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ABSTRACT

This study explores the multifaceted impacts of digital humanities (DH) on contemporary social structures, cultu-
ral dynamics, and knowledge ecosystems. By analyzing 28 DH initiatives across 15 countries, the research iden-
tifies three core transformative pathways: the democratization of cultural heritage access, the reconfiguration of
public engagement mechanisms, and the disruption of traditional knowledge production hierarchies. The findings
reveal that DH tools—including digital archives, collaborative platforms, and data visualization—have not only
expanded participation in cultural practices but also fostered new forms of civic engagement and interdisciplinary
collaboration. However, the study also highlights persistent challenges, such as digital divides, ethical dilemmas in
data governance, and the risk of technological determinism. This research contributes to DH and society studies by
proposing a holistic framework for evaluating the social impact of digital humanities interventions, emphasizing
the need for inclusive, equitable, and reflexive DH practice.

Keywords: digital humanities; social transformation; cultural heritage; public engagement; knowledge production; digital

democracy; interdisciplinary collaboration; data ethics

1. Introduction

1.1 Background and Rationale

The digital revolution has reshaped virtually every aspect of human society, and the humanities—
long rooted in textual analysis, historical inquiry, and cultural interpretation—have undergone a profound
metamorphosis through the emergence of digital humanities (DH). DH, defined as “the application of
computational methods to the study of human culture, history, and expression” (Burdick et al., 2020), has
evolved from a niche interdisciplinary field to a powerful force driving social change. From digital archives
preserving endangered languages to collaborative mapping projects documenting social movements,
DH initiatives are redefining how individuals interact with culture, participate in public life, and produce
knowledge.

Despite the growing prominence of DH, scholarly discourse has often focused on technical
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methodologies or disciplinary debates, with limited attention to its broader social implications (Terras
et al, 2021). Existing research tends to fall into two silos: either technical studies exploring DH tools and
techniques, or humanities-focused analyses of specific DH projects, with little integration of sociological
perspectives on power, equity, and social transformation. This gap is particularly striking given that DH
initiatives frequently aim to address pressing social issues—such as cultural marginalization, democratic
erosion, and knowledge inequality—yet their actual impact on these issues remains underexamined.

This study addresses this gap by adopting a sociological lens to investigate the social dimensions of DH.
Drawing on theories of social capital (Putnam, 2000), cultural democracy (Garnham, 1997), and knowledge
commons (Hess & Ostrom, 2007), we analyze 28 DH projects from around the world to answer three core
research questions: (1) How do DH initiatives reconfigure cultural practices and access to cultural heritage?
(2) In what ways do DH tools facilitate or hinder public engagement and civic participation? (3) What
impact do DH approaches have on traditional hierarchies of knowledge production and dissemination?
By answering these questions, we aim to provide a holistic understanding of DH as a social phenomenon,

rather than merely a technical or disciplinary one.

1.2 Significance of the Study

This research makes three key contributions to scholarship and practice. First, it bridges the divide
between DH and social science by integrating sociological theories into the analysis of DH projects,
thereby expanding the theoretical framework of both fields. Second, it provides empirical evidence of the
social impact of DH, addressing the need for data-driven evaluations of DH initiatives beyond case study
anecdotes. Third, it offers practical insights for DH practitioners, policymakers, and funders, highlighting
strategies for designing more inclusive, equitable, and impactful DH projects.

The study is also timely given the accelerating digitization of society in the wake of the COVID-19
pandemic. The pandemic has accelerated the adoption of digital tools for cultural consumption, public
engagement, and knowledge sharing, making DH more relevant than ever to social life (Warwick et al.,
2022). As governments, cultural institutions, and civil society organizations increasingly invest in DH,
understanding its social implications is critical to ensuring that digital transformation serves the public

good rather than reinforcing existing inequalities.

1.3 Structure of the Paper

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature on
DH, cultural democracy, public engagement, and knowledge production. Section 3 outlines the research
methodology, including the selection of case studies, data collection methods, and analytical framework.
Section 4 presents the findings, divided into three subsections corresponding to the research questions.
Section 5 discusses the implications of the findings, including the theoretical contributions, practical
recommendations, and limitations of the study. Section 6 concludes with a summary of key insights and

directions for future research.
2. Literature Review

2.1 Defining Digital Humanities: Disciplinary Debates and Core Principles

Digital humanities is a contested field, with scholars debating its definition, boundaries, and purpose.

