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Fig. 1. Factors that influence decision-making during choropleth mapmaking, as derived from our
interview study.

Choropleth maps are a common and effective way to visualize geographic thematic data. Although cartographers
have established many principles about map design, data binning and color usage, less is known about how
mapmakers make individual decisions in practice. We interview 16 cartographers and geographic information
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2 Narechania, Endert, and Andris

systems (GIS) experts from 13 government organizations, NGOs, and federal agencies about their choropleth
mapmaking decisions and workflows. We categorize our findings and report on how mapmakers follow carto-
graphic guidelines and personal rules of thumb, collaborate with other stakeholders within and outside their
organization, and how organizational structures and norms are tied to decision-making during data preparation,
data analysis, data binning, map styling, and map post-processing. We find several points of variation as well
as regularity across mapmakers and organizations and present takeaways to inform cartographic education
and practice, including broader implications and opportunities for CSCW, HCI, and information visualization
researchers and practitioners.

CCS Concepts: • Human-centered computing → Geographic visualization; Empirical studies in collabora-
tive and social computing; Visualization theory, concepts and paradigms.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: cartography, geographic information science, choropleth map, visualization,
interview study, qualitative research, collaboration, organization
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1 Introduction
A choropleth map is a type of thematic map [15] where administrative units or geographic regions are
filled with different colors, shades, or patterns to represent the magnitude of an attribute associated
with the underlying geography. These maps represent spatial patterns and variations in data and
facilitate comparisons across geographies based on data [121]. These maps also allow for pre-attentive
processing and do not require advanced language skills, which makes them relatable and easy to
understand [121]. They are commonly used to visualize economic [137], demographic [25], and
public health [24] data, and can be found in static [24], interactive [25], and immersive [146] formats
across print and digital media. One example of an impactful thematic map is the number of votes for
a U.S. presidential candidate by county, which is used to communicate the preferences of voters in
different parts of the country [92].

To make choropleth maps, cartographers and geographic information science (GIS) experts (hence-
forth referred to collectively as mapmakers) use established cartographic guidelines to choose
appropriate data binning methods [64], color ramps or color spectra [18, 19], normalization strate-
gies, map scales, and map projections [69]. Their stylistic choices affect how map information is
communicated, and certain choices can misrepresent the data [85, 101].

While much is known about map design principles, less is known about how professional mapmak-
ers use (or amend) these principles when designing maps for the public. For instance, what tools do
they use? How do they determine binning methods and color palettes? Do they collaborate with other
people? How do their organizational structures and protocols impact or influence these decisions?
What difficulties do they face during the process? Documenting these decisions and practices can
help identify challenges and perhaps inform future cartographic tools and workflows.

In the computer-supported cooperative work (CSCW), human-computer interaction (HCI), and
information visualization literature, there have been many interview studies that have contributed
to our understanding of collaborations within organizations [66, 87], the role of visualizations in
practice [78, 93], and the design of visualizations [13, 148].

In particular, CSCW has advanced our understanding of how technology mediates workers’
practices in varied fields which is especially helpful in addressing potential exploitation arising from
the use of new computing technologies. For instance, in healthcare, clinicians and administrative
staff navigate the sociotechnical challenges of electronic medical record (EMR) systems, where
organizational readiness, user training, and system usability influence their ability to adopt and
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Cartographers in Cubicles 3

effectively use these tools [28]. In education, teachers turned to digital platforms for remote teaching
during the COVID-19 pandemic, and navigated challenges such as mitigating technological inequity
(i.e., the digital divide) and adapting traditional in-person pedagogy techniques and materials to
digital formats [59]. In platform-based labor, ‘gig’ workers experience algorithmic management
techniques that are designed to balance worker autonomy with maximizing profit at the expense of the
worker [144]. Some of these fields also use spatially-explicit technologies (such as map technologies).
We argue that CSCW can include more research on spatial technologies and mapmaking, and such
research could benefit from adopting frameworks, research questions, and findings from the CSCW
community.

In this article, we extend our knowledge by exploring how mapmaking training and education
translates into practice and how organizational structures, processes, and protocols, and personal
preferences impact decision-making in mapmaking. In particular, we find that mapmaking is an
underexplored aspect of CSCW and HCI, despite the widespread use of thematic maps. We in-
terviewed 16 mapmakers from 13 globally-serving government organizations and NGOs (similar
to the World Health Organization (WHO)) and federal agencies (similar to the U.S. Department
of Agriculture). We report on and characterize their choropleth mapmaking workflows (e.g., tools
and techniques used) to prepare, analyze, and map data and also discuss the factors that influence
decision-making during this process (Figure 1). We chose these organizations as they are authoritative
experts with a global reach and influence on societal development and public well-being. Their
mapping efforts directly shape public policies, regulations, and international agreements, influencing
areas such as public health [145], environmental protection [61], disaster management [39], human
rights violations [9], crime prevention [33], and global security [8], thereby also making this an
important topic of study.

We find that mapmaking is a complex undertaking involving interdisciplinary collaborations within
and across teams as well as organizations, wherein decisions are based on the data to be mapped,
map target, mapmakers, subject matter experts, public relations experts, and organizational and
government directives (Figure 1). Notably, we find several points of variation as well as points of
regularity across mapmakers. For instance, choosing colors for a colorblind audience is a relatively
universal consideration but can conflict with an organizational style guide or marketing-related
constraints. Similarly, choosing appropriate binning methods is challenging, and the eventual choices
often vary across mapmakers, but it is commonly agreed upon that the resultant bins should be
concise and easy to understand. We present these as takeaways to inform cartographic education
and practice by giving future mapmakers a sense of cartography in the workplace. This work also
contributes to CSCW and HCI scholarship by shedding light on how practitioners adhere to or
adapt ‘textbook’ principles when faced with production challenges. Moreover, it underscores the
interplay between organizational structure, group dynamics, and their impact on both the process
and outcomes, including how technology shapes and is shaped by collaborative work environments.
Our findings also take readers behind-the-scenes to show how the graphics we consume, such as
high-impact maps, are the results of nuanced and often-subjective decisions, including the surprising
factor of mapmakers’ ‘mood’ on the day.

2 Related Work
2.1 Background on GIS and Cartographic Workflows, Principles, and Tools
The process of map production uses project management paradigms, notably iterative communication
between the map creators and the recipients [21]. Producing a map involves various steps including
choosing the scale and scope, acquiring data, choosing stylistic elements through a ‘specification
sheet’, versioning, finalization (such as working with a graphic designer to enhance the map), and
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sharing digital files [21, 121]. There exist a variety of GIS and cartographic tools and libraries
that help facilitate these steps. For instance, Esri products [37] such as ArcPro and ArcGIS Online
are widely used commercial software for geospatial data preparation, analysis, visualization, and
management. QGIS [116] is an open-source alternative to Esri products, and is popular with smaller
organizations, academic institutions, and independent researchers. Next, servers such as GeoServer
help facilitate geospatial data and map sharing [99]. Additionally, GIS libraries such as ggplot2 [143]
offer customization and automation options, while styling tools such as ColorBrewer [52] enhance
visual appeal. These tools collectively enable mapmakers to create maps that are informative,
aesthetically pleasing, and tailored to project needs, available resources, and desired customization
levels [21].

In addition to teaching the process of mapmaking, cartographic training also encourages mapmak-
ers to reflect on their (mapmaking) choices [60]. There are many established cartographic principles
and guidelines for creating maps, often derived from empirical studies. For example, there is a rule
of thumb that binning methods for choropleth maps should match the underlying data and should
effectively communicate the data to the target audience [20, 64, 131]. More specific guidance sug-
gests that data bins for these (choropleth) maps range from three to seven [20, 31, 81, 83]. Findings
from our interview study shed light on the current status of organizational mapmaking workflows,
principles, and tools.

2.2 Collaboration within and across Organizations
Effective collaboration between individuals and technology is fundamental for organizational suc-
cess [48]. There exist many CSCW theories on collaboration [35, 43, 73, 124, 140] that describe the
division of labor and communication patterns as well as the role of technology and organizational
structures in cooperative work. For example, Activity Theory emphasizes the interplay between
individual actions and the broader socio-cultural context [35], which helps contextualize a media
creator’s role in creating and educating the public. Social network analysis focuses on capturing
relationships and information flow within networks [140], which is useful for situating players in the
mapmaking and sharing process. Similarly, Actor-Network Theory extends the analysis to include
both human and non-human actors in shaping collaborative endeavors [73]. Structuration Theory
examines the recursive relationship between human actions and organizational structures [43], which
helps explain the iteration involved in versioning maps and conducting interactive map critiques, etc.
Finally, Boundary Object Theory highlights the role of artifacts and objects in facilitating collabora-
tion across different social domains [124], which supports the narrative of mapmaking by centering
the map as the media that encourages or enables collaboration.

Our work builds on prior studies illustrating these theories. For example, Kristoffersen [72] studied
how people generally collaborate as part of their daily work activities, Obermeyer et al. [96] high-
lighted bureaucratic barriers to innovation [96], Orlikowski [102] discussed technology’s dual role in
enabling and constraining organizational contexts, Campbell and Masser [22] described how a new
(GIS) system is integrated into organizational workflows, Grudin [47] analyzed groupware adoption
challenges, emphasizing user-friendly design and incentive alignment for successful implementation,
and Borgman [16] discussed data management challenges in interdisciplinary organizations.

In general, the interdisciplinary nature of modern organizations emphasizes the need to consider
differing perceptions and use-cases of data as well as the associated management challenges [16].
Similarly, the global presence of modern organizations necessitates remote collaboration systems
that support diverse work practices and sociotechnical environments without disrupting existing
workflows [36, 98]. Agile collaboration is also crucial in times of crises, requiring improvisation
and adaptive collaborative technologies to enable swift and coordinated responses in high-pressure
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situations [76]. In this work, we interview mapmakers from government organizations, NGOs, and
federal agencies to understand how they collaboratively make maps, and put it in context with
existing CSCW and HCI theories.

2.3 Decision-Making within Organizations
Decision-making is central to the functioning of organizations, shaping their goals, operations,
and outputs. Organizational decision-making has been extensively studied in literature, with the-
ories focusing on individual, group, and systemic processes [29, 82, 120]. For instance, theories
in bounded rationality [119] emphasize the limits of human cognition in decision-making within
organizations [120], and provide a framework for understanding how actors manage the complexity
of organizational goals, including collaborative mapmaking. Next, group decision-making theories
focus on the dynamics of team-based decisions, highlighting challenges like groupthink, polariza-
tion, and coordination [63, 127], including territoriality [130] and competition [129]. For instance,
behavioral theories proposed by Cyert and March emphasize the negotiation and satisficing (settling
for a satisfactory solution rather than an optimal one) behaviors that are inherent to organizational
environments [29]; these are relevant in scenarios where mapmakers must align their contributions
with organizational or community goals. Lastly, prior work on the influence of an individual’s
mood and emotional states during decision-making indicates that positive moods often enhance
creativity and problem-solving abilities, while negative moods can improve analytical and evaluative
thinking [115]. However, prolonged negative emotional states, such as stress, can impair decision
quality, particularly in high-pressure situations [141]. These insights are crucial for understanding
how individual emotional well-being influences the collaborative production of maps.

