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ABSTRACT
Digital Humanities (DH) has emerged as a pivotal force in advancing social equity, yet its potential to address syste-
mic inequalities remains underexplored. This study employs a mixed-methods approach, integrating quantitative 
analysis of 35 global DH projects and qualitative interviews with 50 stakeholders (community leaders, DH prac-
titioners, policymakers), to examine how DH initiatives can effectively bridge social divides related to education, 
cultural representation, and civic participation. The findings identify four core pathways through which DH fosters 
social equity—knowledge democratization, marginalized voice amplification, participatory governance, and digital 
capacity building—while highlighting persistent barriers including resource inequities, technical exclusion, and in-
stitutional resistance. By contextualizing these dynamics across developed and developing contexts, this research 
offers a nuanced framework for designing equitable DH practices that align with global social justice agendas. The 
study concludes that DH’s contribution to social equity is contingent on intentional design, cross-sector collabora-
tion, and ongoing critical reflection on power dynamics within digital knowledge ecosystems.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Research Background
In an era marked by deepening global inequalities—exacerbated by digital divides, cultural erasure, 

and limited access to education—Digital Humanities (DH) has emerged as a potential tool for social equity 
(Borgman, 2019; Lee, 2022). Unlike traditional humanities scholarship, DH leverages digital technologies 
to democratize knowledge production, preserve marginalized cultures, and enable inclusive civic 
engagement (Nowviskie, 2020). However, existing research on DH’s social impact has largely focused on 
its transformative potential in cultural preservation and public engagement, with insufficient attention to 
how it can systematically address structural inequities (Terras et al., 2021). While studies have highlighted 
DH’s role in expanding access to cultural heritage (Smith, 2021) and fostering public participation (Lowndes 
et al., 2021), few have examined the conditions under which DH initiatives successfully reduce social 
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disparities or the mechanisms through which they may inadvertently reinforce existing inequities.
The global digital divide remains a critical barrier: approximately 37% of the world’s population lacks 

internet access (International Telecommunication Union, 2023), with disproportionate exclusion of low-
income communities, rural populations, and marginalized racial/ethnic groups. Within DH, this translates 
to uneven distribution of resources, technical expertise, and decision-making power—with 80% of DH 
funding concentrated in North America and Europe (DH Consortium, 2022). Meanwhile, marginalized 
communities often face erasure in digital spaces: only 15% of global digital archives prioritize Indigenous, 
Black, and South Asian cultural heritage (Bishop, 2019). These disparities underscore the need for a focused 
examination of DH’s role in advancing social equity, beyond its broader transformative potential.

1.2 Research Questions
This study addresses three core research questions to fill the gaps in existing scholarship:
What specific pathways enable DH initiatives to contribute to social equity (e.g., education access, 

cultural representation, civic inclusion)?
What are the key barriers to equitable DH practice, and how do these vary across geographic, 

institutional, and socioeconomic contexts?
How can DH practitioners, policymakers, and communities collaborate to design and implement 

equity-centered DH projects that address structural inequalities?

1.3 Significance of the Study
This research makes three key contributions to scholarly and practical debates. First, it develops 

a comprehensive framework for understanding DH’s role in social equity, moving beyond fragmented 
discussions of individual projects to identify systemic pathways and barriers. Second, it integrates cross-
regional data from both developed and developing contexts, addressing the Western-centric bias in 
existing DH scholarship (Kremer et al., 2022). Third, it provides evidence-based recommendations for 
equity-centered DH practice, offering actionable strategies for practitioners, funders, and policymakers to 
maximize DH’s social justice impact. By centering equity as a core objective of DH, this study challenges the 
field to move beyond “neutral” technological innovation toward intentional engagement with social justice 
agendas.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Digital Humanities and Knowledge Democratization
Scholarship on DH’s knowledge democratization potential emphasizes its role in disrupting traditional 

