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Objective.	
  Digital	
  Humanities	
  (DH)	
  has	
  been	
  exhaustively	
  defined	
  in	
  the	
  literature	
  (e.g.,	
  
Rockwell,	
   2002;	
   Bellamy,	
   2012;	
   Text	
   Analysis	
   Portal	
   for	
   Research,	
   2011;	
   Fitzpatrick,	
  
2011).	
   Such	
   definitions	
   are	
   sometimes	
   at	
   odds	
   with	
   each	
   other	
   and	
   often	
   represent	
  
differences	
  based	
  upon	
  disciplinary	
  concerns.	
  Despite	
  the	
  assertion	
  that	
  DH	
  is	
  a	
  “term	
  of	
  
tactical	
   convenience”	
   (Kirschenbaum,	
   as	
   cited	
   in	
   Gold,	
   2012),	
   the	
   existence	
   of	
   a	
   DH	
  
community	
   seems	
   to	
   be	
   well-­‐established;	
   there	
   are	
   a	
   dizzying	
   array	
   of	
   scholars	
  
identifying	
  themselves	
  as	
  digital	
  humanists	
  and	
  there	
  are	
  others	
  doing	
  work	
  that	
  some	
  
have	
   categorized	
   as	
   DH.	
   However,	
   a	
   thorough	
   investigation	
   and	
   description	
   of	
   the	
  
communicative	
   practices	
   of	
   DH	
   is	
   lacking.	
  We	
   know	
   neither	
   the	
   breadth	
   of	
   methods	
  
used,	
  the	
  depth	
  to	
  which	
  they	
  are	
  used,	
  nor	
  the	
  purposes	
  to	
  which	
  they	
  are	
  put.	
  To	
  this	
  
end,	
   this	
   paper	
   examines	
   informal	
   and	
   formal	
   communication	
   channels	
   used	
   by	
  
members	
   of	
   the	
   DH	
   community	
   to	
   diffuse	
   information	
   and	
   build	
   communities.	
   These	
  
communications	
  are	
  negotiated	
  at	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
   levels	
   including	
  students	
  and	
   faculty	
  at	
  
the	
   individual	
   level,	
   collaborative	
   teams	
   at	
   the	
   group	
   level,	
   and	
   funding	
   agencies	
   and	
  
institutions	
   at	
   the	
   societal	
   level	
   (Svensson,	
   2010).	
   We	
   analyze	
   the	
   data	
   from	
   these	
  
communications	
  to	
  determine	
  how	
  these	
  interactions	
  connect	
  DH	
  community	
  members	
  
at	
  the	
  individual,	
  group,	
  and	
  institutional	
  levels	
  and	
  across	
  the	
  DH	
  landscape	
  and	
  helps	
  
answer	
   the	
   question:	
   How	
   does	
   the	
   socio-­‐technical	
   ecology	
   connect	
   or	
   partition	
   the	
  
landscape	
  of	
  the	
  DH	
  community?	
  
	
  
Background.	
  In	
  a	
  discussion	
  of	
  how	
  qualitative	
  research	
  may	
  aid	
  bibliometric	
  analyses	
  of	
  
the	
  humanities,	
  Sula	
  (2012,	
  para.	
  18)	
  claims	
  that	
  “a	
  fuller	
  picture	
  of	
  the	
  humanities	
  will	
  
help	
   to	
   clarify	
   the	
  ways	
   in	
  which	
   the	
   humanities	
   and	
   sciences	
   differ,	
   beyond	
   citation	
  
patterns	
  and	
  authorship	
  practices”,	
  calling	
  for	
  studies	
  that	
  look	
  to	
  both	
  formal	
  scholarly	
  
communication	
   and	
   informal	
   communication	
   from	
   sources	
   deriving	
   from	
   mentoring,	
  
peer-­‐to-­‐peer,	
   and	
   other	
   relationships	
   (built	
   on	
   interactions	
   such	
   as	
   conference	
   co-­‐
attendance,	
   editorship,	
   and	
   contributorship	
   to	
   anthologies).	
   Sula	
   (2012)	
   concludes	
   by	
  
suggesting	
  that	
  these	
  proposed	
  studies	
  based	
  on	
  expanded	
  sets	
  of	
  communications	
  look	
  
to	
  apply	
  the	
  methods	
  of	
  network	
  analysis	
  and	
  visualization.	
  Our	
  proposed	
  study	
  answers	
  
this	
  call	
  both	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  used	
  and	
  the	
  methods	
  of	
  analysis.	
  
