[3] P. Buneman, S. Khanna, and T. Wang-Chiew. Why and where: A characterization of data provenance. In Int. Conf. on Database Theory, pp. 316–330. Springer, 2001.

[4] J.-W. Choi. Meaning and significance of data analytics for the public sector.

https://www.apo-tokyo.org/resources/articles/meaning-and-significance-of-data-analytics-for-the-public-sector/. [5] M. Correll. Ethical dimensions of visualization research. In Proc.

of the 2019 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 1–13, 2019.

[6] M. Correll, E. Bertini, and S. Franconeri. Truncating the y-axis:

Threat or menace? In Proc. of the 2020 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 1–12, 2020.

[7] C. Dai, D. Lin, E. Bertino, and M. Kantarcioglu. An approach to evaluate data trustworthiness based on data provenance. In Workshop on Secure Data Management, pp. 82–98. Springer, 2008.

[8] C. D’Ignazio and L. F. Klein. Data feminism. MIT Press, 2020. [9] M. Dörk, P. Feng, C. Collins, and S. Carpendale. Critical InfoVis:

exploring the politics of visualization. In CHI’13 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 2189–2198. ACM, 2013.

[10] C. d’Ignazio and L. F. Klein. Feminist data visualization. Workshop on Vis. for the Digital Humanities (VIS4DH), IEEE, 2016.

[11] K. C. Elliott and D. B. Resnik. Science, policy, and the transparency of values. Environmental health perspectives, 122(7):647–650, 2014.

[12] M. Fricker. Epistemic injustice: Power and the ethics of knowing.

Oxford University Press, 2007.

[13] T. Gebru, J. Morgenstern, B. Vecchione, J. W. Vaughan, H. Wallach, H. Daumé III, and K. Crawford. Datasheets for datasets. arXiv preprint arXiv:1803.09010, 2018.

[14] D. Haraway. Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privilege of partial perspective. Feminist studies, 14(3):575– 599, 1988.

[15] S. Haroz. Open practices in visualization research: Opinion paper. In 2018 IEEE Evaluation and Beyond-Methodological Approaches for Visualization (BELIV), pp. 46–52. IEEE, 2018.

[16] A. Hopkins, M. Correll, and A. Satyanarayan. VisuaLint: Sketchy In Situ Annotations of Chart Construction Errors. Comput. Graphics Forum (Proc. EuroVis), 2020.

[17] R. Horvath and D. Katuscakova. Transparency and trust: The case of the european central bank. Applied Economics, 48(57):5625–5638, 2016.

[18] J. Hullman and N. Diakopoulos. Visualization rhetoric: Framing effects in narrative visualization. IEEE Trans. Vis. Comput. Graph., 17(12):2231–2240, 2011.

[19] U. Insitute. Urban institute data visualization style guide.

https://urbaninstitute.github.io/graphics-styleguide/. [20] H. Kennedy, R. L. Hill, W. Allen, and A. Kirk. Engaging with (big) data visualizations: Factors that affect engagement and resulting new definitions of effectiveness. First Monday, 21(11), 2016.

[21] D. H. Kim, V. Setlur, and M. Agrawala. Towards understanding how readers integrate charts and captions: A case study with line charts. In Proc. of the 2021 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2021.

[22] E. B. King, D. R. Avery, M. R. Hebl, and J. M. Cortina. Systematic subjectivity: How subtle biases infect the scholarship review process.

J. of Management, 44(3):843–853, 2018.

[23] R. F. Kizilcec. How much information? effects of transparency on trust in an algorithmic interface. In Proc. of the 2016 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 2390–2395, 2016.

[24] H. Krause. An introduction to the data biography, 2019.

https://weallcount.com/2019/01/21/an-introduction-to-the-data-biography/. [25] C. Lanius. Fact check: Your demand for statistical proof is racist, 2015.

https://thesocietypages.org/cyborgology/2015/01/12/fact-check-your-demand-for-statistical-proof-is-racist/. [26] C. Lee, T. Yang, G. D. Inchoco, G. M. Jones, and A. Satyanarayan.

Viral visualizations: How coronavirus skeptics use orthodox data practices to promote unorthodox science online. In Proc. of the 2021 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 1–18, 2021.