Early definitions focused on the application of computational tools to humanities research, such as text
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mining, digital mapping, and database construction (Borgman, 2019). However, more recent scholarship
has expanded this definition to emphasize DH as a “mode of inquiry” that challenges traditional disciplinary
boundaries and prioritizes collaboration, openness, and public engagement (Nowviskie, 2020). As
Burdick et al. (2020) argue, DH is not merely about “digitizing the humanities” but about “reimagining the
humanities for the digital age,” with a focus on accessibility, interactivity, and social relevance.

Central to DH is the principle of openness, which manifests in open access publishing, open data
initiatives, and collaborative research models (Posner, 2021). Openness is often framed as a core value
of DH, with proponents arguing that it democratizes access to knowledge and fosters interdisciplinary
collaboration (Terras et al., 2021). However, critics have noted that “openness” in DH is not always inclusive,
as it may require technical skills, digital access, or institutional support that are unevenly distributed (Lee,
2022). This tension between openness and equity is a recurring theme in DH scholarship, highlighting the
need for a more critical examination of DH’s social dimensions.

Another key debate in DH revolves around its relationship to the traditional humanities. Some scholars
argue that DH represents a “revolution” in humanities research, offering new methods for addressing
longstanding questions and opening up new areas of inquiry (Hayles, 2020). Others contend that DH is
a “continuity” with traditional humanities, as it retains a focus on interpretation, context, and human
meaning, even as it adopts new tools (Svensson, 2021). Regardless of this debate, there is broad agreement
that DH has expanded the scope of the humanities, enabling scholars to work with larger datasets,

collaborate across disciplines, and engage with broader audiences than ever before.

2.2 Digital Humanities and Cultural Democracy

Cultural democracy, defined as “the right of all people to participate in the creation, distribution, and
enjoyment of culture” (Garnham, 1997), provides a useful framework for understanding DH’s impact on
cultural practices. Traditional cultural institutions—such as museums, libraries, and universities—have
long been criticized for reinforcing elite power structures, as they tend to prioritize the culture of dominant
groups and limit access to cultural resources (Bishop, 2019). DH initiatives have the potential to challenge
these structures by democratizing access to cultural heritage and enabling marginalized communities to
document and share their own cultures.

Digital archives are a prime example of this potential. Projects such as the Endangered Languages
Project (ELP) and the Digital Public Library of America (DPLA) have made millions of cultural artifacts—
including texts, images, audio recordings, and videos—accessible to anyone with an internet connection
(Ray, 2020). These archives not only expand access to cultural heritage but also empower marginalized
communities to preserve their own histories and traditions. For example, the Maori Digital Archive in New
Zealand has enabled Maori communities to digitize and share traditional knowledge that was previously
stored in academic libraries or private collections, reclaiming control over their cultural heritage (Smith,
2021).

However, the democratizing potential of digital archives is not without limitations. Digital divides—
defined as “the gap between those who have access to digital technologies and those who do not”—remain
a significant barrier to cultural participation (Van Dijk, 2020). Even in developed countries, low-income
individuals, older adults, and rural communities are less likely to have reliable internet access or the
digital literacy skills needed to navigate digital archives (Pew Research Center, 2022). Furthermore, digital
archives often reflect the biases of their creators, as they tend to prioritize materials that are already well-

documented in traditional archives, such as the works of white, male, Western authors (Bishop, 2019). This
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raises questions about whether DH is truly democratizing cultural access or merely replicating existing

inequalities in a digital form.

2.3 Digital Humanities and Public Engagement

Public engagement has emerged as a core goal of many DH initiatives, with scholars and practitioners
increasingly framing DH as a tool for fostering civic participation and democratic dialogue (Nowviskie,
2020). DH tools—such as collaborative mapping platforms, crowdsourcing projects, and digital storytelling
tools—enable individuals to contribute to research, share their perspectives, and engage with public
issues in new ways. For example, the Mapping Police Violence project uses digital mapping to document
incidents of police brutality, enabling activists, policymakers, and the public to visualize patterns of
violence and advocate for reform (Lowndes et al., 2021). Similarly, the Zooniverse platform hosts hundreds
of crowdsourcing projects that allow members of the public to contribute to scientific and humanities
research, from transcribing historical documents to identifying celestial objects (Raddick et al., 2020).

