Dynamic Graphics: An Interactive Analysis Of What
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I11. Differences Between Comm
II1.A. Multidimensional Scaling
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Figure 5: Standard Deviations Figure 7: Z-Scores

years, are marked on the charts.
Higher mean scores and proportion scores imply that the city scored
city had more variation across the index variables, and higher z-scores

dex variables. A higher score in standard deviations implies that the responses for that
score relative to the original index variables.

I1I1.B. Hierarchical Cluster Analysis
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Figure 8
Another way we can observe the differences between the communitie

year, and the clusters of cities obtained by this method. Cutting each t
cities throughout time.

IV. Conclusions and Future Research

We have demonstrated the use of motion charts in displaying the resu
of time-dependent multivariate analysis. Dynamic and interacti
interpretations can be achieved and customized based on the interest
the user. Future research in this area will be to repeat the analys
based on subsets of the data by the suggested clusters to furth
understand the relationships between the index variables and cities, a
to better characterize what attaches people to their communities.

rarchical cluster analysis. Figure 8 shows the dendrograms for each
oers of clusters for each year, as well as different groupings of the
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