Huan Liu – Arizona State University

1. Content analysis beyond social network analysis

2. Established/proven theories of behavior to guide social media investigation

3. Simulation on Environment in which one can plug in any specific case to experiment and simulate.

Kunihiro Kimura – Tohoku University

I am very happy because I could learn much about the “text-analysis” methods in computer science.

In fact, I presented my model of marriage in this workshop, but I am analyzing the text-data, which were collected by a Japanese magazine via internet, on women’s attitudes or affects on child-rearing. I think there two studies are tightly connected in my brain.

I hope that I can continue to learn from the studies by the scholars from other disciplines.

Yoshimichi Sato – Tohoku University

Personal problem: I need the help of computer scientists to explain the “subject world” of agents such as role expectations and social norms.

General problem: We should create a “win-win” relationship. For example, socials scientists propose substantial research questions in their fields. The questions should provoke intellectual stimulus to computer scientists. That is, computer scientists need to advance their own research frontiers to solve research questions.

Klaus Krippendorff – University of Pennsylvania

I heard several presentations of the text mining people following rather simple linguistic forms. For content analysis, it would be exciting to expand them to other linguistic forms. I would happy to participate in such an effort. 

I think many agent-based models program human behavior as deterministic and individualistic. I wouldn’t mind participating in expanding this conception to evolutionary conception and participatory (eg game theory) conceptions. 

A problem in content analysis is to have computer aids to make human coding more efficient. I can spell out our work with others to formulate software but do have only marginal competence in programming.

An important problem is to develop social theory of social computing activities in society.

We need to study Facebook, Twitter, etc and this can be done while participating in one such network.

I am interested in ecological models of software on the internet – artifacts in cyberspace. 

Robert Hanneman – University of California, Riverside
Several of the things that others said seem spot-on from my experiences:

· Collaborations that are problem centered and rather tightly focused (like team research proposals/projects, or at much grander level centers) are more likely to pay dividends than efforts to design structured "multi..." or "inter..." programs.

· New fields and disciplines are emerging all the time, and they sometimes have their origins in such things.  Efforts to simply create schools or programs by incentivizing and dictates almost always fail.  Administration and funding agencies can be supportive, but can rarely successfully cause the emergence of new fields.

· Most often, the problem-centered collaborations that can lead to new cross-disciplinary enterprises emerge from search conducted by a researcher in one field who needs something from another.  Actually, most search behavior doesn't result in successful collaboration.  The two most likely outcomes are probably that the search fails, or the search gets a fairly standard "off the shelf" answer -- which is often quite helpful. 

· Every once in a while, a question from one scientist to a very different other scientist can lead to really interesting new mutual questions -- or at least joint projects.

· It might be an interesting experiment to try a workshop where everyone comes with a question, rather than with an answer.

· We might do more to facilitate search.  My main candidate for improving search/finding of diverse others is better literature searching -- and particularly tools for searching less formal media (blogs, personal websites, conference proceedings, etc.).

· Space matters.  the lay-out of campuses and limited number of spaces that are shared across boundaries are an impediment.

· You probably noticed from some of my comments that I think that disciplines are really important.  I also do a lot of, and very much believe in, interdisciplinary work.

· Efforts by leadership, funding agencies, etc. to "encourage" multi-disciplinary efforts might be more counterproductive than productive sometimes.  In addition to just wasting money that we need for other things, when they fail, they sometimes elicit very negative reactions if they are perceived as threatening.

· This really is basic social networks.  Almost all people live, almost all the time, in highly clustered environments.  There are actually very positive functional reasons for this -- they create stable identity, trust, solidarity -- and actually enable people to very quickly access most of what they need to do most of the work that they need to do.

· Highly clustered networks particularly when threatened, are put in competition with one another, have big negatives of parochialism, corruption, tolerance of ineffectiveness and inefficiency, and, of course, limited ability to be creative -- particularly troublesome in uncertain and rapidly changing environments.

· The post-modern extreme alternative of an academic work composed of independent individual agents who form essentially random networks are a disaster.  Random networks have both low clustering (bad) and high path lengths (bad).

· Small world and multi-scale networks are better designs for academic work.  They are even better if the long-distance or random components are not the institutional core -- but based on rather specific needs of two types:  a)  spreading information about what is going on in other clusters to each cluster and b) trying to bring diverse expertise together on a focused issue (not just "collecting" diverse expertise, and hoping something happens).

· I have the same frustrations with the limitations and failures of highly clustered and parochial academic organization.  The opposite, however, is doomed to failure --- except perhaps in arts and maybe letters.  Rather, some standing multi-scale activities can be planned -- basically information spreading and easing information access.

