[Preprint]
Abstract
Digital Humanities (DH) is said to have a l
ight side
and a 
dark side
. Niceness, globality,
openness, and inclusivity sit at one side of this binary caricature; commodification,
neoliberalism, technoutopianism, and white male privilege sit at the other. At times, the plurality
of DH embodies both descriptions.
We hope a diverse and critical DH is a goal shared by all. While DH, l
ike the humanities
writ
large, is 
not a monolith
, steps may be taken to improve its public face and shared values
through positively influencing its communities. The Alliance of Digital Humanities Organizations’
(
ADHO
’s) annual conference hosts perhaps the largest such community. As an umbrella
organization of six international digital humanities constituent organizations, as well as 2
00 DH
centers
in a few dozen countries, ADHO and its conference ought to represent the geographic,
disciplinary, and demographic diversity of those who identify as digital humanists.
The annual conference offers insight into how the world sees DH. While it may not represent the
plurality of views held by selfdescribed digital humanists, the conference likely influences the
values of its constituents. If the conference glorifies Open Access, that value will be taken up by
its regular attendees; if the conference fails to prioritize diversity, this too will be reinforced.
This chapter explores fifteen years of DH conferences, presenting a quantified look at the
values implicitly embedded in the event. Women are consistently underrepresented, in spite of
the fact that the most prominent figures at the conference are as likely women as men. The
geographic representation of authors has become more diverse over time—though authors with
nonEnglish names are still significantly less likely to pass peer review. The topical landscape is
heavily gendered, suggesting a masculine bias may be built into the value system of the
conference itself. Without data on skin color or ethnicity, we are unable to address racial or
related diversity and bias here.
There have been some improvements over time and, especially recently, a growing awareness
of diversityrelated issues. While many of the conference’s negative traits are simply reflections
of larger entrenched academic biases, this is no comfort when selfreinforcing biases foster a
culture of microaggression and white male privilege. Rather than using this study as an excuse
to write off DH as just another biased community, we offer statistics, critiques, and suggestions
as a vehicle to improve ADHO’s conference, and through it the rest of selfidentified Digital
Humanities.
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Representation at Digital Humanities
Conferences (2000‐2015)1
Nickoal Eichmann (corresponding author), Jeana Jorgensen, Scott B. Weingart2
Digital humanities (DH), we are told, exists under a “big tent”, with porous borders, little
gatekeeping, and, heck, everyone’s just plain “nice”. Indeed, the term itself is not used
definitionally, but merely as a “tactical convenience” to get stuff done without worrying so much
about traditional disciplinary barriers. DH is “global”, “public”, and diversely populated. It will
“save the humanities” from its crippling selfreflection (cf. this essay), while simultaneously
saving the computational social sciences from their uncritical approaches to data. DH contains
its own mirror: it is both humanities done digitally, and the digital as scrutinized humanistically.
As opposed to the staid, backwardslooking humanities we are used to, the digital humanities
“experiments”, “plays”, and even “embraces failure” on ideological grounds. In short, we are the
hero Gotham needs.
Digital Humanities, we are told, is a narrowlydefined excuse to push a “neoliberal agenda”, a
group of “bullies” more interested in forcing humanists to code than in speaking truth to power. It
is devoid of cultural criticism, and because of the way DHers uncritically adopt tools and
methods from the tech industry, they in fact often reinforce preexisting power structures. DH is
nothing less than an unintentionally rightist vehicle for technoutopianism, drawing from the
same font as MOOCs and complicit in their devaluing of education, diversity, and academic
labor. It is equally complicit in furthering both the surveillance state and the surveillance
economy, exemplified in its stunning lack of response to the Snowden leaks. As a progeny of
the computer sciences, digital humanities has inherited the same lack of gender and racial
diversity, and any attempt to remedy the situation is met with incredible resistance.
The truth, as it so often does, lies somewhere in the middle of these extreme caricatures. It’s
easy to ascribe attributes to Digital Humanities synecdochically, painting the whole with the
same brush as one of its constituent parts. One would be forgiven, for example, for coming
away from the annual international ADHO Digital Humanities conference assuming DH were a
parade of white men quantifying literary text. An attendee of HASTAC, on the other hand, might
leave seeing DH as a diverse community focused on pedagogy, but lacking in primary research.
Similar strawsnapshots may be drawn from specific journals, subcommunities, regions, or
organizations.
But these synecdoches have power. Our public face sets the course of DH, via who it entices to
engage with us, how it informs policy agendas and funding allocations, and who gets inspired to
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be the next generation of digital humanists. Especially important is the constituency and
presentation of the annual Digital Humanities conference. Every year, several hundred students,
librarians, staff, faculty, industry professionals, administrators and researchers converge for the
conference, organized by the Alliance of Digital Humanities Organizations (ADHO). As an
umbrella organization of six international digital humanities constituent organizations, as well as
200 DH centers in a few dozen countries, ADHO and its conference ought to represent the
geographic, disciplinary, and demographic diversity of those who identify as digital humanists.
And as DH is a community that prides itself on its activism and its social/public goals, if the
annual DH conference does not celebrate this diversity, the DH community may suffer a crisis of
identity (...okay, a 
bigger
crisis of identity).
So what does the DH conference look like, to an outsider? Is it diverse? What topics are
covered? Where is it held? Who is participating, who is attending, and where are they coming
from? This essay offers incomplete answers to these questions for fifteen years of DH
conferences (20002015), focusing particularly on DH2013 (Nebraska, USA), DH2014
(Lausanne, Switzerland), and DH2015 (Sydney, Australia).3 We do so with a doubleagenda: (1)
to call out the biases and lack of diversity at ADHO conferences in the earnest hope it will help
improve future years’ conferences, and (2) to show that simplistic, reductive quantitative
methods can be applied critically, and need not feed into technoutopic fantasies or an
unwavering acceptance of proxies as a direct line to Truth. By “distant reading” DH and turning
our “macroscopes” on ourselves, we offer a critique of our culture, and hopefully inspire fruitful
discomfort in DH practitioners who apply oftendehumanizing tools to their subjects, but have
not themselves fallen under the same distant gaze.
Among other findings, we observe a large gender gap for authorship that is not mirrored among
those who simply 
attend
the conference. We also show a heavily gendered topical landscape,
which likely contributes to topical biases during peer review. Geographic diversity has improved
over fifteen years, suggesting ADHO’s strategy to expand beyond the customary North
American / European rotation was a success. That said, there continues to be a visible bias
against nonEnglish names in the peer review process. We could not get data on ethnicity, race,
or skin color, but given our regional and name data, as well as personal experience, we suspect
in this area, diversity remains quite low.
We do notice some improvement over time and, especially in the last few years, a growing
awareness of our own diversity problems. The #whatifDH20164 hashtag, for example, was a
reaction to an allmale series of speakers introducing DH2015 in Sydney. The hashtag caught
on and made it to ADHO’s committee on conferences, who will use it in planning future events.
Our remarks here are in the spirit of #whatifDH2016; rather than using this study as an excuse
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to defame digital humanities, we hope it becomes a vehicle to improve ADHO’s conference, and
through it the rest of our community.