	
  
Previous	
  studies	
  outside	
  the	
  realm	
  of	
  formal	
  scholarly	
  communication	
  in	
  the	
  DH	
  domain	
  
have	
   begun	
   this	
   expansion	
   of	
   information	
   sources,	
   examining	
   DH	
   Twitter	
  
communications	
   (Ross,	
   Terras,	
  Warwick,	
   &	
  Welsh,	
   2011),	
   syllabi	
   (Terras,	
   2006;	
   Spiro,	
  
2012),	
   journal	
  citation	
  analysis	
   (View	
  DHQ,	
  2012),	
  and	
  research	
  centers	
   (Zorich,	
  2008),	
  



exposing	
  the	
  diversity	
  of	
  scholarly	
  communication	
  activities	
  in	
  DH;	
  however	
  such	
  studies	
  
have	
   been	
   limited	
   for	
   the	
   most	
   part	
   to	
   single	
   channels	
   of	
   communication.	
   In	
   Terras	
  
(2011),	
   an	
   infographic	
   quantifying	
   DH	
   produced	
   by	
   the	
   UCL	
   Centre	
   for	
   Digital	
  
Humanities	
  displays	
  DH’s	
  burgeoning	
   internationality	
   as	
  well	
   as	
   its	
   institutionalization.	
  
Still	
   another	
   dimension	
   of	
   diversity	
   is	
   addressed	
   by	
   McPherson	
   (2008)	
   via	
   Svensson	
  
(2010)—namely,	
   a	
   diversity	
   of	
   topicality,	
   defined	
   as	
   foci	
   in	
   digital	
   humanities	
   upon	
  
computing,	
   blogging,	
   and	
  multimodality.	
   The	
   current	
   study	
  addresses	
   the	
  demands	
  of	
  
these	
   multiple	
   diversities	
   to	
   investigate	
   divisions	
   in	
   the	
   overall	
   DH	
   landscape,	
   while	
  
doing	
   so	
   across	
   multiple	
   communication	
   channels	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   discern	
   how	
   different	
  
dimensions	
  of	
  diversity	
  and	
  division	
  may	
  or	
  may	
  not	
  overlap.	
  
	
  
Methods.	
  This	
  work	
  will	
  apply	
  multi-­‐dimensional	
  network	
  analysis	
  to	
  data	
  from	
  Twitter,	
  
LLC	
   and	
  DHQ	
   journals	
   (data	
   taken	
   from	
  the	
  Web	
  of	
  Knowledge	
  database),	
  NEH	
  grants	
  
awarded	
   for	
   DH-­‐related	
   projects,	
   the	
   TEI-­‐L	
   and	
   Humanist	
   listservs,	
   DH	
   syllabi,	
   and	
   a	
  
variety	
   of	
   other	
   sources	
   (blogs,	
   centers,	
   and	
   projects),	
   employing	
   a	
   cumulative,	
  
normalized	
  database	
  composed	
  of	
  data	
  from	
  these	
  sources	
  to	
  paint	
  a	
  wider	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  
connections	
  among	
  people,	
  teams,	
  institutions,	
  and	
  communication	
  channels	
  that	
  make	
  
up	
  the	
  DH	
  landscape.	
  Our	
  sources	
  will	
  be	
  validated	
  through	
  consultation	
  with	
  prominent	
  
members	
  of	
  the	
  DH	
  community.	
  The	
  resulting	
  normalized	
  database	
  will	
  be	
  rendered	
  as	
  a	
  
graph	
   connecting	
   URLs,	
   projects,	
   institutions,	
   people,	
   publications,	
   and	
   grants,	
   which	
  
will	
   then	
  be	
  partitioned	
  and	
  analyzed	
  using	
  standard	
  community	
  detection	
  algorithms.	
  