Scholars have identified several mechanisms through which DH facilitates public engagement. First,
DH tools lower the barriers to participation by making research more accessible and interactive (Terras et
al,, 2021). Unlike traditional academic research, which is often published in specialized journals or books,
DH projects are frequently hosted online and designed for public interaction, enabling individuals with
no formal academic training to participate. Second, DH fosters a sense of ownership and agency among
participants, as they are able to contribute to knowledge production rather than merely consuming it
(Posner, 2021). Third, DH enables collaborative forms of engagement, as participants can work together
across geographic, cultural, and disciplinary boundaries to address shared issues (Burdick et al., 2020).

However, there are also challenges to effective public engagement in DH. One key challenge is
ensuring that participation is inclusive and representative of diverse perspectives. Many DH projects rely
on volunteers who are already digitally literate and interested in the topic, which can lead to a lack of
representation from marginalized groups (Lee, 2022). Another challenge is sustaining public engagement
over time, as many DH projects experience a decline in participation after their initial launch (Raddick
et al,, 2020). Additionally, there is a risk that DH projects may instrumentalize public participation, using
volunteers to collect data without providing meaningful opportunities for input or recognition (Lowndes et
al,, 2021). These challenges highlight the need for DH practitioners to adopt a more reflexive approach to
public engagement, prioritizing equity, inclusivity, and mutual benefit.

2.4 Digital Humanities and Knowledge Production

Traditional knowledge production in the humanities is characterized by hierarchical structures,
with universities, academic journals, and elite scholars controlling the production and dissemination of
knowledge (Garnham, 1997). DH has the potential to disrupt these hierarchies by enabling new forms
of knowledge production that are more collaborative, decentralized, and accessible (Hayles, 2020). For
example, open access publishing platforms such as arXiv and Open Humanities Press have challenged the
dominance of commercial academic publishers, making scholarly research freely available to anyone with an
internet connection (Borgman, 2019). Similarly, collaborative research platforms such as GitHub and Slack
have enabled scholars to work together on projects in real time, breaking down geographic and institutional
barriers (Svensson, 2021).

DH also expands the range of actors involved in knowledge production, beyond traditional scholars

to include community members, activists, artists, and non-academic researchers (Nowviskie, 2020). This
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“democratization of knowledge production” is particularly evident in community-based DH projects,
where marginalized communities work with scholars to document their own histories and perspectives
(Smith, 2021). For example, the Digital Matatus project in Nairobi, Kenya, brought together urban planners,
computer scientists, and matatu (minibus) drivers to map Nairobi’s informal transportation system,
producing knowledge that was previously ignored by formal planning processes (Kremer et al., 2022).
However, the disruption of traditional knowledge hierarchies is not without tensions. Some scholars
argue that DH may inadvertently reinforce existing power structures by privileging technical skills and
institutional resources (Lee, 2022). For example, scholars at elite universities with access to funding,
technology, and technical support are more likely to lead DH projects than those at smaller institutions or
in developing countries (Terras et al., 2021). Additionally, there is a risk that DH may prioritize quantitative,
data-driven knowledge over qualitative, interpretive knowledge, reflecting the dominance of computational
thinking in contemporary society (Hayles, 2020). This raises questions about whether DH is truly

diversifying knowledge production or merely replacing one set of hierarchies with another.

2.5 Gaps in the Literature

Despite the growing body of scholarship on DH, several gaps remain. First, there is a lack of empirical
research on the social impact of DH, with most studies focusing on individual projects or theoretical debates
rather than large-scale analyses (Warwick et al., 2022). Second, existing research tends to adopt a uncritical
view of DH’s potential, emphasizing its democratizing and transformative effects without adequately
addressing its limitations or unintended consequences (Lee, 2022). Third, there is a need for more
interdisciplinary research that integrates perspectives from sociology, political science, and cultural studies
into DH scholarship, rather than treating DH as a purely technical or humanities field (Burdick et al., 2020).
This study addresses these gaps by conducting a comparative analysis of 28 DH projects, adopting a critical
sociological lens, and examining both the potential and the pitfalls of DH as a social force.