Social Justice and Equality in the Digital Humanities
Diversity in the Academy
In order to contextualize gender and ethnicity in the DH community, we must take into account
developments throughout higher education. This is especially important since much of DH work
is done in university and other Ivory Tower settings. Clear progress has been made from the
times when allmale, allwhite colleges were the norm, but there are still concerns about the
marginalization of scholars who are not white, male, ablebodied, heterosexual, or native
Englishspeakers. Many campuses now have diversity offices and have set diversityrelated
goals at both the faculty and student levels (for example, see t
he Ohio State University’s
diversity objectives and strategies 200712
). On the digital front, blogs such as 
Conditionally
Accepted
,
Fight the Tower
,
University of Venus
, and more all work to expose the normative
biases in academia through activist dialogue.
From both a historical and contemporary lens, there is data supporting the clustering of women
and other minority scholars in certain realms of academia, from specific fields and subjects to
contingent positions. When it comes to gender, the phrase “feminization” has been applied both
to academia in general and to specific fields. It contains two important connotations: that of an
area in which women are in the majority, and the sense of a change over time, such that
numbers of women participants are increasing in relation to men (Leathwood and Read 2008,
10). It can also signal a less quantitative shift in values, “whereby ‘feminine’ values, concerns,
and practices are seen to be changing the culture of an organization, a field of practice or
society as a whole” (ibid).
In terms of specific disciplines, the feminization of academia has taken a particular shape.
Historian Lynn Hunt suggests the following propositions
about feminization in the humanities
and history specifically: the feminization of history parallels what is happening in the social
sciences and humanities more generally; the feminization of the social sciences and humanities
is likely accompanied by a decline in status and resources; and other identity categories, such
as ethnic minority status and age/generation, also interact with feminization in ways that are still
becoming coherent.
Feminization has clear consequences for the perception and assignation of value of a given
field. Hunt writes: “There is a clear correlation between relative pay and the proportion of
women in a field; those academic fields that have attracted a relatively high proportion of
women pay less on average than those that have not attracted women in the same numbers.”
Thus, as we examine the topics that tend to be clustered by gender in DH conference
submissions, we must keep in mind the potential correlations of feminization and value, though
it is beyond the scope of this paper to engage in chickenoregg debates about the causal
relationship between misogyny and the devaluing of women’s labor and women’s topics.
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There is no obvious ethnicitybased parallel to the concept of the feminization of academia; it
wouldn’t be culturally intelligible to talk about the “peopleofcolorization of academia”, or the
“nonwhiteization of academia.” At any rate, 
according to a U.S. Department of Education
survey
, in 2013 79% of all fulltime faculty in degreegranting postsecondary institutions were
white. The increase of nonwhite faculty from 2009 (
19.2% of the whole
) to 2013 (21.5%) is very
small indeed.
Why does this matter? As 
Jeffrey Milem, Mitchell Chang, and Anthony Lising Antonio write
in
regard to faculty of color, “Having a diverse faculty ensures that students see people of color in
roles of authority and as role models or mentors. Faculty of color are also more likely than other
faculty to include content related to diversity in their curricula and to utilize active learning and
studentcentered teaching techniques...a coherent and sustained faculty diversity initiative must
exist if there is to be any progress in diversifying the faculty” (25). By centering marginalized
voices, scholarly institutions have the ability to send messages about who is worthy of inclusion.

