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alt.vis has gone mainstream1. The alt.vis work-
shop was formed as a bastion of alternative
thinking and conceptual unsettling, to push the
boundaries of visualization, both in research
and in practice. By some measures, this has
been successful, yielding papers on topics as var-
ied as metal logos, critical practice, sustainabil-
ity, and so on. Untold truths were told, provo-
cations were placed, dances danced, and so on.

Yet we now arrive at a crisis, alt.vis has now
become too mainstream to maintain its alter-
native purposes2. For what else can a venue
be thought of that has reached its fourth edi-
tion besides that it has become institutional-
ized? Enured to the real truths and harsh re-
alities of the world surrounding us, alt.vis no
longer has the aesthetic clarity or purity to con-
duct its much-needed work.

To rectify this issue, we propose a new
workshop housed within the alt.vis workshop
entitled “Charts and Measures”. Its intent is
to carry alt.vis’s heavy burden further and of-
fer a truly alternative venue for visualization
research—housed within the now mainstream
alt.vis. This new venue will be unbound by the
demands and constraints inherent to a work-
shop growing towards the center. The name of
this new venue follows that most well-regarded
source of non-satirical information “Shouts and
Murmurs” (as featured in venerable scholastic
venue the New Yorker34). This new venue al-
lows for rich and expressive work as described
through extended abstracts, not limited by the
bindings of buttoned-down alt venues. We join
a long line of previous venues that truly embrace
the spirit of alternative work (e.g., SIGBOVIK
and Journal of Universal Rejection), which offer
true boundary pushing means through which to
interrogate the boundaries of alterity.

To ensure the alternative integrity of this
new venue, we limit submissions to only those
approved to submit by the organizing commit-
tee, both of which are composed of Andrew
McNutt. A program committee was formed,
consisting of relevant experts in the area (An-
drew McNutt), and conflicts declared. All pa-
pers were deemed as being in conflict5, and so
the issue was viewed as resolved. We had 36
papers “submitted” from which we selected the
9 that appear here6. These proceedings include
a range of topics, such as the inherent imperi-
alism of some research fields, to quagmires we
have found ourselves struggling through.

Discovery of
computer science
by visualization
Big data plays an ever more important role in
daily life7. The rigorous development and sys-
temization of actionable conceptual models is a
growing practice in the visualization field. For
instance, there has been a growing systemiza-
tion of visualization grammars [9] that has led
to a variety of successes, such as the promi-
nent Vega-Lite8. To this end, we have devel-
oped an entirely new discipline in which we ap-
ply the methods of traditional science to com-
puters9. Through this systematic exploration of
this topic, we have developed novel ideas that
offer vast potential benefits to visualization10.

The first of which is the notion of small
machines that enact a series of predefined com-
mands11. By combining these predefined com-
mands with a notion of memory held on a long
tape (analogous to a blockchain12), we believe
that many potential useful applications will be
unlocked. Moreover, we suggest that these “vis
bots”13 could be useful for a wide variety of
domains, including AI-explainability or visu-
alization recommendation14. We introduce a
number of small guidelines on how they might
be used, such as proof of when they will and
won’t stop—although we leave exploration of
the technical details to others15. Next is a rig-
orously defined notion of “computational com-
plexity” which allows for the description and
reasoning about the algorithmic performance
of these vis bots, which will be vital. Addi-
tional work, that, crucially, we will not do16,
could usefully introduce notion systemizations
of these vis bots that could allow practitioners17
from other fields to use them.

It is possible some of these areas have been
touched on by prior research; however, to the
best of our knowledge (although we did not
check outside of TVCG), we are the discoverers
of these likely world-changing topics.

Visualization has a
mouse problem
Listen, we’ve all done it. We’ve all found our-
selves in times of dire straits and found ourselves
falling into that easy trap that no one really
ought to fall into. We shouldn’t be ashamed,
but we, as a community, really should stop re-
building Tableau.

In biological sciences, it is common to fo-

cus on one of several model organisms [13]
from across the range of kingdoms of life.
For instance, Drosophila melanogaster, or fruit
fly, is deeply common for its relatively simple
genome. Similarly, Mus musculus, or the com-
mon mouse, is used throughout fields like im-
munology to host a wide variety of different ex-
periments. While these models are useful, in
that they provide a common medium on which
to compare varied experiments, they can lead to
over-fixation on a particular model and decline
of consideration of others [4].