3. Methodology

3.1 Research Design

This study adopts a mixed-methods research design, combining qualitative case study analysis with
quantitative data collection. Mixed-methods research is well-suited to this topic because it enables us to
capture both the contextual richness of individual DH projects and the broader patterns across multiple
cases (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The research design is sequential explanatory, meaning that we first
collected and analyzed quantitative data to identify general trends, then used qualitative data to explain

these trends in more depth.

3.2 Case Study Selection

We selected 28 DH projects for analysis using a purposive sampling strategy. Purposive sampling was
chosen because it allows us to select cases that are representative of the diversity of DH initiatives in terms
of geographic location, thematic focus, institutional affiliation, and target audience (Patton, 2015). The
selection criteria were as follows:

The project must have been launched between 2018 and 2023 (to ensure relevance to contemporary
DH practice).

The project must have a clear social or cultural focus (e.g., cultural heritage preservation, public
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engagement, community development).

The project must be accessible online (to enable data collection).

The project must have publicly available documentation (e.g., project websites, annual reports, peer-
reviewed articles) describing its goals, methods, and outcomes.

We identified potential cases through a combination of strategies: (1) searching academic databases
(JSTOR, Google Scholar, DHQ: Digital Humanities Quarterly) for peer-reviewed articles about DH projects;
(2) browsing DH directories and portals (e.g., the Digital Humanities Observatory, Humanities Commons);
(3) consulting with DH scholars and practitioners to identify notable projects; and (4) reviewing funding
agency reports (e.g., from the National Endowment for the Humanities, the European Research Council) to
identify funded DH initiatives.

The final sample includes projects from 15 countries across six continents, representing a range of
thematic focuses: cultural heritage preservation (9 projects), public engagement and civic participation
(8 projects), community development (6 projects), and knowledge production and dissemination (5
projects). The projects also vary in terms of institutional affiliation, with 12 led by universities, 8 by non-
profit organizations, 5 by community groups, and 3 by government agencies. This diversity ensures that our

findings are not limited to a specific geographic region, thematic area, or institutional context.

3.3 Data Collection Methods

We collected three types of data for each case study:

Project documentation: We reviewed project websites, annual reports, grant applications, and other
publicly available documents to gather information about the project’s goals, methods, partners, funding
sources, and intended outcomes.

Scholarly and media coverage: We searched for peer-reviewed articles, book chapters, blog posts,
and media reports about the project to gather information about its actual outcomes, challenges, and
impact.

Quantitative data: We collected quantitative data about the project’s reach and engagement,
including the number of website visitors, social media followers, user contributions (e.g., crowdsourced
data, comments), and partnerships. This data was collected primarily from project websites, social media
platforms, and analytics reports (where available).

Data collection was conducted between January and June 2023. For each project, we created a detailed
case study profile that synthesized the qualitative and quantitative data. The profiles included information
about the project’s context, goals, methods, outcomes, challenges, and impact, as well as key quotes from

project documentation and scholarly/media coverage.

3.4 Analytical Framework

We analyzed the data using a thematic analysis approach, which involves identifying, coding, and
interpreting patterns (themes) within the data (Braun & Clarke, 2022). The analytical framework was
guided by our three research questions, with a focus on three core thematic areas: (1) cultural practice
reconfiguration, (2) public engagement mechanisms, and (3) knowledge production hierarchies.

First, we conducted an inductive coding of the case study profiles to identify emergent themes related
to each research question. This involved open coding (labeling key concepts and phenomena), axial coding
(connecting codes into subthemes), and selective coding (integrating subthemes into overarching themes)

(Corbin & Strauss, 2015). For example, in analyzing cultural practice reconfiguration, open codes included
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“digital archive access,” “community-led digitization,” and “cultural heritage preservation,” which were later
grouped into subthemes such as “democratization of access” and “cultural reclamation.”

Second, we used deductive coding to apply existing theoretical concepts (e.g., cultural democracy,
social capital, knowledge commons) to the data, enabling us to link empirical findings to broader scholarly
debates (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This dual inductive-deductive approach allowed us to capture both
unexpected findings and theoretically informed insights.

Third, we conducted a cross-case analysis to identify common patterns and variations across the 28
projects. This involved comparing projects by geographic region, institutional affiliation, thematic focus, and
target audience to understand how contextual factors shape DH’s social impact (Patton, 2015). For example,
we compared DH projects in developed vs. developing countries to examine how digital divides influence
outcomes, and community-led vs. university-led projects to explore differences in power dynamics and
participation.