Recent Criticisms of Diversity in DH
In terms of DH specifically, diversity within the community and conferences has been on the
radar for several years, and has recently gained special attention, as digital humanists and other
academics alike have called for critical and feminist engagement in diversity and a move away
from what seems to be an exclusionary culture. In January 2011, T
HATCamp SoCal
included a
section called “Diversity in DH,” in which participants explored the lack of openness in DH and,
in the end, produced a document, “
Toward an Open Digital Humanities
” that summarized their
discussions. The “Overview” in this document mirrors the same conversation we have had for
the last several years:
We recognize that a wide diversity of people is necessary to make digital humanities
function. As such, digital humanities must take active strides to include all the areas of
study that comprise the humanities and must strive to include participants of diverse age,
generation, sex, skill, race, ethnicity, sexuality, gender, ability, nationality, culture,
discipline, areas of interest. Without open participation and broad outreach, the digital
humanities movement limits its capacity for critical engagement. (ibid)
This proclamation represents the critiques of the DH landscape in 2011, in which DH
practitioners and participants were assumed to be privileged and white, that they excluded
studentlearners, and that they held myopic views of what constitutes DH. Most importantly for
this chapter, THATCamp SoCal’s “Diversity in DH” section participants called for critical
approaches and social justice of DH scholarship and participation, including “principles for
feminist/nonexclusionary groundrules in each session (e.g., ‘step up/step back’) so that the
loudest/most entitled people don’t fill all the quiet moments.” They also advocated defending the
leastheard voices “so that the largest number of people can benefit...”
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These voices certainly didn’t fall flat. However, since THATCamps are often comprised of
geographically local DH microcommunities, they benefit from an inclusive environment but suffer
as isolated events. As result, it seems that the larger, disciplinespecific venues which have
greater attendance and attraction continue to amplify privileged voices. Even so, 2011
continued to represent a year that called for critical engagement in diversity in DH, with an
explicit “Big Tent” theme for DH2011 held in Stanford, California. Embracing the concept the
“Big Tent” deliberately opened the doors and widened the spectrum of DH, at least in terms of
methods and approaches. However, as Melissa Terras pointed out, DH was “
still a very rich,
very western academic field
” (Terras, 
2011
), even with a few DH2011 presentations engaging
specifically with topics of diversity in DH.5
A focus on diversityrelated issues has only grown in the interim. We’ve recently seen greater
attention and criticism of DH exclusionary culture, for instance, at the 2015 Modern Language
Association (MLA) annual convention, which included the roundtable discussion “Disrupting
Digital Humanities.” It confronted the “gatekeeping impulse” in DH, and echoing THATCamp
SoCal 2011, these panelists aimed to shut down hierarchical dialogues in DH, 
encourage
nontraditional scholarship, amplify “marginalized voices,” advocate for DH novices, and
generously support the work of peers.6 The theme for DH2015 in Sydney, Australia was “Global
Digital Humanities,” and between its successes and collective action arising from frustrations at
its failures, the community seems poised to pay even greater attention to diversity. Other recent
initiatives in this vein worth mention include #
dhpoco
,
GO::DH
, and Jacqueline Wernimont’s
7
“
Build a Better Panel
,” whose activist goals are helping diversify the community and raise
awareness of areas where the community can improve.
While it would be fruitful to conduct a longitudinal historiographical analysis of diversity in DH,
more recent criticisms illustrate a history of perceived exclusionary culture, which is why we
hope to provide a datadriven approach to continue the conversation and call for feminist and
critical engagement and intervention.