People aside, other factors such as organizational protocols and guidelines may also shape decision-
making processes. Stricter organizational practices, such as regulatory standards like GDPR [2]
or HIPAA [1], or detailed internal procedures for data management, often impose rigid decision
hierarchies that reduce the likelihood of irregularities but may stifle creativity and innovation [7].
Conversely, more lenient practices, such as those found in innovation labs or start-ups, can encourage
creativity and risk-taking but may lead to inconsistencies in outputs [82]. With respect to mapmaking,
organizations with well-defined governance structures for map production may better maintain data
accuracy and ethical standards, while looser governance might lead to exploratory but error-prone
outputs.

In this work, we interview mapmakers to understand how they utilize their training and preferences,
and also organizational structures and norms (protocols and guidelines), to make decisions related to
mapmaking.

3 Interviews with Cartographers and GIS Experts
We used a qualitative interview study methodology [142], drawing on the protocols, questions, and
analysis techniques from prior studies [66, 78, 87] in visualization, CSCW, and HCI literature.

3.1 Participants and Organizations
We interviewed 16 cartographers and GIS experts (M1−16, Table 1) with a self-reported mapmaking
experience between 3–33 years (median: 15, mean: 15.43). Each of these 16 mapmakers worked
with one of 13 (O1−13) globally-serving government organizations and NGOs (similar to the World
Health Organization (WHO)) and federal agencies (similar to the Department of Agriculture) based
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in the U.S. (eleven) and India (two). There were three mapmakers from the same organization, and
two mapmakers from another organization1.

These mapmakers were in the 25–34 (4), 35–44 (7), 45–54 (4), or 55 and above (1) age groups (in
years) and reported female (6) and male (10) genders. Our experts’ highest educational qualification
comprised bachelors (1), masters (13), or doctoral (2) degrees in geography (9), public health (3),
geology (2), applied geology (1), geographic information systems and technology (1), sustainable
development (1), civil engineering (1), and computer science (1); four mapmakers have dual degrees.
Based on their job titles and their own task descriptions, we categorized these mapmakers into
three primary roles: Creators who created maps by themselves (n=10), Managers who managed the
creators (4), and Reviewers who reviewed maps sent to them (2).

We selected these organizations using purposive sampling [105] – a non-probabilistic method
where participants are intentionally chosen based on specific criteria. We stopped recruitment after
interviewing individuals from 13 organizations as we achieved empirical saturation – the point
at which additional interviews were likely to elicit insights that had already been noted [50, 86].
We determined saturation through concurrent analysis, ensuring that the perspectives collected
sufficiently addressed our research questions and objectives.

3.2 Recruitment and Interviews
We contacted 15 organizations primarily through their contact us form(s) and email address(es) on
their website. One organization declined and another did not respond. The ones that did respond, often
re-routed us, sometimes multiple times, across departments or even organizations before eventually
putting in touch with the appropriate mapmakers. Out of the 20 mapmakers who responded to these
calls, four declined our interview request. Thus, we eventually interviewed 16 mapmakers from
13 organizations. All interviews (except one telephone interview) were conducted via Zoom, with
either two or three study administrators in attendance. All interviews lasted about forty-five minutes
and were screen- and audio-recorded. There was no compensation for participation and consent
was provided verbally. We asked our interviewees a set of semi-structured questions (reproduced
below) and asked them to fill out a short Qualtrics [117] demographic questionnaire2. The purpose
of questions from (2), where the interviewee describes a map they made, is to capture how the
mapmaker explains the process of a map where we can see the outcome.

(1) How often do you create choropleth maps?
(2) What is a notable or recent choropleth map you have made?

(a) What was it about? (data)
(b) Who was it for? (client)
(c) Who was the audience? (end-user)
(d) How was the map communicated? (media, format)

(3) Can you tell us more about your mapmaking process?
(a) Which tools do you typically use?
(b) Do you look at the data before making the map? How?
(c) How do you determine the bins (or classes)?
(d) What kinds of binning methods do you like to use?
(e) How do you decide the colors?
(f) Are there rules of thumb that you use?

(4) Do you tend to use the same mapmaking process every time? If not, why and what’s different?
1We cannot disclose exact details about the organizations, their employee mapmakers, and the maps they make as it can break
anonymity.
2Age Group, Gender, Educational Qualification, Job Title, and Mapmaking Experience. This demographic questionnaire is in
supplemental material.
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(5) Does your organization have rules or protocols, e.g., which binning methods or color schemes
to (not) use?

3.3 Analysis
We transcribed the audio recordings, divided transcripts into smaller sections, and applied open
coding [17]. When coding a section, we applied constant comparison [126] by reviewing the data
to compare it with other sections and then labeled similar sections into the same category, to group
related categories into a theme. We used theoretical sampling [126] by considering categories that
had not yet emerged and refined these through discussions among the study team.

4 Choropleth Mapmaking in Government Organizations and NGOs
In this section, we describe how mapmakers’ cartographic training and preferences interplay with
organizational structures while making (choropleth) maps. We first provide an overview of the
mapmakers’ descriptions of notable/recent maps they have made at these organizations along with the
map’s audience, purpose, format, and type. Next, we discuss the organizations’ mapping workflows
and the tools and libraries used. Following, we discuss their choropleth mapmaking process describing
if and how they prepared the data for analysis and determined binning methods and colors. Finally,
we discuss the impact of organizational structures and norms such as protocols and guidelines on
mapmaking. In each of the following subsections, we describe both individual and collaborative
efforts of mapmaking focusing on the cartographer as a trained practitioner working with others in
and as part of an organizational ecosystem.

4.1 Notable/Recent Maps, Audience, Purpose, Formats, and Types
Our interviewees’ stated notable/recent maps were about a variety of topics: housing status, ground-
water level, vaccine hesitancy, electricity distribution, lake bathymetry, economic factors, medicaid
recipients, gender pay gap, energy consumption, climate and environmental justice, wildlife pop-
ulation, poverty and nighttime lights, archaeological stupas (structures), population literacy, and
population density. While the purpose of our question on recent/notable maps was to serve as a
sanity check and start the conversation, our interviewees went on to detail all types of maps they
typically make. Our interviewees’ goals were to (1) show absolute values of one (univariate) or two
(bivariate) non-spatial attribute values on a map, (2) facilitate comparisons across geographic regions
by coloring them relative to one or more user-defined thresholds, or (3) demarcate neighboring
geographic regions by coloring them distinctly (e.g., “Zone 1” or “Green Zone”). These maps were
used to elicit questions, aid policy making, facilitate teaching, promote research, and even serve
ornamental purposes. These maps served general audiences as well as teachers, students, researchers,
tourists, village panchayats, forest rangers, and government officials. All organizations published
these maps in print and online media, in static (e.g., PDF, raster) and/or interactive (e.g., SVG, vector)
formats, for usage across smartphones, desktops, paper, and/or braille displays.

4.2 Mapping Workflows
From our interviewees’ descriptions, we derived a general, high-level mapmaking workflow compris-
ing five steps along with the tools used during each step (Figure 2 and Figure 3b).

(1) Data preparation (or pre-processing) involves collection, cleaning, transforming, and format-
ting raw data into a format suitable for analysis [147].

(2) Data analysis involves inspecting the data distribution (e.g., to find outliers) to inform next
steps (e.g., binning).

(3) Data binning involves grouping data values into few, well-defined bins before visualizing on a
map as they make it easier to highlight data patterns and trends across geographic regions.
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Choropleth Mapmaking Workflow and Tooling and corresponding Frequency of Use

DATA PREPARATION DATA ANALYSIS DATA BINNING STYLING POST-PROCESSING

ArcPro (10), ArcGIS (7), QGIS (6), ArcGIS Online (4), R (4), Python (3), In House Tools (3), SASS (2)

Microsoft Excel (3), ERDAS Imagine (1)

ColorBrewer (3)

Illustrator (2)

Power BI, Tableau, CLI-based Tools, Google Earth, Mapbox, MapInfo, HighMaps, Kotlin, GDAL, ArcMap (1)

Online Color Wheels, Contrast Checkers (1)

Photoshop, Inkscape (1)
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Fig. 2. Choropleth mapmaking workflow and associated tooling and corresponding usage frequency.

(4) Map styling involves determination of design choices to effectively communicate information,
e.g., selecting a color scheme and the use of additional visual aids such as legends and labels.

(5) Map post-processing involves enhancing the map’s visual representation by adjusting colors,
labels, and other elements to improve readability.

Workflows often varied across individuals and organizations and may include additional steps (e.g.,
reviews), discard certain steps (e.g., no post-processing), follow a different sequence of steps (e.g.,
styling before binning), and/or involve iterations (e.g., re-analysis after binning) after discussions
with colleagues, clients, and vendors. For example, M6’s “process deviated a lot as there was no
GIS department and folks have different skills so [the organization only tries] to encourage same
colors, legend styles, and product brand styles.” Along similar lines, M16’s organization exercises no
oversight, affording complete autonomy for mapmaking. O2, however, has “pretty well-defined rules
for all kinds of graphics displays ranging from standards and procedures.” Notably, no mapmaker
mentioned revising a map after publication, based on feedback from the target audience (e.g., through
the published map interface).

4.3 Mapping Tools and Libraries
Our interviewee mapmakers often used a combination of tools depending on various factors including
the size and type of the organization, size and nature of the underlying data, team dynamics in the
work environment, intended use-case(s) and target audience, tool characteristics (e.g., pricing matrix,
licensing terms, technical specifications), personal expertise, and experience working with the tool(s).
Table 1, Figure 2, Figure 3b show the tools mapmakers reported using for mapmaking. Proprietary
ESRI [37] products: ArcGIS, ArcPro, ArcGIS Online were the most popular followed by their
open-source alternative, QGIS; the choice between the two was a result of the organization’s size,
available resources, and nature of work. M3,13 used in-house mapping tools whereas M15 used a
customized version of ArcMap. Scripting with R, Python, and Command Line Interface-based tools
was also popular to automate the creation of interactive maps. Other commonly used tools included
Excel (for data preparation and analysis); ColorBrewer, web-based color wheels, and in-house color
palettes for determining color schemes; and Illustrator, Photoshop, and Inkscape for blending, after
effects, and other post-processing.