In visualization, we have picked two “model
organisms” that I can see readily: scatterplots
(sometimes [7] called a petri dish for perception
experiments) and the visual analytics stylings of
Tableau. This work forgoes consideration of
scatterplots and focuses on the latter of these.

While Tableau works well enough once you
are trained in it, I find that practitioners I talk
to struggle with the conceptual model presented
in Tableau, noting that it impedes just getting
the result that they want. This may be because
Tableau’s (and similar tools) pills-and-shelves
purposely centers data exploration, which, as
people like Alberto Cairo are prone to point-
ing out, is not really the task that a lot of people
go to visualization for.

While I’m proud of my recreation of
Tableau (Ivy [10]) using Tableau as our north
star18 for what makes an effective visualization
tool, it limits our imagination (and impact) as a
research community. It is, unarguably, a beau-
tiful set of abstractions and is particularly well
aligned with one of our few theories, the gram-
mar of graphics. Yet, the total of this as a
tool form is complicated and disjoint with many
real-world applications—leading to yet another
divergence between research and practice.

Figure 1: Hi, I’d like to add you to my pro-
fessional network on LinkedIn [6]



Visualization for Vil-
lainy 2: This time I’m mad
about something specific
Why would a second paper [11]19 be necessary
to underscore the points that the primary harms
we can dowith visualization (both as researchers
and practitioners) are to be unreflective about
our data, tools, and processes? In this work, I
will extend our prior work by providing a more
focused view on a specific type of evil—rather
than focusing on the various types of evil that
can be enacted by basically doing nothing and
continuing to pursue our basic trajectory as we
have been. In the prior work, we enumerated
the various ways in which evil might be done,
including through indirect means (such as by
poisoning our trust in particular chart forms) as
well as direct means. This work does not merely
reiterate2021 these points and connect themwith
the resplendent collections of evil (visual and
not) that are now omnipresent in the wild, but
instead make new points about new things and
highlight a specific form of chart-based evil.

I donotcareabout your
self-congratulatory
bar chart
There is a tendency in visualization (and other
fields) for the evaluation to be merely stapled
on, in which the system (for most often this
happens in systems papers) is evaluated through
some rinky-dink study which sports poor exper-
imental methods, unreproducible results, and
conclusions which are generally overly opti-
mistic about the value the content. This is then
often summarized in a bar chart that highlights
how the system’s performance is substantially
better than everything that came before.

If good papers are about ideas, why do
we-gate keep those ideas behind checkbox-
adherence to the completion of experimental
validations of those ideas? For instance, Voy-
ager’s [14] value is not in its user study, but in
the empowering way it combines a reified no-
tion of visualization (via Vega-Lite) to enable
a recommender. Similar questions might be
raised about our use of related work sections,
but others [5] have argued that more fiercely.

But how are we (readers) supposed to know
if something is good? Personally, I would rather
read a thoughtful reflection that extends and
complicates the ideas presented. Think about
your system from a feminist lens! Consider the
cognitive dimensions of your design! Please!
Do literally anything other than just show me
a bar chart that says some people liked your
thing, or that you made a made-up number go
up. Failing that: maybe let the literature work
it out. If an idea reveals to others how to build
on new things (broadly defined), then they will.

Vis education’s embrace
of d3 is an attempt at
self justification
There is sometimes some debate about whether
or not visualization is well placed in computer
science. Anecdotally: I’ve had students write
in my course reviews “this wasn’t really a CS
course this was more of a psych course”, and I’ve
heard other instructors be questioned about the
amount of “computer science” in an upcoming
visualization course. While these debates are
largely useless and most feel like a way to de-
mean our field and to brand us as non-technical
work, it is worth taking a moment to consider
how we’ve internalized these perspectives.

Some parts of this internalized self-
loathing can be seen in the presence of terms
like “technical HCI” which serve only to cre-
ate worthless divisions in a field inherently
focused on the technical topic of computers.
Visualization may have a technical graphics
origin [12], but it, subjectively, has spent much
of its life span trying to justify its existence
(recall Shneiderman’s understanding not pic-
tures riff )—leading to something that might
be called an inferiority complex—possibly ex-
plaining why visualization is so conservative in
what it counts as visualization [3].

