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This report is customized for Aim 1 to illustrate interactions among participants and network
structure. This should be read with the complementary “Team Science in PINEMAP Report” and
“PINEMAP Whole Network Team Science Report.”

Your feedback on the usefulness and limitations of this research is welcomed and important. Please send any
guestions and input to wendylin@ufl.edu.



mailto:wendylin@ufl.edu

WHOLE PINEMAP Network: Aim 1 highlighted

Visualization is based on strong ties (3 & 4). Node Size is betweenness centrality for the whole PINEMAP network. Leaders = boxes

0
8]
'Sam_Frye
O
O
.Lu,Zha\ C ® &
Santosh_Subedi
& @ e 'Brett_Hewm
'T\m_AIbaugh Zach_Clark Yang_zhang
& .Juhn_ng & a
o 0
o C C s
O . Wen_Li .
@ en_tn Jinyan_Yang
g o] C .Kurt Johnsen.Jose’Stape Chris_Maier Andy_Laviner Stan_Bartkowiak
] = .
(] Biian_Strahm o .Milesjngwers
o o} D .Tnm_an .Askn_Nourmets @ Jay_Raymond
8] . Dehai_Zhao
D O Bob_Teskey .
O Madison_Akers 1)
O .J,-C,_Dnmec .DarLMarkewitz O April_Meeks
@] D ® . Mary_Anne_McGuire
Eric_Jokela Mike_Kane @ ® .J ok
O C Geoff_Lokuta ason_West .Cndyfluedtke oe_Clarl
o C O Lisa_Samuelson
Q O Tim_Martin Tom_Hennessey 'Tom_Stokes .J\_Qi_(J\H)
o 9.
G O e .RUd—W‘” .DUNCEILWHSOH .Enthememam
0]
O o E:
D .Ehzabeth,Wi\son
O e %] O C e .Elainejteb\er
(] Jason_Pike
= o) o Adam_Maggard .
o ® Casey Ausmus
0 0 o P Randy_Holeman @ ke
ill Teri_M
o] & Allen_Miligan .Ma)@ve\\_quhtmaﬂ en_Hedsker
“ b .C Meek
o asey_Mee
o y o
o o
8 0

The AIM 1 sub-network is the biggest Aim group, representing 42% of the
whole PINEMAP network (52 members). Aim 1 participants occupy a large
proportion of the whole PINEMAP network. Many Aim 1 participants are more
centrally located in the whole network than other Aim group members, who
remain on the periphery. Larger nodes indicate key brokerage positions. These
individuals are well connected to participants in the whole PINEMAP network
and may facilitate strong cross-Aim interactions.

Reflection Questions
» Where are students located in this network?
» Are mechanisms being explored to facilitate changes in
students’ positions over time?




Aim 1 Sub-network: DISCIPLINES

Visualization based on strong ties (3 & 4). Node size indicates betweenness centrality for the Aim 1 sub-network. Node color = DISCIPLINE,

Leaders = boxes.
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The Aim 1 sub-network brings together the largest number of disciplines
in PINEMAP. However, ecophysiologists/biologists and silviculturalists
dominate. Larger nodes represent key brokerage positions. Individuals in
these positions likely facilitate strong interactions among members
WITHIN Aim 1.

Reflection Questions
» To achieve Aim 1 goals, are disciplines appropriately integrated?
» Do you notice differences among Aim 1 brokers in cross-Aim
interactions (previous network diagram) vs. within-Aim
interactions (this diagram)?




Aim 1 Sub-network: INSTITUTIONS

Visualization based on strong ties (3 & 4). Node size indicates betweenness centrality for the Aim 1 sub-network. Node color = INSTITUTION,

Leaders = boxes
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The Aim 1 sub-network congregates members from virtually all institutions
engaged in PINEMAP. UGA and OSU seem to have higher representation,
followed by VT, NCSU, TAMU, and Auburn.

Reflection Question
» Do members of other universities need to be better
positioned as brokers to enhance Aim 1 activities?




Aim 1 Sub-network

visualized differently

Figure 1 is based on strong ties (3&4).
Figure 2 also includes communication (2).
Node size = betweenness centrality for the
whole PINEMAP network.

Reflection Questions

» The Aim 1 network displays
differently when we consider
different types of interactions.

> Notice the greater number of ties
when we include communication.

» Do you notice changes in the nodes
that occupy brokerage positions?
Remember, larger nodes are
facilitating interactions across the
whole PINEMAP network.
Collaboration and communication
may require different types of
brokers...
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Communication and Integration

In the April 2013 survey, we asked respondents to rate their level of agreement with the statements “Communication within my Aim is
working well” and “Communication across Aims is working well.” Responses to these questions are summarized in the graphs below. In
addition, during an activity at the annual meeting, we asked Aim groups to brainstorm and identify platforms that promote integration

among Aim 1 and other Aims. The platforms identified by Aim 1 are listed below.

WITHIN MY AIM ACROSS AIMS
100% - 100%
90% - 90% m Strongly Agree
80% - 80% m Agree
70% - 70%
60% - 60% Neutral
50% - 50% m Disagree
40% - 40% -
30% - 30% -— | 1Strongly Disagree
20% —+— 20% -
10% -— 10% -
0% ' ' ' 0% - —
Aim1 Am2 Am3 Aim4 AimS Aims Aim 1 Aim 2 Aim 3 Aim 4 Aim 5 Aim 6
(n=44) (n=15) (n=10) (n=9) (n=8) (n=14) (n=44)(n=15)(n=10) (n=9) (n=8) (n=14)

PLATFORMS identified at the 2012 annual meeting for how Aim 1 integrates
with others in PINEMAP:
e Aim 2 —Class, WaSSI (LA, ET, other data), 3PG, Tier |, I, lll, G&Y, website,
annual meeting
* Aim 3 - Class, WUE/Isotope, Tier I, website, annual meeting
e Aim 4 — G&Y, carbon, soil C, Tier |, Tier ll, WaSSl, fert. efficiency, website,
annual meeting
* Aim 5 — Internship, modules, website, annual meeting, class
e Aim 6 — DSS, outreach, class, webinar, fact sheets, class, website, annual
meeting
e TerraC

Reflection Questions

» Does Aim 1 need to improve cross-Aim
communication?

» How is C (Carbon) an integrative platform?
What about fertilizer efficiency? How do they
foster collaborative interactions across Aims,
disciplines, geographies or institutions?

» Are mechanisms in place to facilitate on-going
interaction within the integration platforms that
have been identified?
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