academic hierarchies (Burdick et al., 2020; Nowviskie, 2020). Open access publishing platforms, digital 
archives, and collaborative research tools have expanded access to scholarly knowledge, particularly for 
researchers in low-income countries (Borgman, 2019). For example, arXiv and Open Humanities Press 
now make 30% of humanities research freely available, reducing reliance on costly journal subscriptions 
(Borgman, 2019). However, critics argue that knowledge democratization in DH is limited by technical 
barriers—many digital tools require advanced literacy skills that are unevenly distributed (Van Dijk, 
2020)—and by persistent biases in digital collections, which often replicate Western, elite perspectives 
(Bishop, 2019).

2.2 DH and Marginalized Cultural Representation
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A growing body of research highlights DH’s role in preserving and amplifying marginalized cultural 
voices. Community-led DH projects, such as the Māori Digital Archive and the Indigenous Digital Archive, 
have successfully centered Indigenous perspectives by prioritizing co-creation and community governance 
(Smith, 2021). These projects challenge the historical erasure of marginalized cultures in traditional cultural 
institutions, where only 12% of collections represent non-Western perspectives (EDL Annual Report, 2021). 
However, scholars note that cultural representation in DH is often constrained by resource inequities—
marginalized communities rarely have access to the funding, technology, or technical expertise needed to 
lead DH projects (Lee, 2022). Additionally, digital preservation efforts may perpetuate power imbalances 
if communities are not involved in decision-making about how their culture is documented and presented 
(Bishop, 2019).

2.3 DH for Civic Inclusion and Participatory Governance
DH has also been explored as a tool for civic inclusion, enabling marginalized groups to participate 

in public decision-making. Collaborative mapping projects, such as Mapping Police Violence and Digital 
Matatus, have empowered communities to influence policy and urban planning by translating local 
knowledge into digital formats (Kremer et al., 2022; Lowndes et al., 2021). These projects demonstrate that 
DH can foster civic agency by providing tangible pathways for public input. However, research has identified 
significant barriers to inclusive civic engagement in DH, including digital literacy gaps, lack of sustained 
participation mechanisms, and instrumentalization of community input by institutions (Lowndes et al., 
2021). Furthermore, civic DH projects often fail to address the root causes of exclusion, focusing on surface-
level participation rather than structural change (Putnam, 2000).

2.4 Gaps in Existing Research
Despite these advancements, three key gaps remain in the literature. First, existing studies rarely 

examine the interconnectedness of DH’s impact on different dimensions of social equity (e.g., how cultural 
representation intersects with education access). Second, there is a lack of cross-regional comparative 
research, with most studies focusing on DH projects in North America and Europe to the detriment of 
insights from developing contexts. Third, few studies provide actionable frameworks for designing equity-
centered DH projects, instead focusing on either celebrating DH’s potential or critiquing its limitations. This 
study addresses these gaps by developing a holistic, context-sensitive framework for understanding DH’s 
role in social equity.

3. Methodology

3.1 Research Design
This study employs a sequential explanatory mixed-methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018), 

combining quantitative analysis of DH projects with qualitative interviews to explore the pathways and 
barriers to social equity in DH. The mixed-methods approach allows for both breadth (through quantitative 
data) and depth (through qualitative insights), ensuring a comprehensive understanding of the research 
phenomenon.

3.2 Sample Selection

3.2.1 Quantitative Sample
The quantitative phase analyzed 35 DH projects selected through purposive sampling to ensure 
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diversity in geographic region (12 from North America, 8 from Europe, 7 from Africa, 5 from Asia, 3 from 
Latin America), institutional affiliation (18 community-led, 10 university-led, 7 government/NGO-led), 
and thematic focus (14 cultural preservation, 11 civic engagement, 10 education-focused). Projects were 
included if they explicitly stated a commitment to social equity or worked with marginalized communities, 
and if they had at least 2 years of operational history (to ensure sufficient data on outcomes).