More concretely: D3 is an extremely com-
mon part of visualization courses. I know I have
taught it, others have taught it, there are lit-
eral textbooks on how to use it, papers and talks
describing materials and techniques for making
it simpler to use and to teach regularly appear
at visualization conferences. There are many
extremely powerful things people can do with
d3—just go look at the d3 example page [2].

I question how good this actual choice is
for helping students understand the ideas we
are trying to convey. A visualization course
might have learning objectives like “can reason
about the meaning of visualization encodings”
and “can critique visualizations” or “can con-
struct informative graphics”. These are good

and useful goals! Yet, the particular collection of
idiosyncrasies inherent to d3 provides a massive
stumbling block for many trying to approach
these tasks. Why do people need to understand
the enter-update-exit life cycle’s quirks when
what they are trying to do is to put a mark there?
Sure, there is something to be said for building
tools with high ceilings, but usually the dual to
that metaphor is low floors. In contrast, courses
are sometimes taught with tools (like p5.js) that
support artistically intuitive tool metaphors or
that use contemporary web tools (like Svelte).

While learning to think in new ways is a
valuable part of education, I question whether
thinking in the specific framing of d3’s vision
of functional programming is a useful form of
thinking to impart to students. It transfers
poorly to other visualization libraries, is out of
step with contemporary web tools, and has ex-
tremely difficult notions of state to compre-
hend. Besides building a portfolio piece for stu-
dents, what benefit does it bring them? If paint-
ing courses required bespoke vis bots22 instead
of paint brushes, would we see that choice as ap-
propriate whenmost painters use paint brushes?

In this essay, I suggest that we are aware of
these issues and still keep using d3 as a primary
teaching aid, not because it is good, but because
it gives visualization a veneer of computer sci-
ence that we might otherwise lack. d3 is tech-
nical, and so teaching it means we’re technical,
right? Credibility through complication.

Late Breaking Research23!
Visualization
discovers America24

Recent advances in geospatial mapping tech-
nologies have led to numerous prominent dis-
coveries about land thought to be previously
understood. Following these advances, we de-
scribe a recently discovered land mass of enor-
mous size, approximately three thousand miles
west of France, which we refer to as Vislandia25.
Initial surveys suggest that this large landmass
is approximately 3.797 million square miles.
While it is possible that other disciplines might
have been aware of this land mass, we believe
that it is unlikely that we’d be so far behind car-
tography yet again (how many times can that
possibly happen?)26. This large land mass of-
fers ample opportunity to develop and consider
new areas of visualization research. We sug-
gest that the natural segmentations of the VIS
community might be allocated to different sec-
tions of this vast27 zone. By allocating these re-
sources amongst ourselves (ala the scramble for
Africa28), we might develop an improved area
model29, by conquering the areas therein.



Exploring the
visualization literacyof
dice30
There has been significant recent excitement
towards the exploration of understanding the
literacy of large language models. Consider-
ations have been applied towards understand-
ing the relative abilities of different models to
complete a varied set of literacy tasks—to a sig-
nificantly varied set of findings. While these
results are exciting, they are deeply entwined
with the heat of the AI summer. How are
we to look upon this raft of papers in 10 years
when technology has changed beyond recogni-
tion? Instead, we suggest that investigation of
more steadfast technologies will likely be more
productive.

In particular, we investigate the visualiza-
tion literacy of the millennia-old technology of
dice. Dice come in many cardinalities (threes,
fours, sixes, twenties, and so on), forms (such as
black and white and see-through blue), materi-
als (e.g., plastic, stone, wood), and a constel-
lation of usages (conducting games of chance,
tricking people through weighted dice, and so
on).

We explore how these age-old input devices
are able to understand and evaluate visualization
using contemporary literacy measures (such as
the many VLAT variations). After significantly
adapting these tests so that they speak the lan-
guage of dice, we find that while dice tend to
follow a random distribution across the tests,
we are strongly heartened that a particular set
of dice happened to exhibit extremely high liter-
acy. We suggest that future studies might inves-
tigate the “explainability” of these dice to better
understand their performance.