4.4 Data Preparation & Analysis: Looking at Data before Mapping
Twelve mapmakers said they always looked at the data either in its raw state or as a visualization
before mapping as subsequent decisions “always depended on the data” (M9−11). M5 specifically
checked for outliers or skewed distributions to determine appropriate binning methods to apply next.
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M4 checked for a mid-point around which the data may be diverging. M12 reviewed the data “to try
and tell an appropriate story.” M12 also noted that “data and time gaps [e.g., missing values] may
exist so [assessing for data quality] helps determine if the data is complete enough [to be mapped].
Only then do [they] bring data into the GIS software to work it out. ” M16 looked at the data without
performing robust statistical analysis, adding, “shame on me, I should.”

Of the 12 mapmakers who ‘always’ looked at the data, six leveraged the histogram feature in
ArcPro (M1,2,9−11,16) or QGIS (M4), five used Excel’s pivot table, sorting, and/or filtering affordances
(M2,5,7,12,16), and one mapmaker each wrote R (M1), SASS (M1), and Python (M5) scripts. M2 also
studied qualitative aspects of data, e.g., its source and how it was collected. The remaining four
mapmakers either looked at data sometimes or never. Of these, M6,8,15 often directly started making
maps without looking at the tabular data beforehand, as “that is much more fun” (M8). M14 never
look at data but remarked, “you’re making me think I should.”

4.5 Determining Data Binning Methods
Our mapmakers determined bins in many viable ways with some choices more popular than others,
as described next.
Criteria. Our mapmakers chose a binning method based on a number of factors including the under-
lying data distribution (e.g., use standard deviation for normal data distributions–M1), organizational
guidelines (e.g., always use the standard deviation method–M1), target audience’s literacy (e.g., use
pretty breaks to present easy-to-understand rounded bin extents–M4−8,10,12,14,15), prior work (e.g.,
use the same bins for recurring maps–M6,7), map’s narrative (use manual interval–M7,10,11,14), or
personal preference (e.g., use the ArcGIS default of natural breaks with five bins–M16).

Popular binning methods. Among binning methods, our mapmakers used pretty breaks and manual
interval most often, followed by natural breaks, quantile, standard deviation, unclassed, and equal
interval, similar to Brewer et al.’s evaluation [20] (Figure 3c, Table 2). Figure 4 shows the outputs of
these binning methods. We believe these methods are still very popular as they are an integral part of
cartographic education, are readily available in popular tools, and also relatively easier to implement.

The overall variance was due to several factors at play such as personal preferences (“I just use
the ArcGIS default, natural breaks”–M16), organizational policies (“it is a practice to use standard
deviation here”–M1), prior choices (“if there is a report that goes out every year, we also re-use the
binning method every year, irrespective of the new data distribution”–M6), and on the data (“equal
interval is used for soft-range data, geometric interval or manual interval is used for long-range
data”–M3).

How many bins. Table 1 and Figure 3a also show the distribution of the number of bins most
commonly used by mapmakers for univariate data. These mapmakers generally created between 3
and 11 bins with 5 being the most common choice; one mapmaker recalled having used 18 bins once
for a land-use map; three mapmakers mentioned using ‘any’ number of bins, indicating flexibility
and dependence on the circumstance. M14 said they prefer “bins that make intuitive sense so [they]
don’t like to use the automatic natural breaks or the quantile methods that are designed to make the
map look pretty.” This finding mostly aligns with previous recommendations and practices to use 5–7
bins [20, 31, 81, 83].

Manually determining bins is common. Mapmakers often manually specify bins to better cater to
the map’s underlying data, intended purpose, and target audience. M10 mentioned that “sometimes, if
there is a bin < 250 but there is only one district in that bin [e.g., outlier], then we merge it with
the next bin to ensure a better, more even distribution.” M13, similarly, “once ran into an issue
with some outlier data points [that were] throwing off the scale. [They] had to change some [bin
extents] to be greater than 80%, because it just had like two or so counties. [They] iterated with the

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.



10 Narechania, Endert, and Andris

Mapmaker
(1–16)

Experience
(3–33 years)

Role
(three)

Tools
(multiple)

# Bins
(custom)

Binning Methods
(twelve)

M10 33 Creator ArcGIS, ArcPro 5–10 {manual, equal} interval,
natural breaks, pretty breaks

M3 18 Creator ArcPro, QGIS, Kotlin,
In-house tool

3–6, 18 {equal, manual, geometric}
interval, percentile, ck-means,
natural breaks, boxplot

M4 15 Creator QGIS, Python, GDAL [100],
CLI-based tools,

3–9 unclassed, pretty breaks,
equal interval

M5 15 Creator ArcPro, Python, Excel, R,
ColorBrewer, Inkscape [89],
Online contrast checkers

5–7 unclassed, manual interval,
pretty breaks

M15 15 Creator ArcGIS, ArcGIS Online,
Python, QGIS, Illustrator

4, 5 standard deviation, pretty breaks,
natural breaks, manual interval

M16 10 Creator ArcPro, ArcGIS Online, Excel 5 natural breaks
M11 7 Creator ArcGIS 5–7 unclassed, manual interval
M8 6 Creator ArcGIS, ArcMap any defined interval, pretty breaks
M1 4 Creator ArcPro, ArcGIS Online, R,

SASS, ColorBrewer
5–6 standard deviation, quantile

M14 3 Creator ArcPro, R 4, 5 manual interval, quantile,
pretty breaks

M6 30 Manager ArcPro, ArcGIS Online, QGIS,
SASS, R, HighMaps [58],
PowerBI [84], Tableau [112]

5–7 manual interval, pretty breaks,
standard deviation, quantile

M2 25 Manager ArcGIS, Excel, Photoshop [5],
Illustrator [4], MapInfo [109],
Online color wheels

3–5 natural breaks, quantile

M9 25 Manager ArcGIS, ArcPro, ERDAS Imagine [57] any “I let my team decide this.”
M13 6 Manager In-house tool, MapBox, ColorBrewer 9, 11 manual interval

M7 20 Reviewer QGIS, Google Earth [45],
ArcPro

any {manual, equal}
interval, pretty breaks

M12 15 Reviewer ArcGIS, ArcPro, QGIS,
Illustrator

4–6 standard deviation, quantile,
pretty breaks

Table 1. Summary statistics about our interviewee Mapmakers’ Experience (in number of years),
their Role in their respective organizations, and preferred Tools, # (number of) Bins, and Binning
Methods for making choropleth maps.

research team on the best practices on how to achieve this washing of one end without skewing the
data.” M6,15 followed a hybrid approach by first choosing one of the natural beaks (M15) or standard
deviation (M6,15) binning methods, then tweaking the bins by themselves (M15) or with the help of
subject-matter experts (M6) to achieve the best compromise between statistical accuracy and visual
saliency and acuity.

Many unpredictable factors exist that can impact binning-related decision-making. For example,
M5 said their process often depends on their mood and how they’re feeling on the day, e.g., “some
days [they will] want to be super logical and organized, document everything, try and back-up all
choices; and some other days [they] just want to get this map ‘out of the door’.” Next, M15 said that
one of their clients once reviewed a map draft and asked them to “change [certain bin extents] so
that [certain] districts show as bright red, so that people think there’s the problem, which defeats the
purpose of making an unbiased map.” M15 also mentioned sometimes having to “‘fight with [the
client]’, but most of the time the client [gave in to the mapmaker’s expertise].”
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Tools

a

b c

Fig. 3. Frequency of (a) # (number of) Bins, (b) Tools, and (c) Binning Methods most commonly
used by our interviewee mapmakers, respectively; if a mapmaker mentioned they used ‘4–6’ bins, we
incremented the frequency for # Bins = ‘4’, ‘5’, as well as ‘6’; if a mapmaker mentioned ‘any’ (number
of) bins, we represent this separately.

Binning Method Definition
Pretty Breaks [110] Rounds each bin break up or down into pretty values that are easier to read,

understand, and explain, e.g., [0–10] instead of [0–9.364].
Manual Interval [30] Organizes data into bins based on the analyst’s predetermined criteria

or when automated methods are inappropriate or unavailable.
Natural Breaks [30] Minimizes the within-bin variance and maximizes the between-bin variance,

creating natural groupings of data that are more meaningful and interpretable.
Quantile [30] Defines bin intervals such that their bin size is (approximately) the same.
Standard Deviation [30] Defines bin extents at a certain number of standard deviations (σ ) from the

mean (µ) of the data, usually at intervals of 1.0σ or 0.5σ .
Equal Interval [30] Divides the data range into the specified bin count with equal bin intervals.
Unclassed [30] Divides data into a continuous range of values, rather than into discrete bins.
Percentile [30] Defines bin intervals based on percentiles (%):

e.g., [0,1), [1,10), [10,50), [50,90), [90,99), [99,100].
Defined Interval [30] Divides the data range into bins based on a numeric bin interval.
CK-Means [139] Performs optimal one-dimensional binning using dynamic programming.
Box Plot [30, 133] Typically defines six bins: four quartiles plus two classifications for data items

that are more than 1.5 times the inter-quartile range (IQR) from the median.
Geometric Interval [38] Divides the data range into a specified bin count based on a geometric series

(a + ar + ar2 + ...) where a = constant and r = geometric coefficient.

Table 2. Catalog of Binning Methods (and their Definitions) used by our interviewee mapmakers.

Mapmakers do not always bin their data. M4 used the unclassed method (dividing data into a
continuous range of values, rather than into discrete bins) unless they have deep knowledge about
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Fig. 4. Small multiples of choropleth maps showing “Life Expectancy” (in years) among U.S. coun-
ties [24] across the twelve data binning methods (made using BinGuru [90] and Vega-Lite [113]).

the data only “to present data as-is without [infusing] additional biases that can influence the
readers.” M5 also used the unclassed method for data with errors because “if you [bin] based on
point estimates, then [binning] may amplify the errors.”

Rules of thumb. Most mapmakers mentioned not having too many bins, or having rounded, even, or
familiar bin extents (M4−8,10,12,14,15) which are easier to interpret. M15 generally opts for 4–5 bins
but there “might not be space in the legend to show all bins, so that’s also a consideration.” M3 noted
making decisions based on literacy of the target audience, “3–4 bins are good for a non-technical
audience whereas subject-matter experts may need bigger ranges; [in fact,] land use data sometimes
have 18 bins.” M6,14,15 are comfortable defining more bins for a divergent (not sequential) color
scale. These align with existing literature discussed in Section 2.1. M1’s rule of thumb was to use the
‘Albers USA’ conic map projection for static U.S. maps and Web Mercator for other geographies.

