The "why" of

In this visualization, I try to
record where the major research
areas are for in email
research.

This is the "why" of the
research. Ask yourself what
motivated the researcher to
write the paper; that gives you
the overall topic area. Then
within that topic area, what
they wrote about.

email body/corpus analysis

if the goal of the paper is to describe a

email research

TOPICS, NOT PAPERS

Papers often do not fit into one
hierarchical set of categories, like
"personal information management" ->
"HCI". The same paper could be there, and
in "classificaition" and in "task
management" -> "workflow".

I guess that I'm not trying to fit a paper
into one bin; more like I'm trying to see
what topics are being looked at.

method for analyzing email bodies or

corpora, it goes here.

using such analysis to achieve a goal, it

goes somewhere else.

machine learning

categorization
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to control spam,

machine learning ¢ opposed to

developing text
analysis methods
to detect spam
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communication -- should it be here?
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