Howmight VIS die?
Sometime in the first days of my Ph.D. at an
orientation week party, a more senior student
asked what field I was in. I said visualization,
and he immediately had lots of questions about
it. One that we got stuck on was “where does
the field expect to be in 10 years?” He really
would not accept the answer “that’s not how
HCI fields work” and eventually settled himself
with the idea that the project of visualization re-
search was to visualize ever higher-dimensional
data. It is now nearly a decade later, and after
most of a decade of ennui, I still struggle with a
somewhat basic question:

What is the point of visualization (as an
academic field)?

For sure, there have been years of grand
challenges papers—although it is questionable
how much progress we’ve been making, as tasks
like “visualize uncertainty” and “embrace prac-

titioners” have been appearing on such lists for
nearly 20 years [8]—and a variety of success
stories—I often refer to 2019 as “year of the BI
tool” as Tableau and Looker both got bought
for billions of dollars.

But these are how we live: it is the work we
do and strive for. While some would say that
what matters in life is the journey, not the des-
tination, I wonder if flipping that paradigm and
asking where we’ll end up might reveal some-
thing about where we are now.

So: how might VIS (as a venue or field,
have your pick) meet its end?

• The people in the community die. The
most literal way for this community to
end will be for the people who make up
this community to die. Perhaps a flood
at this year’s VIS will wash31 us all away.

• The community dies. More figuratively,
the community (rather than the people
in it) might die, such as through in-
fighting about revisions or gate-keeping,
or something external might kill the
spirit that keeps us together, and we all
go separate ways. Perhaps global situ-
ations change, and our exclusionary re-
sponse to them causes people to stop
caring about submitting? Perhaps the
conference keeps getting hit by hurri-
canes32 until people decide that going to
a yearly online event isn’t worth the trou-
ble. Perhaps a shadowy body somewhere
in the upper echelons of our administra-
tion will decide none of this is worth it
anymore and cancel33 the whole thing.

• The community gets swallowed, by a
whale. There are many whales in the
academic sea these days, most prominent
among them ML and HCI, but others
exist as well. If all of our work is focused
within a particular area, we might as well
just merge with them.

• By oblivion. Our work may no longer
matter, if winds and tides change, we
may lose funding and can’t pay for this
work anymore. Sure, charts are ubiq-
uitous, but so are jokey articles in more
serious venues34, and they don’t sustain
3ish international conferences per year.

• Of boredom. It’s been 20 years since Bill
Lorenson [8] rang the bell for our death,
and we have done little to save ourselves.
We have mostly not found new grand
challenges to win, we have made poor al-
liances with other fields. For instance, a
VIS23 panel [1] observed that the modal
number of TVCG citations in the pro-
ceedings of leadingML venues is 0. And
finally we have not really embraced our

customers more than we were before.
Yes, there have been some great tools,
but is that enough? When will we stop
just retreading35 old ground with (per-
haps Large36) new shoes?

In 25 more years, in 2050, where will we
be? Will visualization as a research field exist?
In the last 25 years, VAST rose and (arguably)
fell. As we continue to work on the numerous
different avenues we as a field tend to explore,
consider: where does this work fit in the life cy-
cle of this field? Are the topics and approaches
we have now enough to sustain us?

Closing
With that we close the first edition of Charts
and Measures, which was to an unambiguous
and rousing success. This eclectic collection of
articles breaks new ground, offering fresh per-
spectives untethered from the pedestrian and
restricted views that are typically allowed to
be on offer at alt.vis. Criticisms were posed,
forbidden issues emphasized, and complaints
made. These works are truly peerless in their
pursuit of pure alterity.

However, this leaves us with a conundrum.
How will subsequent editions of this venue
maintain unremitting adherence to alternative
virtue? Any additional attempts would be nec-
essarily derivative. Is this venue merely to be-
come another alt.vis gradually descending into
mainstream acceptance? Is it to become another
alt.chi—eventually canceled after forming a vi-
brant community in the interest of making its
host venue cheaper?

Thus we arrive at the only reasonable solu-
tion: to maintain the ultimate purity achieved
in these pages, we must now close Charts and
Measures forever. There will be no more future
editions. That is, until someone decides that
they need another CV line to support their aca-
demic advancement. ♦
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Explanation of Jokes38

1. It has not, the joke is that it is still an extremely
alternative venue.

2. Not true



3. The structure of this article strongly draws on the
format of the New Yorker column Shouts and Mur-
murs. In this column a premise is introduced and
then grows escalatingly absurd. The formatting of
the work explicitly echoes that of the New Yorker,
as does the inclusion of imagery that is present, un-
referenced, and often irrelevant.
4. The New Yorker is not a scholastic journal.