[27] S. Lewandowsky and D. Bishop. Research integrity: Don’t let transparency damage science. Nature News, 529(7587):459, 2016.

[28] E. Marcus. Credibility and reproducibility. Chemistry & biology, 22(1):3–4, 2015.

[29] E. Mayr, N. Hynek, S. Salisu, and F. Windhager. Trust in information visualization. In EuroVis Workshop on Trustworthy Visualization (TrustVis). The Eurographics Association, 2019.

[30] M. Meyer and J. Dykes. Reflection on reflection in applied visualization research. IEEE Comput. Graphics and Applications, 38(6):9–16, 2018.

[31] A. Munzel. Assisting consumers in detecting fake reviews: The role of identity information disclosure and consensus. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 32:96–108, 2016.

[32] A. Pang, C. Wittenbrink, and S. Lodha. Approaches to uncertainty visualization. The Visual Computer, 13:24, 10 1996.

[33] E. M. Peck, S. E. Ayuso, and O. El-Etr. Data is personal: Attitudes and perceptions of data visualization in rural pennsylvania. In Proc. of the 2019 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 1–12, 2019.

[34] M. Phipps and S. Rowe. Seeing satellite data. Public Understanding of Science, 19(3):311–321, 2010.

[35] E. D. Ragan, A. Endert, J. Sanyal, and J. Chen. Characterizing provenance in visualization and data analysis: an organizational framework of provenance types and purposes. IEEE Trans. Vis. Comput. Graph., 22(1):31–40, 2015.

[36] A. Romano, C. Sotis, G. Dominioni, and S. Guidi. The scale of covid-19 graphs affects understanding, attitudes, and policy preferences. Health economics, 29(11):1482–1494, 2020.

[37] K. E. Rowan. When simple language fails: Presenting difficult science to the public. J. of Technical Writing and Commun., 21(4):369–382, 1991.

[38] K. Ryoo and M. C. Linn. Designing guidance for interpreting dynamic visualizations: Generating versus reading explanations. J. of Research in Science Teaching, 51(2):147–174, 2014.

[39] M. Salem, G. Lakatos, F. Amirabdollahian, and K. Dautenhahn.

Would you trust a (faulty) robot? effects of error, task type and personality on human-robot cooperation and trust. In 2015 10th ACM/IEEE Int. Conf. on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI), pp. 1–8. IEEE, 2015.

[40] R. Silberzahn, E. L. Uhlmann, D. P. Martin, P. Anselmi, F. Aust, et al.

Many analysts, one data set: Making transparent how variations in analytic choices affect results. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 1(3):337–356, 2018.

[41] Y. L. Simmhan, B. Plale, and D. Gannon. A survey of data provenance in e-science. ACM Sigmod Record, 34(3):31–36, 2005.

[42] Q. Wang, Z. Li, S. Fu, W. Cui, and H. Qu. Narvis: Authoring narrative slideshows for introducing data visualization designs. IEEE Trans. Vis. Comput. Graph., 25(1):779–788, 2019.

[43] Z. Wang, L. Sundin, D. Murray-Rust, and B. Bach. Cheat sheets for data visualization techniques. In Proc. of the 2020 CHI Conf. on Human Factors in Comput. Sys., p. 1–13. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2020.

[44] C. Xiong, L. Van Weelden, and S. Franconeri. The curse of knowledge in visual data communication. IEEE transactions on visualization and computer graphics, 26(10):3051–3062, 2019.

[45] K. Xu, A. Ottley, C. Walchshofer, M. Streit, R. Chang, and J. Wenskovitch. Survey on the analysis of user interactions and visualization provenance. In Comput. Graphics Forum, vol. 39, pp. 757–783. Wiley Online Library, 2020.

To appear in the Visualization for Social Good Workshop at IEEE VIS 2021.

[46] R. Zehrung, A. Singhal, M. Correll, and L. Battle. Vis ex machina:

An analysis of trust in human versus algorithmically generated visualization recommendations. In Proc. of the 2021 CHI Conf. on Human

Factors in Comput. Sys., pp. 1–12, 2021.