4.6 Determining Colors
Criteria. Mapmakers determined colors based on various criteria including personal preferences
(M10,16), collaborative brainstorming with their teams (M1), data-driven considerations around its
semantics (M11) and type (M5), target audience literacies (M3,8,12), socio-economic connotations and
political implications (M1,13), accessibility requirements in terms of using colorblind (M1,2,4−7,12−16)
and print (M3,5,16) friendly colors, prior similar work (M1,7), client requirements (M15), and branding
requirements (M1,4−6,12,16).

Tools and Strategies. Mapmakers often utilized existing color palettes as-is or customized them
using existing GIS tools such as ArcGIS (M10,16), custom online color wheels (M2) and palettes such
as ColorBrewer [52] (M4,5), and organizational stylesheets (M4,6,16), including personal collections
of accessible color palettes (M4). M10 “chose color schemes that looked soothing to [their] eyes” and
would often play around with color tones and saturation, and/or mix colors, e.g., “50% magenta, 10%
cyan and so on.” For M10, “determining colors depends only on [them], not [their] boss” whereas
for M11, “[it] always depends on the data and superiors.” For M1, it is “an iterative, cooperative
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process with their mapping team, an internal communications team, and an additional external
media firm that helps with branding, e.g., to colors that are linked to those on the website.” M1,6,7
also replicated the color schemes from relevant prior projects for consistency.

Semantics matter. Mapmakers often associated intuitive colors with relatable entities, e.g., forest
is green, land is brown, water is blue. Mapmakers also avoided colors with negative connotations
(which can change the effect of a map [11]), e.g., M1 never uses red to connote racial groups and
M13 avoid reds and blues due to their political implications in the U.S. M14 often chose pink “for
binary data as it doesn’t have many semantic associations.”

Conflicts arise. Sometimes, however, these considerations conflicted with one another, resulting
in violations or requiring workarounds and compromises. For instance, M6 “couldn’t always show
natural gas in blue and ground in orange as it depends on what other data was being shown.” M7
was “often unable to choose colorblind-friendly colors and used hatching as a workaround.”

4.7 Organizational Structure and Team Dynamics
Our interviewee organizations made maps for either their own target audience or external clients
based on the latter’s requirements. To achieve this, mapmakers often worked independently or
iterated with their own (M1,11) or other teams in the organization (M1,6,13), including external clients
(M15) and vendor firms (M1). For instance, M1 had iterative, collaborative brainstorming sessions
with colleagues to determine colors and binning methods. M11 either followed instructions from
their superiors or pursued own opinions before verifying with them. M13’s team received an initial
binning method, color scheme, and a map story from a research team and then iterated with them.
M6 similarly consulted subject-matter experts but sometimes determined bins by themselves. M1 also
consulted an internal communications team and an external media firm to style maps while keeping
branding-related considerations in mind. M15 worked with an editing team that designed the final
report and the map. O2,5,6,8−12 had review teams to ensure compliance with protocols.

4.8 Influence of Organizational Protocols and Guidelines
All organizations except O3 reported having some kinds of mapmaking protocols, guidelines, and/or
policies that are enforced for all public facing maps used for presentation, publication, or sale. These
may be desirable from a consistency, credibility, and/or brand promotion standpoint.

Types of protocols and guidelines. O2,4,6,7,8,11,13 had well-defined rules and style guides on colors,
symbology, typology, and/or other essential map elements such as the date, credit(s), disclaimer(s),
data source(s), and/or legend. O1,5 followed loose guidelines around map projections and data binning
methods and were currently in the process of establishing more formal cartographic guidelines. M14
mentioned having to comply with U.S. Section 508 [136] on accessibility. O2,5,6,8−12 underwent
reviews before presenting, publishing, and/or selling maps. For example, O9,10,12 must ensure global
(disputed) administrative boundaries are in compliance with international laws. Hence, O10 only uses
shapefiles created and maintained by their in-house GIS team. Notably, M15’s organization is not
permitted to make maps for certain countries, e.g., India.

Strict or lenient? M8’s organization had guidelines on colors and provisions for creative freedom;
M8 tried “to mix things up a little bit, e.g., by not using the same red or gray for roads or the same
shade of blue for water.” M6’s organization was stricter and they “must explain [to the review team]
why [they] tweaked colors. It [was] kind of annoying to be limited but it makes sense in the long
run.” M16 was not content with the fonts mandated by their organization as, “some of [them] are not
readily available and require a paid subscription. 90% of [their] staff doesn’t have it so it’s kind
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of useless.” M4 were more wishful, “There are no style guides and that’s something I’m annoyed
about.”

5 Discussion: Broader Implications and Opportunities for CSCW, HCI, and
information visualization

5.1 Enhancing Decision-Making in Mapmaking

Navigating multiple choices. Evidenced in how mapmakers are telling us they make different
decisions, there are many viable ways to make maps with some choices more popular than others. For
instance, mapmakers generally use 5–7 bins for univariate data, which mostly aligns with previous
recommendations and practices [20, 31, 81, 83]. However, there may be other contextual factors
such as the target audience, organizational norms, and mapmakers’ ‘mood’ and preferences that also
influences associated decision-making. While such takeaways can be useful for those seeking best
practices for their data-driven products (e.g., choosing a useful number of data bins), future work
could streamline this workflow and focus on developing guidelines and tools to help mapmakers
navigate these choices and optimize their maps for specific purposes. For example, developers could
build a visualization recommendation system for a mapmaker to specify the to-be-mapped data, map
purpose(s), capabilities of target audience, and other constraints; in response, the tool would suggest
an optimal binning method and bins.

These findings align with broader research in CSCW and HCI on decision-making in both col-
laborative and individual contexts, where factors like cognitive load, task complexity, and domain
expertise significantly influence workflows [23, 111]. Developing tools that streamline decision-
making could be particularly beneficial in collaborative environments, such as collaborative sense-
making [79, 106] and group decision-making [103], especially for (bin) selection tasks [97]. By
integrating technology into these workflows, we can reduce cognitive load and offer decision sup-
port [108, 134]. Such decision support systems (DSS) have the potential to enhance analytical
capabilities, streamline processes, and provide real-time feedback for tasks like mapmaking [108].
However, reliance on such systems requires appropriate training to avoid overdependence or misap-
plication [102].

Detecting and mitigating less ‘objective’ decision-making methods. Our study revealed that
peoples’ mood on a particular day can influence their mapping decisions. While this finding can be
perceived as anecdotal, it aligns with prior work describing how an individual’s emotion and mood
can negatively influence their job performance and satisfaction [27] and impact the organization’s
processes and outcomes [80]. Yet, this remains an understudied area in CSCW and HCI, especially
in collaborative organizational settings. For instance, how do emotions and moods of multiple
collaborators influence collaborative processes and outcomes? How does the mode of collaboration
(in-person versus remote work) factor in? How can these emotions and moods be efficiently detected
and their impact subsequently mitigated? These questions impact not just mapmaking but diverse
domains, opening up new avenues for studying emotional dynamics during informal communication
at work [71] and coordination in distributed organizational settings [41, 123].

In addition to emotional influences, we also found that personal preferences (or rules of thumb)
play a crucial role in the mapping outcome. Research on decision-making and cognitive biases
highlights how individual differences in preferences can affect choices and judgments [118, 135].
Future work could investigate the design of tools that detect, warn about, and mitigate such ‘less
objective’ decision-making methods [65, 75].

In a collaborative work setting, conflicts may arise when one individual’s preferences clash with
another’s or with established cartographic principles. Effective collaboration in such cases is crucial
for maintaining workflow efficiency and creativity. Prior research in CSCW has shown that personal

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.



Cartographers in Cubicles 15

preferences, including work style, creativity, and problem-solving approaches, can significantly
impact team dynamics and performance. Misalignments in team members’ preferences can lead to
conflicts, inefficiencies, or creative tensions, hindering collaboration and productivity [6]. To address
these challenges, adaptive interfaces can be designed to cater to individual preferences, allowing
users to work with tools they are most comfortable with while ensuring seamless integration into the
larger team workflows [42, 62]. Additionally, tools can mediate conflicts adaptively by reconciling
individual preferences with shared team goals, drawing from groupware and adaptive systems [49].
By implementing such adaptive solutions, teams can not only improve collaboration but also achieve
more successful project outcomes, balancing individual needs with collective goals.

5.2 Facilitating Effective Interdisciplinary Collaborations in Organizations

Minimizing friction due to interdisciplinary collaborations. Like other domains [66, 87, 138], our
study revealed that mapmaking is an interdisciplinary collaborative process involving mapmakers,
subject matter experts, reviewers, designers, content-writers, publicists, across organizational hierar-
chies, even external clients. Even though the data and tools are readily available, a mapmaker does not
generally work in isolation, underscoring the importance of shared experience and expertise to jointly
define problems, share viewpoints, and create integrated knowledge [14, 44, 51, 107, 114, 125, 132].
However, we did notice two kinds of ‘friction’ that negatively impact the collaboration process and/or
its outcome [34]: (1) cartographic principles are in conflict with mapmakers’ personal preferences
and organizational protocols; and (2) mapmakers used a wide set of terminologies and used terms
interchangeably, e.g., choropleth maps were referred to as “choropleths”, “chlorofills”, “thematic
maps”, and “colored maps”; similarly, bins were also referred to as “classes”, “categories”, “buck-
ets”, “schemas”, “algorithm outputs”, and “ranges”. Mapmaking can learn from prior CSCW and
HCI studies that have documented evidence of such ‘friction’ due to misaligned workflows [14],
non-standard data formats or differences in terminology [104], including human factors such as
interpersonal relationships [53, 70], competition [32], and biases [55]. For example, ‘friction’ can be
minimized by developing team-first tools and frameworks that streamline processes, foster shared
understanding via standardization and shared vocabulary [34, 125], and address human factors.

Overcoming technological and organizational frustrations. Mapmakers often require a combi-
nation of tools but often, they face frustrations with the tools provided by their organizations, as
these tools may not always align with community standards, sufficiently support their mapping
requirements, or fall within their areas of expertise or prior experience. For instance, one of our
interviewees desired a feature, but it was proprietary and not included in their organization’s tool
subscription, with no open-source alternative available; another mapmaker did not like the styling and
font options available in their tool. Not only technology, even organizational protocols and guidelines
that are designed to ensure the replicability, consistency, transparency, and accountability of maps,
can sometimes conflict with cartographic principles, putting mapmakers in a challenging position.