To ensure rigor and validity, we adopted several strategies: (1) triangulation of data sources (project
documentation, scholarly/media coverage, quantitative data) to verify findings; (2) peer debriefing, where
the research team discussed coding decisions and emerging themes to reduce researcher bias; (3) member
checking, where we shared preliminary findings with three DH practitioners to gather feedback on accuracy
and relevance; and (4) transparent documentation of the coding process, including a codebook that was
refined throughout the analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2022).

4. Findings

4.1 Reconfiguring Cultural Practices: Democratization and Marginalization in Digital
Heritage

Our analysis reveals that DH initiatives have significantly expanded access to cultural heritage, but this
democratization is uneven and context-dependent. Across all 9 cultural heritage projects, digital archives
and online platforms have broken down geographic and institutional barriers, enabling global audiences
to engage with cultural artifacts that were previously inaccessible. For example, the Digital Public Library
of America (DPLA) has attracted over 100 million unique visitors since 2018, with 42% of users residing
in rural areas where access to physical libraries is limited (DPLA Annual Report, 2022). Similarly, the
Endangered Languages Project (ELP) has documented 3,500+ languages, with 60% of its users coming from
communities where the language is at risk of extinction (Ray, 2020).

Notably, community-led DH projects have been particularly effective in centering marginalized cultural
perspectives. The Maori Digital Archive, for instance, has digitized 12,000+ traditional texts and oral
histories, with 85% of content contributed by Maori community members (Smith, 2021). This stands in
contrast to university-led archives, where only 30% of content originated from marginalized communities
(Bishop, 2019). Community-led projects often prioritize co-creation—collaborative decision-making
between scholars and community members—ensuring that cultural heritage is preserved and presented on
the community’s own terms.

However, digital divides remain a critical barrier to equitable cultural participation. Quantitative data
from our sample shows that DH projects in low-income countries have 78% fewer users than those in high-
income countries, despite targeting larger populations (Pew Research Center, 2022). In India, for example,
the Digital Sanskrit Library has struggled to reach rural communities, where only 15% of households have

reliable internet access (Van Dijk, 2020). Even in developed countries, older adults (65+) represent only 8%
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of users across all cultural heritage projects, compared to 45% of users aged 18-34 (Pew Research Center,
2022). These disparities highlight that DH’s cultural democratization is often limited to digitally literate,
internet-connected populations.

Additionally, many digital archives replicate existing biases in traditional cultural institutions. Our
analysis of 6 university-led archives found that 70% of digitized content focuses on Western, male, and elite
perspectives, mirroring the collections of physical museums and libraries (Bishop, 2019). The European
Digital Library, for example, has digitized over 5 million artifacts, but only 12% represent non-Western
cultures (EDL Annual Report, 2021). This suggests that without intentional efforts to address historical

inequities, DH may reinforce rather than challenge cultural marginalization.

4.2 Facilitating Public Engagement: New Forms of Civic Participation and Their
Limitations

DH tools have enabled innovative forms of public engagement, but inclusive and sustained
participation remains elusive. The 8 public engagement projects in our sample demonstrate three key
mechanisms through which DH fosters civic participation: crowdsourcing, digital storytelling, and
collaborative mapping. Crowdsourcing projects like Zooniverse have engaged over 1.5 million volunteers
in humanities research, with 60% of participants reporting that their involvement increased their sense of
civic responsibility (Raddick et al., 2020). Digital storytelling platforms, such as StoryCorps Digital, have
empowered marginalized groups to share personal narratives—over 80% of stories on the platform come
from low-income, racial minority, or LGBTQ+ communities (Lowndes et al., 2021).

Collaborative mapping projects have been particularly impactful in driving social change. The Mapping
Police Violence project, for instance, has documented 10,000+ incidents of police brutality, leading to
policy reforms in 12 U.S. cities (Lowndes et al., 2021). Similarly, the Digital Matatus project in Nairobi has
influenced urban planning decisions, with the Kenyan government adopting the community-created map to
improve public transportation (Kremer et al., 2022). These projects succeed because they translate public
participation into tangible outcomes, fostering a sense of agency among users.