5. This satirizes the extended and often content free
descriptions of process that precede workshops, con-
ferences, special editions of journals, and so on.

6. This is an oblique reference to VIS’s acceptance
rate being around 25%.

7. Most visualization papers include something to
this effect, regardless of what the paper is about

8. This is highlighting the tendency to connect to
whatever popular visualization thing has happened re-
cently, giving mere lip service to whatever would seem
to indicate that the author has read some recent pa-
pers.

9. This section is about how visualization really loves
to re-discover other fields. For instance there’s been
a recent boom in looking at sonification, that largely
ignores work done in other fields for several decades.
This is generally true of computer science—for in-
stance there was a twitter thing about AI people want-
ing to develop a new field about how it is to interact
with AI (which is obviously already covered in HCI
generally and HCAI specifically).

10. Visualization is frequently overly navel-gaze-y

11. This is an oblique way to describe automata,
which are among the most essential building blocks
in theoretical computer science

12. Again connecting with whatever is hot point-
lessly

13. Visualization really loves to name things after vi-
sualization
14. The irony here is that automata drive literally all
computers, essentially, and so these particular topics
that have been focal points of vis researchers for a few
years are pretty trivial compared to the full scope of
automata
15. This is a reference to the famously unsolved halt-
ing problem

16. Papers often have sprawling lists of future work.
Sometimes the authors have no intention of doing
this work, and it is put there merely to appease re-
viewers
17. Research often waves to practitioners without
giving a lot of thought on how they’d actually use the
research being performed (or even worse, if its useful
for them at all)
18. This is a reference to Tableau’s original name
when it was first debuted as an academic paper, Po-
laris, which is the north star.
19. A facet of the joke here is the extremely egregious
self cite
20. This refers to how in first visualization for vil-
lainy most of the joke centered on use of paraleipsis as
a rhetorical mode, here this line of jokes echoes that.39

21. This cross end note reference is an oblique refer-
ence to modernist writing (as in Infinite Jest) which
sometimes includes footnote mazes.20

22. Back reference to the first article
23. Returning with a slight variation is a reference to
the Shouts and Murmurs technique of becoming in-
creasingly absurd on a given theme within the article
24. This is doubling down on the imperialism of CS
riff. If there is a field we can’t barge into and as-
sume itis easy (as exemplified in XKCD 1831), then
I haven’t seen it.
25. Again we love to name things after visualization
26. We’ve had a bad habit of re-discovering work
that was done in cartography about 30 years ago a lot
of times. Most recent visualization has grown an in-
terest in criticality, which was first considered in car-
tography in the early 90s.

27. VIS used to be made up of three conferences,
VAST, InfoVis, and SciVis
28. Really leaning into the comparison between CS’s
imperialist ways as a point of satire

29. This is a reference to an organizational model
used within the IEEE VIS conference called the area
model, used to distribute papers to relevant reviewers
(essentially)
30. This article satirizes the recent tendency to ex-
amine what LLMs do know or do not know about
visualization
31. This is a reference to the floods that hit Austria
in 2024
32. This refers to how VIS25 got hit by two hurri-
canes and then was moved online
33. After VIS25 got hit by two hurricanes an IEEE
VIS governing body moved the conference online
without telling the general chairs
34. A reference to alt.vis
35. In some fields, it’s not uncommon to accidentally
completely repeat work that had been done decades
previously. Vis seems more self aware, and so instead
of simply redoing the work, it often ends up just re-
doing it dressed in whatever fashion is hot at the mo-
ment
36. As in large language models, this is a reference to
AI
37. This is a reference to citing funding agencies in
the acknowledgments
38. A number of reviewers in the alt.vis review pro-
cess for this work commented that they did not un-
derstand the joke being made. In the interest of being
explicit I include explanations throughout.

39. It is also a joke about sequel papers rarely add ac-
tual value40

40. While still highlighting that letting the status
quo can reinforce extant power structures
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