3.2.2 Qualitative Sample
The qualitative phase included semi-structured interviews with 50 stakeholders: 20 DH practitioners 

(project leads, researchers), 15 community leaders (from communities served by the sampled projects), 10 
policymakers (focused on digital policy and cultural heritage), and 5 funders of DH initiatives. Interviewees 
were selected to represent diverse geographic regions, institutional roles, and perspectives on DH and 
social equity. Interviews lasted 45–60 minutes and were conducted in English, Spanish, or French (with 
professional translation as needed).

3.3 Data Collection

3.3.1 Quantitative Data
Quantitative data were collected from multiple sources: (1) project documentation (websites, annual 

reports, evaluation studies), (2) publicly available quantitative metrics (user demographics, participation 
rates, geographic reach), (3) funding data (amount, source, distribution), and (4) scholarly/media coverage 
of the projects. Data were coded using a structured coding scheme to capture key variables, including 
project goals, implementation strategies, target populations, outcomes related to social equity, and 
identified barriers.

3.3.2 Qualitative Data
Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions 

focused on: (1) participants’ understanding of social equity in DH, (2) strategies used to advance equity in 
their projects, (3) challenges encountered, (4) successful outcomes, and (5) recommendations for equity-
centered DH practice. Interviews were audio-recorded, transcribed verbatim, and translated into English (if 
conducted in other languages) for analysis.

3.4 Data Analysis

3.4.1 Quantitative Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequency, percentage, mean) to identify 

patterns in project characteristics, outcomes, and barriers. Cross-tabulation and chi-square tests were used 
to examine relationships between variables (e.g., institutional affiliation and equity outcomes, geographic 
region and resource access). Data were analyzed using SPSS 28.0.

3.4.2 Qualitative Analysis
Qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2022), following an inductive-

deductive approach. First, the research team conducted open coding of interview transcripts to identify 
emergent themes. Second, axial coding was used to connect codes into subthemes, and selective coding was 
used to integrate subthemes into overarching themes related to the research questions. Third, deductive 
coding was applied to align themes with existing theories of social equity, cultural democracy, and digital 
inclusion. To ensure rigor, the research team engaged in peer debriefing, member checking (with 10 
interviewees), and transparent documentation of the coding process (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).
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3.5 Ethical Considerations
This study adheres to ethical guidelines for mixed-methods research. Ethical approval was obtained 

from the [University Name] Institutional Review Board. Participants in interviews provided informed 
consent, with clear information about the study’s purpose, data use, and confidentiality. All identifying 
information was anonymized in transcripts and analysis. For DH projects, public data were used, and 
permission was obtained from project leaders to access non-public documentation.

4. Findings

4.1 Pathways to Social Equity in DH
Our analysis identified four distinct but interconnected pathways through which DH initiatives 

contribute to social equity: knowledge democratization, marginalized voice amplification, participatory 
governance, and digital capacity building. These pathways were observed across geographic regions and 
thematic focuses, though their implementation and effectiveness varied by context.

4.1.1 Knowledge Democratization
Ninety-one percent (32/35) of sampled DH projects prioritized knowledge democratization, defined 

as expanding access to information and research for marginalized groups. Education-focused projects, such 
as the African Digital Humanities Initiative (ADHI), which provides free online courses in DH for scholars 
in sub-Saharan Africa, reached over 10,000 participants between 2020–2023, with 75% of participants 
reporting increased access to scholarly resources (ADHI Annual Report, 2023). Digital archives, such as 
the Latin American Digital Humanities Library (LADHL), made over 50,000 rare texts and primary sources 
freely available, with 60% of users residing in low-income countries (LADHL Impact Assessment, 2022). 
Quantitative analysis showed that community-led projects were significantly more likely to prioritize 
knowledge democratization for marginalized groups (89%) compared to university-led (70%) or 
government-led (60%) projects (χ²=6.23, p<0.05).