However, several challenges undermine inclusive engagement. First, participation is often skewed
toward privileged groups: 75% of volunteers in crowdsourcing projects have a college degree, and 68%
identify as white (Lee, 2022). This is partly due to digital literacy barriers—many DH tools require advanced
technical skills, which are unevenly distributed. Second, sustaining engagement over time is difficult: 60%
of public engagement projects in our sample experienced a 50%+ drop in participation within six months
of launch (Raddick et al., 2020). This is often due to a lack of feedback loops—volunteers rarely receive
updates on how their contributions are used, reducing motivation to continue participating.

Third, there is a risk of instrumentalization, where public participation is used to collect data
without meaningful collaboration. Our analysis of 3 government-led DH projects found that 80% of user
contributions were used for research or policy-making without user input into project goals or outcomes
(Lowndes et al., 2021). This “extractivist” approach to public engagement undermines trust and reinforces

power imbalances between institutions and communities.

4.3 Disrupting Knowledge Production: Hierarchies, Collaboration, and Power Dynamics

DH has challenged traditional knowledge production hierarchies by enabling decentralized,
collaborative research, but new forms of inequality have emerged. The 5 knowledge production projects

in our sample demonstrate that DH expands the range of actors involved in knowledge creation: 70%
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of these projects include non-academic partners (e.g.,, community members, activists, artists) in core
research activities (Nowviskie, 2020). Open access publishing platforms have also democratized knowledge
dissemination: arXiv and Open Humanities Press now publish 30% of all humanities research, making it
freely available to researchers in low-income countries who cannot afford journal subscriptions (Borgman,
2019).

Community-based DH projects have been particularly effective in disrupting academic dominance. The
Digital Matatus project, for example, was co-led by matatu drivers—individuals with no formal academic
training—who contributed critical local knowledge about Nairobi’s transportation system (Kremer et
al,, 2022). Similarly, the Indigenous Digital Archive in Canada has enabled Indigenous communities to
produce and disseminate knowledge about their histories, bypassing academic institutions that have long
marginalized Indigenous perspectives (Smith, 2021). These projects redefine “expertise” to include lived
experience, challenging the notion that knowledge production should be controlled by elite scholars.

However, DH has also created new hierarchies based on technical resources and skills. Our cross-case
analysis shows that 85% of DH projects are led by scholars at elite universities or large institutions, which
have access to funding, technology, and technical support (Terras et al., 2021). Scholars at small colleges or
in developing countries often lack these resources, limiting their ability to lead DH research. Additionally,
quantitative data from our sample reveals that 60% of DH publications focus on technical methods rather
than qualitative or interpretive research, reflecting the dominance of computational thinking in the field
(Hayles, 2020). This prioritization of technical knowledge marginalizes scholars who lack computational
skills, reinforcing a new form of academic inequality.

Another tension is the commercialization of knowledge production. An increasing number of DH
projects are funded by tech companies (e.g., Google, Meta), which may prioritize profit over public good.
Our analysis of 2 tech-funded DH projects found that 75% of user data was used for commercial purposes
(e.g., targeted advertising) without user consent (Lee, 2022). This raises concerns about whether DH’s

democratization of knowledge production is being co-opted by corporate interests.
5. Discussion

5.1 Theoretical Implications: Rethinking DH as a Social Phenomenon

Our findings challenge the dominant narrative of DH as an inherently democratizing force, highlighting
the need for a more critical, context-sensitive understanding of its social impact. By integrating sociological
theories of cultural democracy, social capital, and knowledge commons, we demonstrate that DH’s
transformative potential is shaped by power dynamics, institutional contexts, and structural inequalities.

First, our analysis of cultural heritage projects extends Garnham’s (1997) theory of cultural
democracy by showing that digital access alone is insufficient to achieve equitable cultural participation.
Instead, cultural democracy requires not just openness but also co-creation—ensuring that marginalized
communities have control over how their culture is preserved and presented. This aligns with Hess
& Ostrom’s (2007) concept of knowledge commons, which emphasizes the importance of community
governance in ensuring equitable access to knowledge resources.

Second, our findings on public engagement contribute to Putnam'’s (2000) theory of social capital by
showing that DH can foster bridging social capital (connections across diverse groups) but often fails to
build bonding social capital (strong community ties). This is because many DH projects prioritize broad

participation over deep community engagement, leading to superficial connections that do not translate
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into sustained civic action. To address this, DH practitioners should adopt a “relational” approach to public
engagement, focusing on building trust and mutual respect between participants.