Data
While DH as a whole has been critiqued for its lack of diversity and inclusion, how does the
annual ADHO DH conference measure up? To explore this in a datadriven fashion, we have
gathered publicly available annual ADHO conference programs and schedules from 20002015.
From those conference materials, we have entered presentation and author information into a
spreadsheet to analyze various trends over time, such as gender and geography as indicators
of diversity. Particular information that we have collected includes: presentation title, keywords
5
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(if available), abstract and fulltext (if available), presentation type, author name, author
institutional affiliation and academic department (if available), and corresponding country of that
affiliation at the time of the presentation(s). We normalized and handcleaned names,
institutions, and departments, so that, to the best of our knowledge, each author entry
represented a unique person and, accordingly, was assigned a unique ID. Next, we added
gender information (m/f/other/unknown) to authors by a combination of handentry and
automated inference. While this is problematic for many reasons,8 since it does not allow for
diversity in gender options and tracing gender changes over time, it does give us a useful
preliminary lense to view gender diversity at DH conferences.
For 2013’s conference, ADHO instituted a 
series of changes
aimed at improving inclusivity,
diversity, and quality. This drive was steered by that year’s program committee chair, Bethany
Nowviskie, alongside 2014’s chair, Melissa Terras. Their reformative goals matched our current
goals in this essay, and speak to a long history of experimentation and improvement efforts on
behalf of ADHO. Their changes included making the conference more welcome to outsiders
through ending policies that only insiders knew about; making the CFP less complex and easier
to translate into multiple languages; taking reviewer language competencies into account
systematically; and streamlining the submission and review process.
The biggest noticeable change to DH2013, however, was the institution of a reviewer bidding
process and a phase of semiopen peer review. Peer reviewers were invited to read through
and rank every submitted abstract according to how qualified they felt to review the abstract.
Following this, the conference committee would match submissions to qualified peer reviewers,
taking into account conflicts of interest. Submitting authors were invited to respond to reviews,
and the committee would make a final decision based on the various reviews and rebuttals.This
continues to be the process through DH2016. Changes continue to be made, most recently in
2016 with the addition of “Diversity” and “Multilinguality” as new keywords authors can append
to their submissions.
While the list of submitted abstracts was private, accessible only to reviewers, as reviewers
ourselves we had access to the submissions during the bidding phase. We used this access to
create a dataset of conference submissions for DH2013, DH2014, and DH2015, which includes
author names, affiliations, submission titles, authorselected topics, authorchosen keywords,
and submission types (long paper, short paper, poster, panel).
We augmented this dataset by looking at the final conference programs in ‘13, ‘14, and ‘15,
noting which submissions eventually made it onto the final conference program, and how they
changed from the submission to the final product. This allows us to roughly estimate the
acceptance rate of submissions, by comparing the submitted abstract lists to the final programs.
It is not perfect, however, given that we don’t actually know whether submissions that didn’t
make it to the final program were rejected, or if they were accepted and withdrawn. We also do
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not know who reviewed what, nor do we know the reviewers’ scores or any associated editorial
decisions.
The original dataset, then, included fields for title, authors, author affiliations, original submission
type, final accepted type, topics, keywords, and a boolean field for whether a submission made
it to the final conference program. We cleaned the data up by merging duplicate people,
ensuring e.g., if “Melissa Terras” was an author on two different submissions, she counted as
the same person. For affiliations, we semiautomatically merged duplicate institutions, found the
countries they reside in, and assigned those countries to broad UN regions. We also added data
to the set, first automatically guessing a gender for each author, and then correcting the
guesses by hand.
Given that abstracts were submitted to conferences with an expectation of privacy, we have not
released the full submission dataset; we have, however, released the full dataset of final
conference programs.9
We would like to acknowledge the gross and problematic simplifications involved in this process
of gendering authors without their consent or input. As Miriam Posner has pointed out, with
regards to Getty’s Union List of Author Names, “no selfrespecting humanities scholar would
ever get away with such a crude representation of gender in traditional work”. And yet, we
represent authors in just this crude fashion, labeling authors as male, female, or unknown/other.
We did not encode changes of author gender over time, even though we know of at least a few
authors in the dataset for whom this applies. We do not use the affordances of digital data to
represent the fluidity of gender. This is problematic for a number of reasons, not least of which
because, when we take a cookie cutter to the world, everything in the world will wind up looking
like cookies.
We made this decision because, in the end, all data quality is contingent to the task at hand. It is
possible to acknowledge an ontology’s shortcomings while still occasionally using that ontology
to a positive effect. This is not always the case: often p
oor proxies get in the way a research
agenda
(e.g., citations as indicators of “impact” in digital humanities), rather than align with it. In
the humanities, poor proxies are much more likely to get in the way of research than help it
along, and afford the ability to make insensitive or reductivist decisions in the name of “scale”.
For example, in looking for ethnic diversity of a discipline, one might analyze last names as a
proxy for country of origin, or analyze the color of recognized faces in pictures from recent
conferences as a proxy for ethnic genealogy. Among other reasons, this approach falls short
because ethnicity, race, and skin color are often not aligned, and last names (especially in the
U.S.) are rarely indicative of anything at all. But they’re easy solutions, so people use them.
These are moments when a bad proxy (and for human categories, proxies are almost
universally bad) does not fruitfully contribute to a research agenda. As George E.P. Box 
put it
,
“all models are wrong, but some are useful.”
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Some models are useful. Sometimes, the stars align and the easy solution is the best one for
the question. If someone were researching immediate reactions of racial bias in the West,
analyzing skin tone may get us something useful. In this case, the research focus is not
someone’s racial identity, but someone’s race as immediately perceived by others, which would
likely align with skin tone. Simply: if a person looks black, they’re more likely to be treated as
such by the (white) world at large.10
We believe our proxies, though grossly inaccurate, are useful for the questions of gender and
geographic diversity and bias. The first step to improving DH conference diversity is noticing a
problem; our data show that problem through staggeringly imbalanced regional and gender
ratios. With regards to gender bias, showing whether reviewers are less likely to accept papers
from authors who appear to be women can reveal entrenched biases, whether or not the author
actually identifies as a woman. With that said, we invite future researchers to identify and
expand on our admitted categorical errors, allowing everyone to see the contours of our
community with even greater nuance.