Interview data revealed that effective knowledge democratization in DH requires more than just 
digital access—it involves adapting content to local contexts and needs. As a community leader from Kenya 
noted: “It’s not enough to put books online. We need content that speaks to our experiences, that’s in our 
languages, that addresses the questions we care about.” DH practitioners emphasized the importance of 
multilingualism (78% of equity-focused projects offered content in 2+ languages) and simplified technical 
interfaces (65% of projects prioritized user-friendly design) to ensure inclusive access.

4.1.2 Marginalized Voice Amplification
Eighty-six percent (30/35) of projects focused on amplifying marginalized voices, defined as centering 

the perspectives, histories, and experiences of groups excluded from traditional knowledge systems. 
Cultural preservation projects were particularly effective in this regard: the Indigenous Digital Storytelling 
Project (IDSP) in Canada supported 50 Indigenous communities in creating digital stories about their 
histories, with 90% of participants reporting that the project increased recognition of their cultural heritage 
(IDSP Evaluation, 2022). Similarly, the Black Digital Humanities Collective (BDHC) in the United States 
documented over 5,000 Black cultural artifacts and oral histories, with 85% of content contributed by Black 
community members (BDHC Annual Report, 2023).

Qualitative data highlighted the role of co-creation in effective voice amplification. Eighty percent of 
community-led projects involved marginalized communities in all stages of project development, from 
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content selection to digital design. As a DH practitioner from Brazil explained: “We don’t just ‘document’ 
marginalized voices—we partner with communities to co-create knowledge. They decide what to include, 
how to present it, and who has access.” In contrast, university-led projects often struggled with tokenism: 
40% of university-led projects included marginalized communities only in data collection, not decision-
making.

4.1.3 Participatory Governance
Seventy-seven percent (27/35) of projects incorporated participatory governance, defined as 

involving marginalized groups in decision-making about project goals, implementation, and evaluation. 
Civic engagement projects, such as the Indian Digital Civic Forum (IDCF), which uses DH tools to enable 
rural communities to participate in local governance, engaged over 5,000 community members in policy 
discussions, leading to 15 policy changes related to rural development (IDCF Impact Report, 2023). 
Collaborative mapping projects, such as the Colombian Peace Memory Project, which maps sites of conflict 
and reconciliation, involved 200 community members in designing the map and interpreting data, resulting 
in increased government accountability for peacebuilding (Peace Memory Project Evaluation, 2022).

Quantitative analysis showed that projects with formal participatory governance structures (e.g., 
community advisory boards, participatory evaluation processes) were 3 times more likely to report 
sustained equity outcomes than those without (χ²=8.76, p1). Interview data revealed that trust-building 
was critical to successful participatory governance: 65% of stakeholders emphasized the need for long-term 
relationships with communities, beyond short-term project timelines.

4.1.4 Digital Capacity Building
Seventy-one percent (25/35) of projects included digital capacity building, defined as providing 

training and resources to marginalized groups to develop digital skills. This pathway was particularly 
prevalent in developing contexts: 86% of African and Asian projects included capacity building, compared to 
50% of North American and European projects (χ²=7.34, p01). The Digital Skills for Women in Humanities 
(DSWH) project in India trained over 3,000 women in DH tools and methods, with 60% of participants 
reporting increased employment opportunities or academic success (DSWH Annual Report, 2023). Similarly, 
the DH Training Program for Rural Scholars in Nigeria provided technical training to 500 scholars from 
rural universities, leading to a 40% increase in their ability to conduct DH research (Nigeria DH Consortium, 
2022).

Interviewees noted that effective capacity building requires contextualized training: 72% of successful 
programs adapted content to local technical infrastructure (e.g., offline access for areas with limited 
internet) and cultural norms (e.g., gender-separated training sessions in conservative communities). As 
a policymaker from South Africa explained: “Capacity building can’t be one-size-fits-all. We need to meet 
people where they are, with the tools and support they need to succeed.”

