
Task-Based Design for Digital Scholarly Editions

Stan Ruecker
Associate Professor 
Institute of Design
Illinois Institute of Technology
Chicago IL USA
sruecker@id.iit.edu



Saskatchewan



Chicago



Urbana-Champaign



Iguacu Falls, Brazil





Goals of the presentation:

• Review digital scholarly editing insights

• Consider experience of scholarly readers

• Provide examples of possible interfaces
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one suggestion is that we 
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ones. 
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7 Scholarly Primitives

• Discovering

• Annotating

• Comparing

• Referring

• Sampling

• Illustrating

• Representing

“My list of scholarly primitives is not 
meant to be exhaustive,”

- John Unsworth (2000)



Scholarly reading

“Above all, slow and methodical, aiming at in-depth 
understanding of the document itself…”

“Often linked to writing and working on the texts…
the reader interposes between the text and himself 
grids or filters, in order to select data and impose a 
specific point of view on the text.”   

- Jacob (1987) qtd in Hillesund and Bélisle “What digital remediation 
does to Critical Editions and Reading Practices.” (2014)



Editing is the affordance 
that most defines scholarly writing.  

- Susan Brown, “Remediating the Editor” (2015)







The practice of editing is ineluctably social

- Susan Brown, “Remediating the Editor” (2015)



1. individualism vs. collaboration in relation to credit;

2. the shift towards dynamism vs. practices built on 

resource stability;

3. swift dissemination vs. scholarly quality control;

4. simplicity vs. complexity in data models and interfaces; 

5. the benefits of standards vs. disciplinary resistance to 

systematization.

- Susan Brown, “Remediating the Editor” (2015)

The challenges are therefore social rather than technical:



- Luciano Frizzera et al. “Multi-Touch Surfaces as Social Reading Environments” (2013)





- Scott Schofield “interleaf “ (2013)



Mihale Ilovan et al.  “Citelens” (2011)



Ruecker et al.  “Dynamic Table of Contexts” (2014)



Visualization as Experience

1.Perceptibility

2.Pre-knowledge

3.Comprehension

4.Utility

5. Interpretation

6.Engagement

7.Outcome    

8.Purpose

- Tomoko Ichikawa (2015)
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Jennifer Roberts-Smith et al. “SET” (2015)





Sue LePage design for Judith Thompson’s White Biting Dog at Tarragon Theatre (1984)







Kelly Read design for Judith Thompson’s White Biting Dog at Soulpepper Theatre (2011)





Visualization as Experience

1.Perceptibility

2.Pre-knowledge

3.Comprehension

4.Utility

5. Interpretation

6.Engagement

7.Outcome    

8.Purpose

- Tomoko Ichikawa (2015)

Scholarly Reading























Since it is not always 

possible to predict all of the 

reader’s tasks in advance, 

one suggestion is that we 

attempt to allow dynamic 

construction of pages, 

where there are some 

stable “templates” but also 

the ability to create custom 

ones. 

Too skeuomorphic?



Since it is not always 

possible to predict all of the 

reader’s tasks in advance, 

one suggestion is that we 

attempt to allow dynamic 

construction of pages, 

where there are some 

stable “templates” but also 

the ability to create custom 

ones. 

Maybe not



Summary of the presentation:

• Reviewed digital scholarly editing insights

• Considered experience of scholarly readers

• Provided examples of possible interfaces
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