Analysis
The annual ADHO conference has grown significantly in the last fifteen years, as described in
our companion piece11, within which can be found a great discussion of our methods. This
piece, rather than covering overall conference trends, focuses specifically on issues of diversity
and acceptance rates. We cover geographic and gender diversity from 20002015, with
additional discussions of topicality and peer review bias beginning in 2013.

Gender
Women comprise 36.1% of the 3,239 authors to DH conference presentations over the last
fifteen years, counting every unique author only once. Melissa Terras’ names appears on 29
presentations between 2002015, and Scott B. Weingart’s name appears on 4 presentations,
but for the purpose of this metric each name counts only once. Female authorship
representation fluctuates between 29%38% depending on the year.
Weighting every authorship event individually (i.e., Weingart’s name counts 4 times, Terras’ 29
times), women’s representation drops to 32.7%. This reveals that women are less likely to
author multiple pieces compared to their male counterparts. More than a third of the DH
authorship pool are women, but fewer than a third of every name that appears on a presentation
is a woman’s. Even fewer singleauthored pieces are by a woman; only 29.8% of the 984
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singleauthored works between 20002015 femaleauthored. About a third (33.4%) of first
authors on presentations are women. See Fig. 1 for a breakdown of these numbers over time.
Note the lack of periodicity, suggesting gender representation is not affected by whether the
conference is held in Europe or North America (until 2015, the conference alternated locations
every year). The overall ratio wavers, but is neither improving nor worsening over time.

Figure 1. Representation of Women at ADHO Conferences, 20002015.
The gender disparity sparked controversy at DH2015 in Sydney. It was, however, at odds with a
common anecdotal awareness that many of the most respected rolemodels and leaders in the
community are women. To explore this disconnect, we experimented with using centrality in
coauthorship networks as a proxy for fame, respectability, and general presence within the DH
consciousness. We assume that individuals who author many presentations, coauthor with
many people, and play a central role in connecting DH’s disparate communities of authorship
are the ones who are most likely to garner the respect (or at least awareness) of conference
attendees.
We created a network of authors connected to their coauthors from presentations between
20002015, with ties strengthening the more frequently two authors collaborate. Of the 3,239
authors in our dataset, 61% (1,750 individuals) are reachable by one another via their
coauthorship ties. For example, Beth Plale is reachable by Alan Liu because she coauthored
with J. Stephen Downie, who coauthored with Geoffrey Rockwell, who coauthored with Alan
Liu. Thus, 61% of the network is connected in one large component, and there are 299 smaller
components, islands of coauthorship disconnected from the larger community.
The average woman coauthors with 5 other authors, and the average man coauthors with 5.3
other authors. The median number of coauthors for both men and women is 4. The average
and median of several centrality measurements (closeness, betweenness, pagerank, and
10

