When WordHoard met Pliny: \

breaking down interaction silos between applications
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e 'This required a rethinking of the roles of the different WordHoard

Scholarly annotation and notetaking should be recognised as a
kind of “anti-siloing” activity, since scholarly research involves the
juxtaposition of materials from a range of different sources.

Annotation & Applications

In the following schematic we see a representation of the role of annotations 1n
Pliny’s approach to interpretation building.
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