Such bureaucratic influences are not unique to mapmaking and have been shown to be barriers
to technological adoption and innovation [96] across data-driven disciplines [66, 96]. One way
to address these frustrations is a dual approach: improving existing tools or building open-source
alternatives, and educating organizations to more closely understand the needs of the mapmakers
and the tools available in the market. It is also important for both mapmakers and organizations to
navigate and balance the complexities between cartographic and organizational requirements [96],
e.g., develop expertise across multiple tools and as M6 said, “move away from “rules and policies” to

“best practices” as it is not always possible to follow [the former].” Lastly, integrating collaborative
visualization systems [54] or leveraging participatory design approaches [88] could further enhance
tool usability and alignment with user needs.
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5.3 Bridging the Disconnect between Theory, Research, and Practice

Translating cartographic principles into practice. Many mapmakers mentioned not exactly follow-
ing an ‘objective’ cartographic process. For example, some did not analyze the data before mapping,
some were unaware of certain binning methods or always used their ‘go to’ method (even if it was
unsuitable for the data). Many mapmakers, who did not have access to desired proprietary features in
tools longed for more open-source alternatives. This disconnect echoes broader concerns in CSCW
and HCI about translating theoretical principles into practice [3, 12]. HCI researchers could help
bridge these gaps and enhance adoption by facilitating a more seamless translation of ‘textbook’
principles into practice, e.g., curate a repository of cartographic guidelines for reference, design
interactive tools (e.g. ColorBrewer [18]) that apply these guidelines and seamlessly integrate into
mapmakers’ workflows, and share mapping-related ‘success stories’ for inspiration, and integrating
them into GIS curricula.

Incorporating feedback channels from end-users. To our surprise, none of our interviewee
mapmakers mentioned providing a means for the audience of the published map to provide feedback;
the only feedback provided is from teammates or clients. This oversight means missing out on
important insights that could improve how the content (map) is actually read and understood by their
intended audience [74, 128]. User-centered design processes highlight that end-user feedback can
identify and fix usability issues early on, enhance visual information presentation, and ensure that
maps meet the diverse needs of different users [94, 95]. For example, interactive online maps can
allow viewers to post comments, submit a feedback form, write an email response; offline maps can
solicit feedback via postal mail, email, telephone, or other viable communication modes. Mapmakers
could also capture indirect feedback by logging users’ interactions with the interactive maps to
study their behavior (e.g., how they pan, zoom, or apply filters). By integrating these feedback
channels, mapmakers can bring users directly into the mapping loop, resulting in more effective and
user-friendly maps while fostering effective audience engagement and supporting collaborative and
user-driven mapmaking processes.

5.4 Designing Inclusive and Context-Aware Maps

Embracing geo-political considerations in mapmaking. Organizations that serve global audiences
often face significant political constraints related to administrative borders, influencing the types of
maps they create and the information they disclose. This issue, while not exclusive to information
visualization, is particularly prominent in it, especially mapmaking. Factors like territorial disputes
and geopolitical tensions restrict them from depicting certain boundaries or presenting data in
potentially controversial ways. These constraints can skew geographical representations, challenging
mapmakers to balance transparency with compliance to regulatory or diplomatic protocols, affecting
the accuracy and completeness of maps. Addressing these challenges requires expertise in mapmaking
as well an understanding of international relations and local sensitivities. Providing training or
education on international relations and geopolitics could better equip mapmakers to navigate
these complexities effectively, ensuring maps remain informative, impartial, and relevant to diverse
audiences.

Designing for everyone. Most mapmakers chose colorblind-, web-, print-friendly color schemes to
make their maps accessible for the target audience, media, and format; and when this is not possible,
they resorted to other techniques, such as hatching or annotations. Mapmakers also used colors based
on general principles (e.g., the forest area is green) and with attention to potential implications (e.g.,
political party colors) to make a map relatable and understandable; however, these can also have
confusing implications (e.g., reds and blues have political implications in the U.S. or blue and pink
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may be associated with gender) and hence care must be taken. Most mapmakers had the reader in
mind when choosing round numbers (e.g., 1,000–2,000) to reduce the cognitive burden on map
readers, although different methods are chosen where statistical accuracy and precision is warranted.
These efforts illustrate how mapmakers try to design for everyone, reinforcing recent HCI efforts
to publicize [122], democratize [26], increase access [68] to knowledge. In the cases when they are
unable to do so, they try to balance the needs and capabilities of the target audience and other metrics
pertaining to cartographic and visual design principles, a practice which is also in adherence with
HCI research on inclusive design guidelines [67]. These principles can guide the development of
universally accessible maps while addressing cross-cultural sensitivities. Moreover, mapmakers also
involve stakeholders other than users (e.g., clients, public relations experts, subject matter experts)
during mapmaking, a practice followed by assistive technology experts as part of their inclusive
design processes [56]. Future mapping efforts could consider prototyping alternative designs and
conducting verification testing with end users before finalizing the map [56].

Advocating for more such ‘behind the scenes’ tours. Just because the map product is out there and
widespread does not mean we know how it is made. By dissecting a mapmaker’s decision-making
processes – from data selection and binning to color choice and final styling – researchers, practi-
tioners, and educators can improve cartographic design guidelines and tooling, enhance educational
curricula, and indirectly ensure credibility and accountability of the decisions taken using the maps.
Not just mapmaking, undertaking such ‘behind the scenes’ tours in other fields such as journalism and
social media network analysis, can also present numerous opportunities. For instance, interviewing
content moderators can inform better content moderation strategies, enhance user privacy protections,
and promote healthier online interactions, contributing to improved platform functionalities and
broader discussions on digital ethics and societal impacts. While such efforts may face challenges
such as organizational confidentiality concerns, addressing these through anonymized data and clear
ethical guidelines can ensure their feasibility and effectiveness. Even researchers face challenges
in recruiting participants, navigating scheduling conflicts, and reacting during contingencies, all of
which requires patience, perseverance, and careful planning. However, these efforts can eventually
bridge gaps between academia and industry, fostering innovation and shared best practices.

6 Limitations and Future Work
There were a few limitations to our study. First, our sample of 13 organizations was selected using
purposive sampling [105] to capture a range of perspectives relevant to our primary research focus
– understanding how not-for-profit government organizations, federal agencies, and NGOs make
(choropleth) maps. While this sample size may appear limited, it aligns with established qualitative
research practices that emphasize achieving empirical saturation – the point at which additional
interviews were likely to elicit insights that had already been noted [50, 86]. This approach ensures
depth and richness of data over breadth, which is particularly suitable for qualitative interview studies.
Future work may interview a wider sample, including private firms and independent mapmakers
(e.g., data journalists) for alternate perspectives.

Next, our sample of organizations was primarily located in the U.S. and India; however, many
of these organizations not only produced maps for their respective countries but also supported
international efforts through overseas collaborations and teams, addressing diverse mapping needs
globally. This global operational footprint ensured a broader perspective on mapping practices,
supporting our belief that the insights captured were expansive enough to address our research
objectives. Future work can explicitly include organizations based in additional regions to further
explore how geographic context might influence specific mapping practices.
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With respect to mapmaking specifically, despite our stated protocol to keep respondents’ identities
confidential, our mapmakers may not have revealed all tools, processes they use at their organization
out of confidentiality concerns. Next, although we probed our interviewees about collaboration
during mapmaking, we did not analyze how organizational hierarchies and team dynamics, including
gender and diversity considerations impact this process; this may be a future work topic. Lastly,
while our study was focused on univariate choropleth maps, future work should focus on multivariate
choropleth maps and also other thematic map types such as graduated symbol maps and isolines (see
[40]).

Regarding generalizability of our findings, they may be directly transferrable to those domains that
have similar cultural, organizational, and geographic context as those of our interviewee organizations.
For instance, research in CSCW has shown that context-specific factors – such as organizational
culture, work practices, and local norms – play a significant role in shaping the adoption and
effectiveness of collaborative technologies [3, 114]. These factors can either enable or hinder the
application of research findings in new settings. Readers are, hence, encouraged to critically assess
these factors, recognizing that slight contextual misalignments could require adaptation [77]. By
considering these contextual nuances, our work can still provide a robust foundation for advancing
collaboration and technology use in diverse domains.

7 Conclusion
We interviewed 16 mapmakers from 13 well-known globally-serving government organizations,
NGOs, and federal agencies about their choropleth mapmaking workflows. Our goal was to learn
about how trained cartographers work within the provisions and structures of organizations. We
found that mapmaking is a complex undertaking involving interdisciplinary collaborations within and
across organizations. While there are agreed-upon dicta, some processes vary across organizations
due to other human factors (e.g., a mapmaker’s personal preferences and ‘mood’ on a given day)
and external factors (e.g., requiring that choropleth maps use an organization’s brand colors) that
deviate from academic cartographic design principles. Our questions about binning and color choices
resulted in relatively lively conversations with mapmakers. In no case did the mapmakers give short,
concise answers to these questions (in our perspective), nor did they query why we were interested in
these subjects; they seemed eager to discuss these ‘details’. This enthusiasm may suggest that these
choices are central to choropleth mapping and agency in mapmaking, and should be further explored.
This grey area can be valuable for CSCW and HCI researchers and cartographers as they balance the
territory between standards and practical graphic production in the future.

Acknowledgments
This material is based upon work supported by NSF IIS-1750474. We are grateful to the cartographers
and GIS experts for interviewing with us. We also thank the Georgia Tech Visualization Lab, Karthik
Bhat, and anonymous reviewers for their feedback at different stages of this work. We used Google
Scholar [46], vitaLITy [91], and vitaLITy 2 [10] to assist us during our literature review.

References
[1] 1996. Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA). Public Law 104-191. Available at:

https://www.hhs.gov/hipaa/for-professionals/index.html.
[2] 2016. General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the

Council of 27 April 2016. Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj.
[3] Mark S Ackerman. 2000. The Intellectual Challenge of CSCW: The Gap Between Social Requirements and Technical

Feasibility. Human–Computer Interaction 15, 2-3 (2000), 179–203. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327051HCI1523_5
[4] Adobe. 2023. Illustrator. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.adobe.com/products/illustrator.html
[5] Adobe. 2023. Photoshop. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.adobe.com/products/photoshop.html

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://www.hhs.gov/hipaa/for-professionals/index.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327051HCI1523_5
https://www.adobe.com/products/illustrator.html
https://www.adobe.com/products/photoshop.html


Cartographers in Cubicles 19

[6] Teresa M Amabile et al. 1988. A Model of Creativity and Innovation in Organizations. Research in Organizational
Behavior 10, 1 (1988), 123–167.

[7] Teresa M Amabile, Regina Conti, Heather Coon, Jeffrey Lazenby, and Michael Herron. 1996. Assessing the Work
Environment for Creativity. Academy of Management Journal 39, 5 (1996), 1154–1184. https://www.jstor.org/stable/
256995

[8] Amnesty International. 2023. Interactive digital map reveals state-sanctioned violence worldwide. https://www.amnesty.
ca/human-rights-news/human-rights-violations-map/. Accessed: 2024-06-08.