eigenvector) for both men and women are nearly equivalent; that is, any given woman is just as
likely to be near the coauthorship core as any given man. Naturally, this does not imply that half
of the most central authors are women, since only a third of the entire authorship pool are
women. It means instead that gender does not influence one’s network centrality. Or at least it
should.
The statistics show a curious trend for the most central figures in the network. Of the top 10
authors who coauthor with the most others, 60% are women. Of the top 20, 45% are women.
Of the top 50, 38% are women. Of the top 100, 32% are women. That is, the over half the DH
coauthorship stars are women, but the further towards the periphery you look, the more men
occupy the middletier positions (i.e., not stars, but still fairly active coauthors). The same holds
true for the various centrality measurements: betweenness (60% women in top 10; 40% in top
20; 32% in top 50; 34% in top 100), pagerank (50% women in top 10; 40% in top 20; 32% in top
50; 28% in top 100), and eigenvector (60% women in top 10; 40% in top 20; 40% in top 50; 34%
in top 100).
In short, half or more of the DH conference stars are women, but as you creep closer to the
network periphery, you are increasingly likely to notice the prevailing gender disparity. This
supports the mismatch between an anecdotal sense that women play a huge role in DH, and
the data showing they are poorly represented at conferences. The results also match with the
fact that women are disproportionately more likely to write about management and leadership,
discussed at greater length below.
The heavilymale gender skew at DH conferences may lead one to suspect a bias in the peer
review process. Recent data, however, show that if such a bias exists, it is not direct. Over the
past three conferences, 71% of women and 73% of men who submitted presentations passed
the peer review process. The difference is not great enough to rule out random chance (
p
=0.16
using χ²). The skew at conferences is more a result of fewer women submitting articles than of
women’s articles not getting accepted. The one caveat, explained more below, is that certain
topics women are more likely to write about are also less likely to be accepted through
peerreview.
This does not imply a lack of bias in the DH community. For example, although only 33.5% of
authors at DH2015 in Sydney were women, 46% of conference attendees were women. If
women were simply uninterested in DH, the split in attendance vs. authorship would not be so
high.
In regard to discussions of women in different roles in the DH community  less the publishing
powerhouses and more the community leaders and organizers  the concept of the “glass cliff”
can be useful. Research on the feminization of academia in Sweden uses the term “glass cliff”
as a “metaphor used to describe a phenomenon when women are appointed to
precarious leadership roles associated with an increased risk of negative consequences
when a company is performing poorly and for example is experiencing profit falls,
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declining stock performance, and job cuts” (Peterson 2014, 4). The female academics (who also
occupied senior managerial positions) interviewed in Helen Peterson’s study expressed
concerns about increasing workloads, the precarity of their positions, and the potential for
interpersonal conflict.
Institutional politics may also play a role in the gendered data here. Sarah Winslow says of
institutional context that “female faculty are less likely to be located at research institutions or
institutions that value research over teaching, both of which are associated with greater
preference for research” (779). The research, teaching, and service divide in academia remains
a thorny issue, especially given the prevalence of what has been called 
the pink collar workforce
in academia
, or the disproportionate amount of women working in lowpaying teachingoriented
areas. This divide likely also contributed to differing gender ratios between attendees and
authors at DH2015.
While the gendered implications of time allocation in universities are beyond the scope of this
paper, it might be useful to note that there might be longterm consequences for how people
spend their time interacting with scholarly tasks that extend beyond one specific institution.
Winslow writes: “Since women bear a disproportionate responsibility for labor that is
institutionspecific (e.g., institutional housekeeping, mentoring individual students), their
investments are less likely to be portable across institutions. This stands in stark contrast to
men, whose investments in research make them more highly desirable candidates should they
choose to leave their own institutions” (790). How this plays out specifically in the DH
community remains to be seen, but the interdisciplinarity of DH along with its projects that span
multiple working groups and institutions may unsettle some of the traditional bias that women in
academia face.

Locale
Until 2015, 
the DH conference alternated every year between North America and Europe
. As
expected, until recently, the institutions represented at the conference have hailed mostly from
these areas, with the primary locus falling in North America. In fact, since 2000, North American
authors were the largest authorial constituency at eleven of the fifteen conferences, even
though North America only hosted the conference seven times in that period.
With that said, as opposed to gender representation, national and institutional diversity is
improving over time. Using an Index of Qualitative Variation (IQV), institutional variation begins
around 0.992 in 2000 and ends around 0.996 in 2015, with steady increases over time. National
IQV begins around 0.79 in 2010 and ends around 0.83 in 2015, also with steady increases over
time. The most recent conference was the first that included over 30% of authors 
and
attendees
arriving from outside Europe or North America. Now that ADHO has implemented a threeyear
cycle, with every third year marked by a movement outside its usual territory, that diversity is
likely to increase further still.
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The most wellrepresented institutions are not as dominating as some may expect, given the
common view of DH as a community centered around particular powerhouse departments or
universities. The university with the most authors contributing to DH conferences (2.4% of the
total authors) is King’s College London, followed by the Universities of Illinois (1.85%), Alberta
(1.83%), and Virginia (1.75%). The most prominent university outside of North America or
Europe is Ritsumeikan University, contributing 1.07% of all DH conference authors. In all, over a
thousand institutions have contributed authors to the conference, and that number increases
every year.
While these numbers represent institutional origins, the data available does not allow any further
diving into birth countries, native language, ethnic identities, etc. The 20132015 dataset,
including peer review information, does yield some insight into geographyinfluenced biases that
may map to language or identity. While the peer review data do not show any clear bias by
institutional country, there is a very clear bias against names which do not appear frequently in
the U.S. Census or Social Security Index. We discovered this when attempting to statistically
infer the gender of authors using these U.S.based indices.12 From 20132015, presentations
written by those with names appearing frequently in these indices were significantly more likely
to be accepted than those written by authors with nonEnglish names (
p
< 0.0001). Whereas
approximately 72% of authors with common U.S. names passed peer review, only 61% of
authors with uncommon names passed. Without more data, we have no idea whether this
tremendous disparity is due to a bias against popular topics from nonEnglishspeaking
countries, a higher likelihood of peer reviewers rejecting text written by nonnative writers, an
implicit bias by peer reviewers when they see “foreign” names, or something else entirely.