· Long-distance collaboration across group boundaries should be frequent, but highly focused and temporary, and should emerge at the initiative of individual agents searching for new solutions.
Dan Suthers – University of Hawaii at Manoa
I missed Saturday morning but attended the rest of the workshop. I found the workshop useful in two ways: the presentations stimulated my thinking about my own work, and it was a great opportunity to meet and talk with key persons between sessions or during the dinners. This made the workshop entirely worthwhile, even though the content of the presentations themselves were usually not the primary benefit (with a few exceptions: more on this below). 

For example, while one speaker was talking about flow in networks, I realized that the traditional SNA conception of a social network may not be appropriate for the data I am analyzing (the Tapped-In online professional network). Rather than persons defining nodes in the network, persons are really the media through which ideas flow. This was not stated by the speaker, but was an idea I had listening to the speaker. 

I found David Sallach's talk to be deep and stimulating, although I need to follow up on his work to understand how his concepts of modeling scales relate to my own work. Woelfel and Krippendorff were (as I expected) also thought provoking. 

Some of the disciplinary perspectives were naive, such as the assumption that there is one correct opinion in messages that one can extract, or that communication is the primary goal of interaction. I was encouraged to see participants in the workshop challenge these assumptions. Perhaps it is because anyone would want to look good (portray themselves as competent) in front of a group of researchers from other fields, but I noticed that some of the talks were too 'safe', covering what the speaker's discipline had a good handle on, and even being tutorial in nature (e.g., the social networking and content analysis talks). I agree with the observation someone made in the closing session that interdisciplinary work will best be fostered if participants are encouraged to talk about the problems they have *not* solved that colleagues might help them with. 

Towards that end: in my own field conferences are attended by educators, computer scientists, psychologists, computational linguists, anthropologists, and people from various other fields. Some of us have been grappling with the question of what makes interdisciplinary discourse and collaboration possible. We convened a series of workshops in which we explored various dimensions along which to characterize our work and to find a basis for mutual progress (in our case towards understanding how learning happens through technology-mediated social interaction). We have found it to be productive to have persons from different theoretical and methodological traditions analyze the same data towards shared objectives (stated sufficiently vaguely so that each tradition can interpret those objectives as what they care about). In Starr's terms, the data and objectives form appropriate "boundary objects" that are meaningful to each discipline but also overlapping enough to allow dialogue between them. 
Herbert Gintis - Santa Fe Institute

Talking to people after the final bell, it became clear to me that my analysis of the position of computer science in relation to social science could use some clarification. Here is what I believe is the case (please correct me if I am wrong). 

· Computer scientists often work on social problems without knowing the literature in the relevant social science area. This produces bad results. 

· Computer scientists learn a type of mathematics tailored to systems programming, database maintenance, computer networks, and the like. This is completely different from the sort of mathematics used by social scientists, which includes multivariate calculus, stochastic processes, dynamical systems, and real analysis. This means that a computer scientist who confronts analytical models in the social sciences normally does not have the training to interact smoothly with such models. 

· Conversely, social scientists generally do not have any of the computer scientist's tools, and thus find it difficult to envision a highly productive joint project with a computer scientist, except in such obvious areas as data collection and statistical analysis. 
Dennis Chong – Northwestern University

I gained a lot from the conference as a political scientist interested in analyzing the wealth of information and communications data now available through the internet.  The basic challenge facing social scientists is how to get a handle on this enormous body of communications and information.  There is also the issue of whether the development of new media has altered the political process, especially the relationship between political elites and the public.  How can these data be analyzed so that we address such questions as:  what is the source and content of the major arguments being made in debates over public policy; how do political ideas diffuse through society; to what extent does public opinion reflect the ideas of political leaders and the media; has the internet increased the power of interest groups and citizens to influence public debates and electoral politics; how have social media affected the ability of individuals to coordinate and cooperate in collective action; has the internet speeded processes of innovation and diffusion of political ideas?  There is a great need for more powerful computational tools to describe not only the substance of political debate but also its process – i.e., identifying and tracing the networks of communication that participate in political discourse, explaining the dynamics of conflict and consensus building on political issues. I’m not sure to what extent the enormous electronic databases available can help to answer these fundamental social science questions, but it seems the powerful data mining tools being developed by computer scientists to explore the content and dynamics of communications hold considerable promise if they can focused on the right theoretical questions.  In this sense, collaboration between social scientists, computer scientists, and engineers could be extremely productive and produce mutually beneficial results.  I was more optimistic about the potential for such collaborations after the conference than I was before, so that suggests to me the conference was very successful in achieving its purposes.