[9] Amnesty International. 2024. Interactive Protest Map. https://www.amnesty.org.uk/interactive-protest-map. Accessed:
2024-06-08.

[10] Hongye An, Arpit Narechania, Emily Wall, and Kai Xu. 2024. vitaLITy 2: Reviewing Academic Literature Using
Large Language Models. Presented at the NLVIZ Workshop, IEEE VIS 2024. arXiv:2408.13450 [cs.HC] https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2408.13450

[11] Cary L Anderson and Anthony C Robinson. 2021. Affective Congruence in Visualization Design: Influences on
Reading Categorical Maps. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 28, 8 (2021), 2867–2878.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2021.3050118

[12] Obinna Anya. 2015. Bridge the Gap!: What Can Work Design in Crowdwork Learn from Work Design Theories?. In
Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing. 612–627.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675227

[13] Hannah K Bako, Xinyi Liu, Leilani Battle, and Zhicheng Liu. 2022. Understanding how Designers Find and Use
Data Visualization Examples. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 29, 1 (2022), 1048–1058.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2022.3209490

[14] Aruna D Balakrishnan, Sara Kiesler, Jonathon N Cummings, and Reza Zadeh. 2011. Research Team Integration: What
It Is and Why It Matters. In Proceedings of the ACM 2011 Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work.
523–532. https://doi.org/10.1145/1958824.1958905

[15] Barbara Bartz Petchenik. 1979. From Place to Space: The Psychological Achievement of Thematic Mapping. The
American Cartographer 6, 1 (1979), 5–12. https://doi.org/10.1559/152304079784022763

[16] Christine L Borgman, Jillian C Wallis, and Matthew S Mayernik. 2012. Who’s Got the Data? Interdependencies
in Science and Technology Collaborations. Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) 21 (2012), 485–523.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-012-9169-z

[17] Richard E Boyatzis. 1998. Transforming Qualitative Information: Thematic Analysis and Code Development. Sage
Publications.

[18] Cynthia A Brewer. 1994. Color Use Guidelines for Mapping. Visualization in Modern Cartography 1994, 123-148
(1994), 7. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-042415-6.50014-4

[19] Cynthia A Brewer, Alan M MacEachren, Linda W Pickle, and Douglas Herrmann. 1997. Mapping Mortality: Evaluating
Color Schemes for Choropleth Maps. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 87, 3 (1997), 411–438.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.00061

[20] Cynthia A Brewer and Linda Pickle. 2002. Evaluation of Methods for Classifying Epidemiological Data on Choropleth
Maps in Series. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 92, 4 (2002), 662–681. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1467-8306.00310

[21] T. Buckingham. 2019. Map Production and Management. The Geographic Information Science & Technology Body of
Knowledge (3rd Quarter 2019 Edition) (2019). https://doi.org/10.22224/gistbok/2019.3.1

[22] Heather Campbell and Ian Masser. 2020. GIS In Organizations: How Effective Are GIS In Practice? CRC Press.
[23] John M Carroll. 1997. Human-Computer Interaction: Psychology as a Science of Design. International Journal of

Human-Computer Studies 46, 4 (1997), 501–522. https://doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1996.0101
[24] Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 2022. Adult Obesity Prevalence Maps. Retrieved April 12, 2023 from

https://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/prevalence-maps.html
[25] CNN. 2020. Presidential Elections. Retrieved April 12, 2023 from https://edition.cnn.com/election/2020/results/

president
[26] Maria Rita Corticelli. 2009. Human Computer Interaction and the Democratization of Information. Ph. D. Dissertation.

Robert Gordon University.
[27] Stéphane Côté. 1999. Affect and Performance in Organizational Settings. Current Directions in Psychological Science

8, 2 (1999), 65–68.
[28] Maria Cucciniello, Irvine Lapsley, Greta Nasi, and Claudia Pagliari. 2015. Understanding Key Factors Affecting

Electronic Medical Record Implementation: A Sociotechnical Approach. BMC Health Services Research 15 (2015),
1–19. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-0928-7

[29] Richard Cyert and James March. 2015. Behavioral Theory of the Firm. In Organizational Behavior 2. Routledge,
60–77.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://www.jstor.org/stable/256995
https://www.jstor.org/stable/256995
https://www.amnesty.ca/human-rights-news/human-rights-violations-map/
https://www.amnesty.ca/human-rights-news/human-rights-violations-map/
https://www.amnesty.org.uk/interactive-protest-map
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.13450
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.13450
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.13450
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2021.3050118
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675227
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2022.3209490
https://doi.org/10.1145/1958824.1958905
https://doi.org/10.1559/152304079784022763
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-012-9169-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-042415-6.50014-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.00061
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.00310
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.00310
https://doi.org/10.22224/gistbok/2019.3.1
https://doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1996.0101
https://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/prevalence-maps.html
https://edition.cnn.com/election/2020/results/president
https://edition.cnn.com/election/2020/results/president
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-0928-7


20 Narechania, Endert, and Andris

[30] Michael John De Smith, Michael F Goodchild, and Paul Longley. 2007. Geospatial Analysis: A Comprehensive Guide
to Principles, Techniques and Software Tools. Troubador Publishing Ltd.

[31] Franky Declerq. 1995. Choropleth Map Accuracy and the Number Of Class Intervals. In Proceedings of the 17th
Conference and the 10th General Assembly of the International Cartographic Association. Institute Cartogràfic de
Catalunya Barcelona.

[32] Robert Drago and Geoffrey K Turnbull. 1991. Competition and Cooperation in the Workplace. Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization 15, 3 (1991), 347–364. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-2681(91)90051-X

[33] John Eck, Spencer Chainey, James Cameron, and Ronald Wilson. 2005. Mapping Crime: Understanding Hotspots.
National Institute of Justice.

[34] Paul N Edwards, Matthew S Mayernik, Archer L Batcheller, Geoffrey C Bowker, and Christine L Borgman. 2011.
Science Friction: Data, Metadata, and Collaboration. Social Studies of Science 41, 5 (2011), 667–690. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/0306312711413314

[35] Yrjö Engeström et al. 1999. Activity Theory and Individual and Social Transformation. Perspectives on Activity Theory
19, 38 (1999), 19–30. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511812774.003

[36] Thomas Erickson and Wendy A Kellogg. 2000. Social Translucence: Designing Systems that Support Social Processes.
ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction (TOCHI) 7, 1 (2000), 59–83. https://doi.org/10.1145/344949.
345004

[37] Esri. 1969. Esri Products. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/products/index
[38] Esri. 2023. ArcGIS. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/about-arcgis/overview
[39] Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2024. Flood Maps. https://www.fema.gov/flood-maps. Accessed: 2024-06-

08.
[40] Kenneth Field. 2021. Thematic Mapping: 101 Inspiring Ways to Visualise Empirical Data. Esri Press, Redlands, CA.

https://doi.org/10.1080/23729333.2022.2031610
[41] Stephen M Fiore, Eduardo Salas, Haydee M Cuevas, and Clint A Bowers. 2003. Distributed Coordination Space:

Toward a Theory of Distributed Team Process and Performance. Theoretical Issues in Ergonomics Science 4, 3-4
(2003), 340–364. https://doi.org/10.1080/1463922021000049971

[42] Gerhard Fischer. 2001. User Modeling in Human–Computer Interaction. User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction
11 (2001), 65–86. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1011145532042

[43] Anthony Giddens. 1984. The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Structuration. Univ of California Press.
[44] Jasmin Godemann. 2008. Knowledge Integration: A Key Challenge for Transdisciplinary Cooperation. Environmental

Education Research 14, 6 (2008), 625–641. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620802469188
[45] Google. 2023. Google Earth. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://earth.google.com/web/
[46] Google. 2023. Google Scholar. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://scholar.google.com
[47] Jonathan Grudin. 1988. Why CSCW applications Fail: Problems in the Design and Evaluation of Organizational

Interfaces. In Proceedings of the 1988 ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work. 85–93. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/62266.62273

[48] Jonathan Grudin. 1994. Computer-Supported Cooperative Work: History and Focus. Computer 27, 5 (1994), 19–26.
https://doi.org/10.1109/2.291294

[49] Jonathan Grudin. 1994. Groupware and Social Dynamics: Eight Challenges for Developers. Commun. ACM 37, 1
(1994), 92–105. https://doi.org/10.1145/175222.175230

[50] Greg Guest, Arwen Bunce, and Laura Johnson. 2006. How Many Interviews are Enough? An Experiment With Data
Saturation and Variability. Field Methods 18, 1 (2006), 59–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903

[51] Monica Hammer and Tore Söderqvist. 2001. Enhancing Transdisciplinary Dialogue in Curricula Development.
Ecological Economics 38, 1 (2001), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00168-9

[52] Mark Harrower and Cynthia A Brewer. 2003. ColorBrewer.org: An Online Tool for Selecting Colour Schemes for
Maps. The Cartographic Journal 40, 1 (2003), 27–37. https://doi.org/10.1179/000870403235002042

[53] Caroline Haythornthwaite. 2006. Learning and Knowledge Networks in Interdisciplinary Collaborations. Journal of
the American Society for Information Science and Technology 57, 8 (2006), 1079–1092.

[54] Jeffrey Michael Heer. 2008. Supporting Asynchronous Collaboration for Interactive Visualization. University of
California, Berkeley.

[55] Madeline E Heilman. 2012. Gender Stereotypes and Workplace Bias. Research in Organizational Behavior 32 (2012),
113–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2012.11.003

[56] Richard Herriott and Sharon Cook. 2014. Inclusive Design for Assistive Technology. In Universal Design 2014: Three
Days of Creativity and Diversity. IOS Press, 175–184. https://doi.org/10.3233/978-1-61499-403-9-175

[57] Hexagon. 2023. ERDAS Imagine. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://hexagon.com/products/erdas-imagine
[58] Highcharts. 2023. Highcharts Maps. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.highcharts.com/blog/products/maps/

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-2681(91)90051-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312711413314
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312711413314
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511812774.003
https://doi.org/10.1145/344949.345004
https://doi.org/10.1145/344949.345004
https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/products/index
https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/about-arcgis/overview
https://www.fema.gov/flood-maps
https://doi.org/10.1080/23729333.2022.2031610
https://doi.org/10.1080/1463922021000049971
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1011145532042
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620802469188
https://earth.google.com/web/
https://scholar.google.com
https://doi.org/10.1145/62266.62273
https://doi.org/10.1145/62266.62273
https://doi.org/10.1109/2.291294
https://doi.org/10.1145/175222.175230
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00168-9
https://doi.org/10.1179/000870403235002042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2012.11.003
https://doi.org/10.3233/978-1-61499-403-9-175
https://hexagon.com/products/erdas-imagine
https://www.highcharts.com/blog/products/maps/


Cartographers in Cubicles 21

[59] Charles B Hodges, Stephanie Moore, Barbara B Lockee, Torrey Trust, and Mark Aaron Bond. 2020. The Difference
Between Emergency Remote Teaching and Online Learning. (2020). https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-
difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-and-online-learning

[60] J. T. Howarth. 2020. Lesson Design in Cartography Education. DOI:10.22224/gistbok/2020.3.6
[61] Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2024. IPCC WGI Interactive Atlas. https://interactive-atlas.ipcc.ch.