Topic
When submitting a presentation, authors are given the opportunity to provide keywords for their
submission. Some keywords can be chosen freely, while others must be chosen from a
controlled list of about 100 potential topics. These controlled keywords are used to help in the
process of conference organization and peer reviewer selection, and they stay roughly constant
every year. New keywords are occasionally added to the list, as in 2016, where authors can
now select three topics which were not previously available: “Digital Humanities  Diversity”,
“Digital Humanities  Multilinguality”, and “3D Printing”. The 20002015 conference dataset does
not include keywords for every article, so this analysis will only cover the more detailed dataset,
20132015, with additional data on submissions for DH2016.
From 20132016, presentations were tagged with an average of six controlled keywords per
submission. The mostused keywords are unsurprising: “Text Analysis” (tagged on 22% of
submissions), “Data Mining / Text Mining” (20%), “Literary Studies” (20%), “Archives,
12
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Repositories, Sustainability And Preservation” (19%), and “Historical Studies” (18%). The most
frequentlyused keyword potentially pertaining directly to issues of diversity, “Cultural Studies”,
appears on on 14% of submissions from 20132016. Only 2% of submissions are tagged with
“Gender Studies”. The two diversityrelated keywords introduced this year are already being
used surprisingly frequently, with 9% of submissions in 2016 tagged “Digital Humanities 
Diversity” and 6% of submissions tagged “Digital Humanities  Multilinguality”. With over 650
conference submissions for 2016, this translates to a reasonably large community of DH
authors presenting on topics related to diversity.
Joining the topic and gender data for 20132015 reveals the extent to which certain subject
matters are gendered at DH conferences.13 Women are twice as likely to use the “Gender
Studies” tag as male authors, whereas men are twice as likely to use the “Asian Studies” tag as
female authors. Subjects related to pedagogy, creative / performing arts, art history, cultural
studies, GLAM (galleries, libraries, archives, museums), DH institutional support, and project
design/organization/management are more likely to be presented by women. Men, on the other
hand, are more likely to write about standards & interoperability, the history of DH,
programming, scholarly editing, stylistics, linguistics, network analysis, and natural language
processing / text analysis. It seems DH topics have inherited the usual gender skews associated
with the disciplines in which those topics originate.
We showed earlier that there was no direct gender bias in the peer review process. While true,
there appears to be indirect bias with respect to how certain gendered topics are considered
acceptable by the DH conference peer reviewers. A woman has just as much chance of getting
a paper through peer review as a man if they both submit a presentation on the same topic
(e.g., both women and men have a 72% chance of passing peer review if they write about
network analysis, or a 65% chance of passing peer review if they write about knowledge
representation), but topics that are heavily gendered towards women are less likely to get
accepted. Cultural studies has a 57% acceptance rate, gender studies 60%, pedagogy 51%.
Maleskewed topics have higher acceptance rates, like text analysis (83%), programming
(80%), or Asian studies (79%). The femalegendering of DH institutional support and project
organization also supports our earlier claim that, while women are wellrepresented among the
DH leadership, they are more poorly represented in those topics that the majority of authors are
discussing (programming, text analysis, etc.).
Regarding the clustering  and devaluing  of topics that women tend to present on at DH
conferences, the widespread acknowledgement of the devaluing of women’s labor may help to
explain this. We discussed the feminization of academia above, and indeed, this is a trend seen
in practically all facets of society. The addition of emotional labor or caretaking tasks
complicates this. 
Economist Teresa Ghilarducchi explains
: “a lot of what women do in their lives
is punctuated by time outside of the labor market — taking care of family, taking care of children
13
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— and women’s labor has always been devalued…[people] assume that she had some time out
of the labor market and that she was doing something that was basically worthless, because
she wasn’t being paid for it.” In academia specifically, the labyrinthine relationship of pay to
tasks/labor further obscures value: we are rarely paid per task (per paper published or
presented) on the research front; service work is almost entirely invisible; and teaching factors in
with course loads, often with more upfront transparency for contingent laborers such as
adjuncts and parttimers.
Our results seem to point to less of an obvious bias against women scholars than a subtler bias
against topics that women tend to gravitate toward, or are seen as gravitating toward. This is in
line with the concept of postfeminism, or the notion that feminism has met its main goals (e.g.
getting women the right to vote and the right to an education), and thus is irrelevant to
contemporary social needs and discourse. Thoroughly enmeshed in neoliberal discourse,
postfeminism makes discussing misogyny seem obsolete and obscures the subtler ways in
which sexism operates in daily life (Pomerantz, Raby, and Stefanik 2013). While individuals may
or may not choose to identify as postfeminist, the overarching beliefs associated with
postfeminism have permeated North American culture at a number of levels, leading us to posit
the acceptance of the ideals of postfeminism as one explanation for the devaluing of topics that
seem associated with women.