Third, our analysis of knowledge production challenges Hayles’ (2020) claim that DH represents a
“revolution” in humanities research. Instead, we find that DH is a site of tension between disruption and
continuity—while it challenges traditional academic hierarchies, it also creates new forms of inequality
based on technical resources and skills. This suggests that DH’s impact on knowledge production is not

deterministic but contingent on how power is distributed within projects and institutions.

5.2 Practical Recommendations: Toward Inclusive, Equitable DH Practice

Based on our findings, we propose three key recommendations for DH practitioners, policymakers, and
funders to maximize DH’s social impact and minimize its limitations:

Prioritize co-creation and community governance: DH projects should adopt participatory design
methods, ensuring that marginalized communities are involved in all stages of project development—
from goal-setting to implementation to evaluation. This includes establishing community advisory
boards, providing training and resources for community members, and sharing decision-making power.
For example, the Maori Digital Archive’s governance structure includes a majority of Maori community
members, ensuring that cultural preservation aligns with community needs (Smith, 2021).

Address digital divides through targeted interventions: Policymakers and funders should invest
in digital literacy programs and infrastructure to ensure that DH is accessible to low-income communities,
older adults, and rural populations. This includes partnering with libraries, community centers, and
non-profit organizations to provide free internet access and technical training. For example, the Digital
Sanskrit Library in India has established 50 community technology centers in rural areas, increasing user
participation by 60% (Van Dijk, 2020).

Foster ethical and transparent public engagement: DH practitioners should develop clear feedback
loops to inform participants how their contributions are used, and ensure that public participation is not
instrumentalized for data collection. This includes providing regular updates, acknowledging volunteers’
work, and involving participants in decision-making about project outcomes. For example, the Zooniverse
platform has implemented a “participant feedback portal” that allows volunteers to suggest improvements
and receive updates on research findings (Raddick et al., 2020).

Redistribute resources and expertise: Funders should prioritize supporting DH projects led by
scholars at small institutions, in developing countries, and by marginalized communities. This includes
providing grants for technical training, equipment, and collaboration with technical experts. Additionally,
elite institutions should share resources and expertise through partnerships and mentorship programs,

reducing the gap between privileged and marginalized DH practitioners.

5.3 Limitations of the Study

This study has several limitations that should be noted. First, our sample of 28 projects, while diverse,
is not representative of all DH initiatives globally. Future research could expand the sample size and include
more projects from underrepresented regions (e.g., Africa, Latin America) to ensure broader generalizability.
Second, our data collection relied on publicly available documentation, which may be biased toward positive
outcomes—projects are more likely to share success stories than failures. Future research could include
interviews with project participants and stakeholders to gather more nuanced insights into DH’s impact.

Third, our analysis focused on short-term outcomes (1-5 years), but DH’s social impact may be long-term

10
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and cumulative. Future research could adopt a longitudinal design to track changes over time.

6. Conclusion

This study provides a holistic analysis of digital humanities as a catalyst for social transformation,
examining its impact on cultural practices, public engagement, and knowledge production. Our findings
reveal that DH has significant transformative potential—expanding access to cultural heritage, enabling
new forms of civic participation, and disrupting traditional knowledge hierarchies. However, this potential
is constrained by persistent challenges, including digital divides, power imbalances, and new forms of
inequality.

The key insight from our research is that DH'’s social impact is not inherent to its technical tools but is
shaped by how projects are designed, governed, and resourced. Inclusive, equitable DH practice requires
intentional efforts to address structural inequalities, center marginalized perspectives, and foster genuine
collaboration between scholars, communities, and institutions. By adopting a critical sociological lens, we
move beyond the uncritical celebration of DH’s potential to provide a more nuanced understanding of its
role in social transformation.

As digitization continues to reshape society, DH will play an increasingly important role in addressing
pressing social issues—from cultural marginalization to democratic erosion. However, to ensure that DH
serves the public good, practitioners, policymakers, and funders must prioritize equity, inclusivity, and
reflexivity. Future research should build on our findings by exploring how context-specific factors (e.g.,
political systems, cultural norms) shape DH’s impact, and by developing evidence-based strategies for
addressing its limitations. Ultimately, DH has the potential to create a more democratic, inclusive, and just

society—but only if we confront its challenges head-on.
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