Accessed: 2024-06-08.
[62] Anthony Jameson. 2007. Adaptive Interfaces and Agents. In The Human–Computer Interaction Handbook. CRC press,

459–484.
[63] Irving L Janis. 2008. Groupthink. IEEE Engineering Management Review 36, 1 (2008), 36. https://doi.org/10.1109/

EMR.2008.4490137
[64] George F Jenks. 1963. Class Intervals for Statistical Maps. International Yearbook of Cartography 3 (1963), 119–134.
[65] Daniel Kahneman. 2011. Thinking, Fast and Slow. Farrar, Straus and Giroux (2011).
[66] Sean Kandel, Andreas Paepcke, Joseph M Hellerstein, and Jeffrey Heer. 2012. Enterprise Data Analysis and Visual-

ization: An Interview Study. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 18, 12 (2012), 2917–2926.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2012.219

[67] Simeon Keates and P John Clarkson. 2002. Countering Design Exclusion Through Inclusive Design. ACM SIGCAPH
Computers and the Physically Handicapped 73-74 (2002), 69–76. https://doi.org/10.1145/960201.957218

[68] Simeon Keates, P John Clarkson, Lee-Anne Harrison, and Peter Robinson. 2000. Towards a Practical Inclusive Design
Approach. In Proceedings on the 2000 Conference on Universal Usability. 45–52. https://doi.org/10.1145/355460.
355471

[69] Fritz Kessler and Sarah Battersby. 2019. Working with Map Projections: A Guide to Their Selection. CRC Press.
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203731413

[70] Robert Kraut, Jolene Galegher, and Carmen Egido. 1986. Relationships and Tasks in Scientific Research Collaborations.
In Proceedings of the 1986 ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work. 229–245. https://doi.org/10.
1145/637069.637098

[71] Robert E Kraut, Robert S Fish, Robert W Root, Barbara L Chalfonte, et al. 1990. Informal Communication in
Organizations: Form, Function, and Technology. In Human Reactions to Technology: Claremont Symposium on Applied
Social Psychology, Vol. 145. 199.

[72] Steinar Kristoffersen and Fredrik Ljungberg. 1999. An Empirical Study of How People Establish Interaction: Impli-
cations for CSCW Session Management Models. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems. 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1145/302979.302980

[73] Bruno Latour. 2007. Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory. Oxford University Press.
[74] Eun-Ju Lee and Edson C Tandoc Jr. 2017. When News Meets the Audience: How Audience Feedback Online

Affects News Production and Consumption. Human Communication Research 43, 4 (2017), 436–449. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/hcre.12123

[75] Jennifer S Lerner, Ye Li, Piercarlo Valdesolo, and Karim S Kassam. 2015. Emotion and Decision Making. Annual
Review of Psychology 66, 1 (2015), 799–823. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115043

[76] Benedikt Ley, Thomas Ludwig, Volkmar Pipek, Dave Randall, Christian Reuter, and Torben Wiedenhoefer. 2014.
Information and Expertise Sharing in Inter-Organizational Crisis Management. Computer Supported Cooperative Work
(CSCW) 23 (2014), 347–387. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-014-9205-2

[77] Yvonna S Lincoln. 1985. Naturalistic Inquiry. Vol. 75. SAGE Publications.
[78] Karthic Madanagopal, Eric D Ragan, and Perakath Benjamin. 2019. Analytic Provenance in Practice: The Role of

Provenance in Real-World Visualization and Data Analysis Environments. IEEE Computer Graphics and Applications
39, 6 (2019), 30–45. https://doi.org/10.1109/MCG.2019.2933419

[79] Narges Mahyar and Melanie Tory. 2014. Supporting Communication and Coordination in Collaborative Sensemaking.
IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 20, 12 (2014), 1633–1642. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.
2014.2346573

[80] Sally Maitlis, Timothy J Vogus, and Thomas B Lawrence. 2013. Sensemaking and Emotion in Organizations.
Organizational Psychology Review 3, 3 (2013), 222–247. https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866134890

[81] Axis Maps. 2023. Choropleth Maps. Retrieved November 22, 2023 from https://www.axismaps.com/guide/choropleths
[82] James G March and Herbert A Simon. 1993. Organizations. John Wiley & Sons.
[83] J.E. Mersey, Social Sciences, Humanities Research Council of Canada, Canadian Cartographic Association, Natural

Sciences, and Engineering Research Council Canada. 1990. Colour and Thematic Map Design: The Role of Colour
Scheme and Map Complexity in Choropleth Map Communication. University of Toronto Press. https://books.google.
com/books?id=8YtgjwEACAAJ

[84] Microsoft Corporation. 2022. Power BI Desktop. Retrieved May 25, 2022 from https://powerbi.microsoft.com/en-us/
[85] Mark Monmonier. 2018. How to Lie with Maps. University of Chicago Press.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-and-online-learning
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-and-online-learning
DOI:10.22224/gistbok/2020.3.6
https://interactive-atlas.ipcc.ch
https://doi.org/10.1109/EMR.2008.4490137
https://doi.org/10.1109/EMR.2008.4490137
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2012.219
https://doi.org/10.1145/960201.957218
https://doi.org/10.1145/355460.355471
https://doi.org/10.1145/355460.355471
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203731413
https://doi.org/10.1145/637069.637098
https://doi.org/10.1145/637069.637098
https://doi.org/10.1145/302979.302980
https://doi.org/10.1111/hcre.12123
https://doi.org/10.1111/hcre.12123
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115043
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-014-9205-2
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCG.2019.2933419
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2014.2346573
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2014.2346573
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866134890
https://www.axismaps.com/guide/choropleths
https://books.google.com/books?id=8YtgjwEACAAJ
https://books.google.com/books?id=8YtgjwEACAAJ
https://powerbi.microsoft.com/en-us/


22 Narechania, Endert, and Andris

[86] Janice M Morse. 2000. Determining Sample Size. Qualitative Health Research 10, 1 (2000), 3–5. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1049732001291181

[87] Michael Muller, Ingrid Lange, Dakuo Wang, David Piorkowski, Jason Tsay, Q Vera Liao, Casey Dugan, and Thomas
Erickson. 2019. How Data Science Workers Work with Data: Discovery, Capture, Curation, Design, Creation. In
Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3290605.3300356

[88] Michael J Muller and Sarah Kuhn. 1993. Participatory Design. Commun. ACM 36, 6 (1993), 24–28. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/153571.255960

[89] multiple contributors. 2023. Inkscape. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://inkscape.org/
[90] Arpit Narechania, Alex Endert, and Clio Andris. 2023. Resiliency: A Consensus Data Binning Method (Short Paper).

In 12th International Conference on Geographic Information Science (GIScience 2023). Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-
Zentrum für Informatik. https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.GIScience.2023.55

[91] Arpit Narechania, Alireza Karduni, Ryan Wesslen, and Emily Wall. 2022. vitaLITy: Promoting Serendipitous Discovery
of Academic Literature with Transformers & Visual Analytics. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer
Graphics 28, 1 (2022), 486–496. https://doi.org/10.1109/TransactionsonVisualizationandComputerGraphics.2021.
3114820

[92] New York Times. 2021. An Extremely Detailed Map of the 2020 Election. Retrieved April 12, 2023 from
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/upshot/2020-election-map.html

[93] Eric Newburger and Niklas Elmqvist. 2024. Visualization According to Statisticians: An Interview Study on the Role
of Visualization for Inferential Statistics. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 30, 1 (2024),
230–239. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2023.3326521

[94] Donald A Norman. 1988. The Psychology of Everyday Things. Basic Books.
[95] Donald A Norman and Stephen W Draper. 1986. User Centered System Design; New Perspectives on Human-Computer

Interaction. L. Erlbaum Associates Inc.
[96] Nancy J Obermeyer. 1990. Bureaucratic Factors in the Adoption of GIS by Public Organizations: Preliminary Evidence

from Public Administrators and Planners. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems 14, 4 (1990), 261–271.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0198-9715(90)90001-A

[97] David L Olson. 1997. Decision Aids for Selection Problems. Journal of the Operational Research Society 48, 5 (1997),
541–542. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-3982-6

[98] Gary M Olson and Judith S Olson. 2000. Distance Matters. Human-Computer Interaction 15, 2 (2000), 139–178.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327051HCI1523_4

[99] Open Source Geospatial Foundation. 2001. GeoServer. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://geoserver.org/
[100] Open Source Geospatial Foundation. 2023. GDAL. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://gdal.org/
[101] Stan Openshaw. 1983. The Modifiable Areal Unit Problem (Vol. 38). Norwich: Geo Books (1983).
[102] Wanda J. Orlikowski. 1992. Learning from Notes: Organizational Issues in Groupware Implementation. In Proceedings

of the 1992 ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work. 362–369. https://doi.org/10.1145/143457.
143549

[103] Daniel Owen. 2015. Collaborative Decision Making. Decision Analysis 12, 1 (2015), 29–45. https://doi.org/10.1287/
deca.2014.0307

[104] Georgia Panagiotidou, Jeroen Poblome, Jan Aerts, and Andrew Vande Moere. 2022. Designing a Data Visualisation for
Interdisciplinary Scientists. How to Transparently Convey Data Frictions? Computer Supported Cooperative Work
(CSCW) 31, 4 (2022), 633–667. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-022-09432-9

[105] Michael Quinn Patton. 2014. Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods: Integrating Theory and Practice. SAGE
Publications.

[106] Sharoda A Paul and Madhu C Reddy. 2010. Understanding Together: Sensemaking in Collaborative Information
Seeking. In Proceedings of the 2010 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work. 321–330. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/1718918.1718976

[107] Judith Petts, Susan Owens, and Harriet Bulkeley. 2008. Crossing Boundaries: Interdisciplinarity in the Context of
Urban Environments. Geoforum 39, 2 (2008), 593–601. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2006.02.008

[108] Daniel J Power. 2002. Decision Support Systems: Concepts and Resources for Managers. Greenwood Publishing
Group.