Discussion and Future Research
The analysis reveals an annual DH conference with a growing awareness of diversityrelated
issues, with moderate improvements in regional diversity, stagnation in gender diversity, and
unknown (but anecdotally poor) diversity with regards to language, ethnicity, and skin color.
Knowledge at the DH conference is heavily gendered, though women are not directly biased
against during peer review, and while several prominent women occupy the community’s core,
women occupy less space in the much larger periphery. No single or small set of institutions
dominate the conference attendance, and though North America’s influence on ADHO cannot
be understated, recent ADHO efforts are significantly improving the geographic spread of its
constituency.
The DH conference, and by extension ADHO, is not the digital humanities. It is, however, the
largest annual gathering of selfidentified digital humanists,14 and as such its makeup holds
influence over the community at large. Its priorities, successes, and failures reflect on DH, both
within the community and to the outside world, and those priorities get reinforced in future
generations. If the DH conference remains as it is—devaluing knowledge associated with
femininity, comprising only 36% women, and rejecting presentations by authors with
nonEnglish names—it will have significant difficulty attracting a more diverse crowd without
explicit interventions. Given the shortcomings revealed in the data above, we present some
14
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possible interventions that can be made by ADHO or its members to foster a more diverse
community, inspired by #WhatIfDH2016:
●

●
●
●
●

●
●

●

●
●

●

●

●

As 
pointed out by Yvonne Perkins
, Ask presenters to include a brief “Collection’s Used”
section, when appropriate. Such a practice would highlight and credit the important work
being done by those who aren’t necessarily engaging in publishable research, and help
legitimize that work to conference attendees.
As 
pointed out by Vika Zafrin
, create guidelines for reviewers explicitly addressing
diversity, and provide guidance on noticing and reducing peer review bias.
As 
pointed out by Vika Zafrin
, community members can make an effort to solicit
presentation submissions from women and people of color.
As 
pointed out by Vika Zafrin
, collect and analyze data on who is peer reviewing, to see
whether or the extent to which biases creep in at that stage.
As 
pointed out by Aimée Morrison
, ensure that the conference stage is at least as
diverse as the conference audience. This can be accomplished in a number of ways,
from conference organizers making sure their keynote speakers draw from a broad pool,
to organizing lastminute lightning lectures specifically for those who are registered but
not presenting.
As 
pointed out by Tonya Howe
, encourage presentations or attendance from more
processoriented liberal arts delegates.
As 
pointed out by Christina Boyles
, encourage the submission of research focused
around the intersection of race, gender, and sexuality studies. This may be partially
accomplished by including more topical categories for conference submissions, a step
which ADHO has already taken for 2016.
As pointed out by many, take explicit steps in ensuring conference access to those with
disabilities. We suggest this become an explicit part of the application package
submitted by potential host institutions.
As pointed out by many, ensure the ease of participationatadistance (both as
audience and as speaker) for those without the resources to travel.
As 
requested by Karina van DalenOskam, chair of ADHO’s Steering Committee
, send
her an email on how to navigate the difficult cultural issues facing an international
organization.
Give marginalized communities greater representation in the DH Conference peer
reviewer pool. This can be done grassroots, with each of us reaching out to colleagues
to volunteer as reviewers, and organizationally, perhaps by ADHO creating a volunteer
group to seek out and encourage more diverse reviewers.
Consider the difference between diversifying (verb) vs. talking about diversity (noun),
and consider whether other modes of disrupting hegemony, such as decolonization and
queering, might be useful in these processes.
Contribute to the #whatifDH2016 and #whatifDH2017 discussions on twitter with other
ideas for improvements.
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Many options are available to improve representation at DH conferences, and some
encouraging steps are already being taken by ADHO and its members. We hope to hear more
concrete steps that may be taken, especially learned from experiences in other communities or
outside of academia, in order to foster a healthier and more welcoming conference going
forward.
In the interest of furthering these goals and improving the organizational memory of ADHO, the
public portion of the data (final conference programs with full text and unique author IDs) is
available alongside this publication [will link in final draft]. With this, others may test, correct, or
improve our work. We will continue work by extending the dataset back to 1990, continuing to
collect for future conferences, and creating an infrastructure that will allow the database to
connect to others with similar collections. This will include the ability to encode more nuanced
and fluid gender representations, and for authors to correct their own entries. Further work will
also include exploring topical cooccurrence, institutional bias in peer review, how institutions
affect centrality in the coauthorship network, and how authors who move between institutions
affect all these dynamics.
The Digital Humanities will never be perfect. It embodies the worst of its criticisms and the best
of its ideals, sometimes simultaneously. We believe a more diverse community will help tip
those scales in the right direction, and present this chapter in service of that belief.
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