4.2 Barriers to Equity-Centered DH Practice
Despite these positive pathways, our analysis identified four persistent barriers to equitable DH 

practice: resource inequities, technical exclusion, institutional resistance, and power imbalances. These 
barriers were interconnected and often reinforced one another, limiting the transformative potential of DH 
initiatives.

4.2.1 Resource Inequities
Resource inequities were the most commonly cited barrier (83% of stakeholders), defined as unequal 
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access to funding, technology, and technical expertise. Quantitative data showed that DH projects in high-
income countries had 3.5 times more funding on average (500,000+) than those in low-income countries 
(150,000 or less) (DH Consortium Funding Report, 2023). This gap translated to differences in technical 
capacity: 90% of high-income country projects had dedicated technical teams with specialized skills in 
digital archiving, data visualization, and user experience design, compared to only 30% of low-income 
country projects (DH Consortium Capacity Report, 2023). Many low-resource projects relied on volunteer 
labor or part-time technical support, leading to delays in implementation and limited scalability. For 
example, the East African Digital Heritage Project (EADHP) struggled to digitize 5,000+ cultural artifacts 
due to insufficient funding for scanning equipment and storage servers, resulting in a 2-year delay in project 
completion (EADHP Progress Report, 2022).

Funding disparities were also linked to institutional affiliation: university-led projects received 2.8 
times more funding on average than community-led projects (DH Consortium Funding Report, 2023). 
Community-led initiatives often faced challenges accessing traditional funding sources, as grant applications 
prioritized academic credentials or institutional partnerships. As a community leader from Mexico noted: 
“We have the knowledge and the community connections, but funders want to see university partners or 
academic publications. They don’t value our expertise on what our community needs.”

4.2.2 Technical Exclusion
Technical exclusion—defined as barriers related to digital infrastructure, literacy, and tool 

accessibility—was cited by 76% of stakeholders as a key challenge. Quantitative data revealed stark global 
disparities in digital infrastructure: only 45% of rural areas in low-income countries have reliable internet 
access, compared to 98% in high-income countries (International Telecommunication Union, 2023). This 
translated to limited reach of DH projects: 60% of African and Asian DH projects reported that less than 
30% of their target community had consistent access to the internet or digital devices (DH Consortium 
Access Report, 2023).

Digital literacy gaps further exacerbated exclusion. Only 25% of adults in low-income countries have 
basic digital literacy skills (Pew Research Center, 2023), making it difficult for marginalized communities 
to engage with DH tools. For example, the Rural Digital Literacy Project in Pakistan found that 70% of 
participants struggled to navigate digital archives due to limited familiarity with search functions and digital 
interfaces (RDLP Evaluation, 2022). Even in developed countries, digital literacy barriers persisted among 
older adults and low-income groups: only 18% of U.S. adults with less than a high school education reported 
using digital humanities resources (Pew Research Center, 2023).

Additionally, many DH tools are designed with Western users in mind, lacking adaptability to 
local contexts. Eighty percent of stakeholders from developing countries reported that DH tools were 
incompatible with low-bandwidth internet or offline use, while 65% noted that tools were only available 
in English (DH Consortium Tool Accessibility Report, 2023). This linguistic exclusion was particularly 
problematic for non-English-speaking communities: the Indigenous Language Digital Archive in Australia 
found that 40% of community members could not use the platform due to lack of native language support 
(ILDA Impact Assessment, 2022).

4.2.3 Institutional Resistance
Institutional resistance—defined as resistance from academic, government, or cultural institutions 

to equity-centered DH practice—was identified by 68% of stakeholders. Academic institutions were often 
resistant to redefining “scholarly impact” to include community engagement or equity outcomes. Seventy 
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percent of university-based DH practitioners reported that tenure and promotion processes prioritized 
traditional academic outputs (e.g., journal articles, book publications) over community-focused work (DH 
Academic Careers Survey, 2023). This created a disincentive for scholars to invest in equity-centered DH 
projects, which often require long-term community partnerships and non-traditional outputs.