[109] Precisely. 2023. MapInfo. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.precisely.com/product/precisely-mapinfo/
mapinfo-pro

[110] Serge Rey and Luc Anselin. 2005. PySAL. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://pysal.org/
[111] Byron M Roth and John D Mullen. 2002. Decision Making: Its Logic and Practice. Rowman & Littlefield.
[112] Salesforce. 2022. Tableau. Retrieved August 29, 2022 from https://www.tableau.com/learn/get-started/prep

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732001291181
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732001291181
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300356
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300356
https://doi.org/10.1145/153571.255960
https://doi.org/10.1145/153571.255960
https://inkscape.org/
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.GIScience.2023.55
https://doi.org/10.1109/Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics.2021.3114820
https://doi.org/10.1109/Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics.2021.3114820
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/upshot/2020-election-map.html
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2023.3326521
https://doi.org/10.1016/0198-9715(90)90001-A
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-3982-6
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327051HCI1523_4
https://geoserver.org/
https://gdal.org/
https://doi.org/10.1145/143457.143549
https://doi.org/10.1145/143457.143549
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2014.0307
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2014.0307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-022-09432-9
https://doi.org/10.1145/1718918.1718976
https://doi.org/10.1145/1718918.1718976
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2006.02.008
https://www.precisely.com/product/precisely-mapinfo/mapinfo-pro
https://www.precisely.com/product/precisely-mapinfo/mapinfo-pro
https://pysal.org/
https://www.tableau.com/learn/get-started/prep


Cartographers in Cubicles 23

[113] Arvind Satyanarayan, Dominik Moritz, Kanit Wongsuphasawat, and Jeffrey Heer. 2016. Vega-Lite: A Grammar Of
Interactive Graphics. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics (2016). https://doi.org/10.1109/
TVCG.2016.2599030

[114] Kjeld Schmidt and Liam Bannon. 1992. Taking CSCW Seriously: Supporting Articulation Work. Computer Supported
Cooperative Work (CSCW) 1 (1992), 7–40. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00752449

[115] Barry Schwartz, Andrew Ward, John Monterosso, Sonja Lyubomirsky, Katherine White, and Darrin R Lehman. 2002.
Maximizing Versus Satisficing: Happiness is a Matter of Choice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 83, 5
(2002), 1178. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.5.1178

[116] Gary Sherman. 2002. QGIS. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://qgis.org/
[117] Silver Lake Technology Management, L.L.C. 2023. Qualtrics. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.qualtrics.

com/
[118] Herbert A Simon. 1955. A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice. The Quarterly Journal of Economics (1955), 99–118.

https://www.jstor.org/stable/1884852
[119] Herbert A Simon. 1972. Theories of Bounded Rationality. Decision and Organization (1972).
[120] Herbert A Simon. 2013. Administrative Behavior. Simon and Schuster.
[121] Terry A Slocum, Robert B McMaster, Fritz C Kessler, and Hugh H Howard. 2022. Thematic Cartography and

Geovisualization. CRC Press.
[122] C Estelle Smith, Eduardo Nevarez, and Haiyi Zhu. 2020. Disseminating Research News in HCI: Perceived Hazards,

How-To’s, and Opportunities for Innovation. In Proceedings of the 2020 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems. 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376744

[123] Kannan Srikanth. 2007. Coordination in Distributed Organizations. SSRN 939786 (2007). http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.939786

[124] Susan Leigh Star and James R Griesemer. 1989. Institutional Ecology, Translations’ and Boundary Objects: Amateurs
and Professionals in Berkeley’s Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, 1907-39. Social Studies of Science 19, 3 (1989),
387–420. https://doi.org/10.1177/03063128901900300

[125] Paul Stock and Rob JF Burton. 2011. Defining Terms for Integrated (Multi-Inter-Trans-Disciplinary) Sustainability
Research. Sustainability 3, 8 (2011), 1090–1113. https://doi.org/10.3390/su3081090

[126] Anselm Strauss and Juliet Corbin. 1998. Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and Procedures for Developing
Grounded Theory. Sage Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452230153

[127] Cass R Sunstein. 1999. The Law of Group Polarization. University of Chicago Law School, John M. Olin Law &
Economics Working Paper 91 (1999). https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9760.00148

[128] Steven Tadelis. 2016. Reputation and Feedback Systems in Online Platform Markets. Annual Review of Economics 8, 1
(2016), 321–340. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080315-015325

[129] Jennifer Thom-Santelli, Dan Cosley, and Geri Gay. 2010. What Do You Know? Experts, Novices and Territoriality in
Collaborative Systems. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1685–1694.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753578

[130] Jennifer Thom-Santelli, Dan R Cosley, and Geri Gay. 2009. What’s Mine is Mine: Territoriality in Collaborative
Authoring. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1481–1484. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/1518701.1518925

[131] Waldo R Tobler. 1973. Choropleth Maps Without Class Intervals? Geographical Analysis (1973). https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1538-4632.1973.tb01012.x

[132] Gunther Tress, Bärbel Tress, and Gary Fry. 2007. Analysis of the Barriers to Integration in Landscape Research
Projects. Land use policy 24, 2 (2007), 374–385. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2006.05.001

[133] John W Tukey. 1977. Box-and-Whisker Plots. Exploratory Data Analysis (1977), 39–43.
[134] Efraim Turban, Ramesh Sharda, and Dursun Delen. 2011. Decision Support and Business Intelligence Systems. Prentice

Hall.
[135] Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahneman. 1974. Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases: Biases in Judgments

Reveal Some Heuristics of Thinking Under Uncertainty. Science 185, 4157 (1974), 1124–1131. https://doi.org/10.
1126/science.185.4157.1124

[136] U.S. Access Board. 2017. Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act. Retrieved March 19, 2023 from https://www.
section508.gov/

[137] Michele Ver Ploeg. 2013. Food Access Research Atlas. Economic Research Service, Department of Agriculture (2013).
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas

[138] Jagoda Walny, Christian Frisson, Mieka West, Doris Kosminsky, Søren Knudsen, Sheelagh Carpendale, and Wesley
Willett. 2019. Data Changes Everything: Challenges and Opportunities in Data Visualization Design Handoff. IEEE
Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 26, 1 (2019), 12–22. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2019.
2934538

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2016.2599030
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2016.2599030
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00752449
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.5.1178
https://qgis.org/
https://www.qualtrics.com/
https://www.qualtrics.com/
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1884852
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376744
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.939786
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.939786
https://doi.org/10.1177/03063128901900300
https://doi.org/10.3390/su3081090
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452230153
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9760.00148
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080315-015325
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753578
https://doi.org/10.1145/1518701.1518925
https://doi.org/10.1145/1518701.1518925
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1538-4632.1973.tb01012.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1538-4632.1973.tb01012.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124
https://www.section508.gov/
https://www.section508.gov/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2019.2934538
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2019.2934538


24 Narechania, Endert, and Andris

[139] Haizhou Wang and Mingzhou Song. 2011. Ckmeans.1d.dp: Optimal k-means Clustering in One Dimension by Dynamic
Programming. The R Journal 3, 2 (2011), 29. https://journal.r-project.org/archive/2011/RJ-2011-015/RJ-2011-015.pdf

[140] Stanley Wasserman and Katherine Faust. 1994. Social Network Analysis: Methods and Applications. Cambridge
University Press.

[141] Karl E Weik. 2009. The Collapse of Sensemaking in Organizations: The Mann Gulch Disaster. Studi Organizzativi
2008/2 (2009). https://www.jstor.org/stable/2393339

[142] Robert S Weiss. 1995. Learning From Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative Interview Studies. Simon and
Schuster. https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1993-99017-000

[143] Hadley Wickham. 2016. ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis. Springer-Verlag New York. https://ggplot2.
tidyverse.org

[144] Alex J Wood, Mark Graham, Vili Lehdonvirta, and Isis Hjorth. 2019. Good Gig, Bad Gig: Autonomy and Algorithmic
Control in the Global Gig Economy. Work, Employment and Society 33, 1 (2019), 56–75. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0950017018785

[145] World Health Organization. 2024. WHO COVID-19 Dashboard. https://covid19.who.int/. Accessed: 2024-06-08.
[146] Yalong Yang, Tim Dwyer, Kim Marriott, Bernhard Jenny, and Sarah Goodwin. 2020. Tilt Map: Interactive Transitions

Between Choropleth Map, Prism Map and Bar Chart in Immersive Environments. IEEE Transactions on Visualization
and Computer Graphics 27, 12 (2020), 4507–4519. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2020.3004137

[147] Shichao Zhang, Chengqi Zhang, and Qiang Yang. 2003. Data Preparation for Data Mining. Applied Artificial
Intelligence 17, 5-6 (2003), 375–381. https://doi.org/10.1080/713827180

[148] Yixuan Zhang, Yifan Sun, Joseph D Gaggiano, Neha Kumar, Clio Andris, and Andrea G Parker. 2022. Visualiza-
tion Design Practices in a Crisis: Behind the Scenes with COVID-19 Dashboard Creators. IEEE Transactions on
Visualization and Computer Graphics 29, 1 (2022), 1037–1047. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2022.3209493

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2025.

https://journal.r-project.org/archive/2011/RJ-2011-015/RJ-2011-015.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2393339
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1993-99017-000
https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org
https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017018785
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017018785
https://covid19.who.int/
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2020.3004137
https://doi.org/10.1080/713827180
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2022.3209493

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Background on GIS and Cartographic Workflows, Principles, and Tools
	2.2 Collaboration within and across Organizations
	2.3 Decision-Making within Organizations

	3 Interviews with Cartographers and GIS Experts
	3.1 Participants and Organizations
	3.2 Recruitment and Interviews
	3.3 Analysis

	4 Choropleth Mapmaking in Government Organizations and NGOs
	4.1 Notable/Recent Maps, Audience, Purpose, Formats, and Types
	4.2 Mapping Workflows
	4.3 Mapping Tools and Libraries
	4.4 Data Preparation & Analysis: Looking at Data before Mapping
	4.5 Determining Data Binning Methods
	4.6 Determining Colors
	4.7 Organizational Structure and Team Dynamics
	4.8 Influence of Organizational Protocols and Guidelines

	5 Discussion: Broader Implications and Opportunities for CSCW, HCI, and information visualization
	5.1 Enhancing Decision-Making in Mapmaking
	5.2 Facilitating Effective Interdisciplinary Collaborations in Organizations
	5.3 Bridging the Disconnect between Theory, Research, and Practice
	5.4 Designing Inclusive and Context-Aware Maps

	6 Limitations and Future Work
	7 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