We	
  will	
  then	
  compare	
  community	
  overlap	
  over	
  different	
  scholarly	
  media	
  to	
  explore	
  how	
  
DH	
  practitioners	
  organize	
  themselves	
   into	
  and	
  across	
  communities,	
  specifically	
   looking	
  
at	
  whether	
  certain	
  people,	
  technologies,	
  or	
  publications	
  sit	
  at	
  intersection	
  points	
  in	
  the	
  
network,	
  holding	
  communities	
  together.	
  
	
  
Significance.	
   This	
   research	
   is	
   innovative	
   in	
   its	
   combination	
   of	
   both	
   formal	
   (syllabi,	
  
journals,	
   grant	
   proposals,	
   etc.)	
   and	
   informal	
   (Twitter,	
   blogs,	
   listserv,	
   etc.)	
  
communication	
  channels	
  allowing	
  for	
  a	
  broader	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  communication	
  network	
  
of	
   the	
   DH	
   community.	
   Previous	
   work	
   has	
   focused	
   on	
   single	
   source	
   types	
   and	
   has	
  
marginalized	
  community	
  members	
  who	
  communicate	
  in	
  other	
  ways.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  vacuum	
  
of	
  formal	
  DH	
  connectivity	
  and	
  this	
  work	
  addresses	
  ways	
   in	
  which	
  this	
  vacuum	
  is	
  being	
  
filled	
   and	
   what	
   that	
   implies	
   about	
   the	
   DH	
   community.	
   The	
   DH	
   community	
   forms	
   a	
  
network	
   spanning	
   across	
   the	
  world	
   (Kamada,	
   2010)	
   and	
   it’s	
   important	
   to	
   understand	
  
how	
  this	
  network	
   is	
  connected	
  and	
  how	
   it	
   is	
  establishing	
   itself	
   in	
   traditional	
  academic	
  
institutions	
   (Adams	
   &	
   Gunn,	
   2012).	
   From	
   a	
   broader	
   perspective,	
   the	
   methodology	
  
introduced	
   here	
   to	
   study	
   DH	
   is	
   generalizable	
   to	
   the	
   analysis	
   of	
   other	
   fields	
   and	
   will	
  
hence	
  make	
  a	
  valuable	
  contribution	
  to	
  scholarship.	
  	
  
	
  
Because	
  DH	
  community	
  members	
  are	
  situated	
  in	
  various	
  locales	
  across	
  a	
  wide	
  array	
  of	
  
institutions,	
   there	
   are	
   few	
   formalized	
   communication	
   channels	
   that	
   span	
   the	
   DH	
  
landscape.	
   The	
   lack	
  of	
   formalized	
   communication	
   channels	
   and	
   instructional	
   structure	
  
indicates	
  that	
  multi-­‐dimensional	
  methods	
  are	
  needed	
  to	
  fully	
  comprehend	
  this	
  network;	
  
this	
  premise	
  informs	
  our	
  selection	
  of	
  formal	
  and	
  informal	
  data	
  sources.	
  It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  



note	
  that	
  the	
  DH	
  community	
  is	
  an	
  area	
  of	
  research	
  made	
  up	
  of	
  theories,	
  methods,	
  and	
  
people	
  spanning	
  multiple	
  domains	
  who	
  publish	
  across	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  disciplines;	
  that	
  said,	
  
we	
   will	
   not	
   be	
   providing	
   an	
   exhaustive	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   entire	
   landscape	
   of	
   DH.	
  
Examination	
  of	
  a	
  large	
  swath	
  of	
  this	
  landscape	
  allows	
  for	
  a	
  wide-­‐ranging	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  
various	
  channels	
  used	
  to	
  keep	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  DH	
  community	
  informed.	
  It	
  is	
  important	
  for	
  
members	
   of	
   the	
   DH	
   community	
   to	
   be	
   made	
   aware	
   of	
   the	
   various	
   channels	
   of	
  
communication	
   that	
   are	
   being	
   used	
   to	
   spread	
   information.	
  As	
   Terras	
   (2010)	
   stated	
   in	
  
her	
  plenary	
  speech	
   to	
   the	
  DH2010	
  conference,	
   “digital	
  presence	
  and	
  digital	
   identity	
   is	
  
becoming	
  more	
   important	
   to	
   Digital	
   Humanities	
   as	
   a	
   discipline.”	
   This	
  work	
   addresses	
  
this	
  statement	
  with	
  empirical	
  and	
  heterogeneous	
  evidence.	
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