Government institutions also posed barriers, particularly in contexts with restrictive digital policies. 
Stakeholders from 12 countries reported that government censorship or data privacy laws limited their 
ability to document marginalized voices or facilitate civic engagement. For example, the Digital Civic 
Engagement Project in Turkey was forced to suspend operations after the government restricted access to 
its mapping platform, which documented human rights violations (DCEP Annual Report, 2022). Similarly, 
cultural institutions such as museums and libraries often resisted decentralizing decision-making power 
to marginalized communities, with 55% of community-led DH projects reporting conflicts with institutions 
over control of cultural heritage data (Bishop, 2019).

4.2.4 Power Imbalances
Power imbalances—defined as unequal distribution of decision-making power between institutions, 

practitioners, and marginalized communities—were a foundational barrier, cited by 81% of stakeholders. 
Even in projects explicitly focused on equity, power often remained concentrated in the hands of non-
community actors. Quantitative analysis showed that only 30% of DH projects had community members 
in leadership roles (e.g., project director, steering committee chair), while 60% of projects had community 
members in advisory or consultative roles only (DH Governance Survey, 2023).

This power imbalance often led to tokenism—superficial inclusion of marginalized communities 
without meaningful decision-making authority. A community leader from South Africa described this 
dynamic: “They invite us to meetings, ask for our input, but then do whatever they want. We’re just there to 
check a box for funders.” Power imbalances also manifested in data ownership: 75% of DH projects retained 
ownership of data collected from marginalized communities, with only 25% transferring ownership to 
community-controlled institutions (Lee, 2022). This extractivist approach to data collection undermined 
trust and reinforced historical power dynamics between communities and institutions.

4.3 Cross-Contextual Variations in Pathways and Barriers
Our analysis revealed significant variations in the effectiveness of equity pathways and the salience of 

barriers across geographic, institutional, and socioeconomic contexts. In developed countries, knowledge 
democratization and marginalized voice amplification were the most effective pathways, while technical 
exclusion and institutional resistance were the primary barriers. In contrast, in developing countries, 
digital capacity building and participatory governance were more critical to equity outcomes, with resource 
inequities and technical exclusion posing the greatest challenges.

Institutional affiliation also shaped outcomes: community-led projects were more effective in all four 
equity pathways but faced greater resource inequities and institutional resistance. University-led projects 
had greater access to funding and technical expertise but struggled with power imbalances and tokenism. 
Government/NGO-led projects had broader geographic reach but often prioritized top-down policy goals 
over community needs, leading to limited sustainability.

5. Discussion

5.1 Theoretical Implications: Rethinking DH as an Equity-Minded Practice
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Our findings contribute to three key theoretical debates in digital humanities and social equity 
scholarship. First, they extend theories of knowledge democratization (Borgman, 2019; Nowviskie, 2020) 
by demonstrating that equitable knowledge access requires more than open digital platforms—it demands 
contextualized content, multilingual support, and community control over knowledge production. This 
aligns with Hess & Ostrom’s (2007) theory of knowledge commons, which emphasizes the importance of 
community governance in ensuring equitable access to knowledge resources.

Second, our analysis of marginalized voice amplification and power imbalances challenges the 
“inclusionary” narrative of DH (Terras et al., 2021). Instead, we argue that DH’s potential to advance 
social equity is contingent on addressing structural power dynamics—particularly who holds decision-
making authority and data ownership. This extends critical race and decolonial theories (Smith, 2021) by 
highlighting how digital spaces can either replicate or disrupt colonial power structures, depending on 
project design and governance.

Third, our cross-contextual findings address the Western-centric bias in DH scholarship (Kremer et al., 
2022) by demonstrating that equity pathways and barriers are not universal but context-dependent. This 
supports a “contextual equity” framework, which recognizes that equitable DH practice must be adapted 
to local socioeconomic, cultural, and institutional contexts. For example, digital capacity building is more 
critical in low-income countries with limited digital literacy, while challenging institutional resistance is 
more pressing in developed countries with rigid academic systems.

5.2 Practical Recommendations: A Framework for Equity-Centered DH
Based on our findings, we propose a four-part framework for designing and implementing equity-

centered DH projects, focused on intentional design, resource redistribution, institutional change, and 
power-sharing:

5.2.1 Intentional Equity Design
DH projects should integrate equity into all stages of design, from goal-setting to evaluation. Key 

strategies include:
Conducting community needs assessments to identify priorities and barriers before project launch.
Designing tools and content for accessibility (e.g., offline functionality, multilingual support, low-

bandwidth compatibility).
Developing equity-focused evaluation metrics that measure both quantitative outcomes (e.g., user 

reach) and qualitative impacts (e.g., community empowerment, reduced inequities).

5.2.2 Resource Redistribution
Funders and institutions should address resource inequities through targeted investments:
Allocating at least 30% of DH funding to community-led projects and initiatives in low-income 

countries.
Providing capacity-building grants for marginalized communities to develop technical skills and 

leadership capacity.
Establishing shared resource hubs (e.g., regional DH labs, equipment libraries) to reduce costs for low-

resource projects.

5.2.3 Institutional Change
Academic, government, and cultural institutions must reform policies and practices to support equity-

centered DH:
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Revising tenure and promotion criteria to value community engagement and equity outcomes.
Decentralizing decision-making power in cultural institutions to include marginalized communities in 

governance.
Reforming data privacy and digital policy to protect marginalized communities’ right to document and 

share their stories.

5.2.4 Power-Sharing and Community Governance
Equitable DH practice requires transferring decision-making power and data ownership to 

marginalized communities:
Establishing community-led governance structures (e.g., majority community representation on 

steering committees).
Implementing data sovereignty agreements that grant communities ownership and control over their 

data.
Prioritizing co-creation over consultation, ensuring communities are involved in all stages of project 

development.

5.3 Limitations and Future Research
This study has several limitations that point to future research directions. First, our sample of 35 

projects, while diverse, is not exhaustive—future research could expand to include more projects from 
underrepresented regions (e.g., the Pacific Islands, Central Asia) and thematic areas (e.g., disability justice, 
LGBTQ+ equity). Second, our mixed-methods design focuses on project-level outcomes, but future research 
could adopt a community-level perspective to examine how DH impacts long-term social equity outcomes 
(e.g., educational attainment, political representation). Third, we did not explore the role of technology 
companies in shaping equity in DH—future research could investigate how corporate involvement in DH 
projects influences equity outcomes and power dynamics.

6. Conclusion
This study provides a comprehensive analysis of digital humanities’ role in advancing social equity, 

identifying four core pathways (knowledge democratization, marginalized voice amplification, participatory 
governance, digital capacity building) and four persistent barriers (resource inequities, technical exclusion, 
institutional resistance, power imbalances). Our findings demonstrate that DH’s potential to address 
systemic inequalities is not inherent but contingent on intentional design, cross-sector collaboration, and a 
commitment to challenging power imbalances.

The key insight from this research is that equity in DH requires moving beyond “inclusion” to structural 
transformation—redefining who participates in knowledge production, who holds decision-making power, 
and how resources are distributed. By adopting the equity-centered framework proposed in this study, 
DH practitioners, policymakers, and funders can maximize DH’s social justice impact, ensuring that digital 
technologies serve as a force for equity rather than inequality.

As the digital humanities field continues to grow and evolve, it must embrace a critical, equity-
focused agenda that centers marginalized communities and addresses structural inequities. Only 
through intentional, collaborative, and reflexive practice can DH fulfill its potential as a catalyst for social 
transformation in the global digital era.
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