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Abstract 

This study offers a bibliometric analysis of 

research in digital humanities, utilizing data from 

the Scopus database spanning 2005 to 2025. The 

analysis looks at publication trends, sources, 

authorship, geographic distribution, funding 

sponsors, and document types to show how this 

interdisciplinary field is changing over time. The 

results show that scholarly output slowly grew 

from 2005 to 2017, then jumped up sharply in 

2019. Peer-reviewed outputs are the most 

common type of publication, showing that the 

field relies on both traditional humanities 

dissemination and technical exchanges. Digital 

Scholarship in the Humanities and Lecture Notes 

in Computer Science are two of the most 

important publications in the field. Authorship is 

somewhat spread out, with input from a wide 

range of scholars. The United States is the 

biggest contributor, followed by Australia, India, 

and the United Kingdom. Funding comes from 

both international and national agencies, which 

shows that policymakers recognize the value of 

digital humanities research. All of these results 

show how digital humanities has grown in a 

dynamic and interdisciplinary way over the past 

20 years and give us an idea of where it will go 

in the future to connect technology and cultural 

scholarship. 

 

 Resumo 

Este estudo oferece uma análise bibliométrica da 

pesquisa em humanidades digitais, utilizando 

dados da base de dados Scopus, abrangendo o 

período de 2005 a 2025. A análise analisa 

tendências de publicação, fontes, autoria, 

distribuição geográfica, patrocinadores de 

financiamento e tipos de documentos para 

mostrar como esse campo interdisciplinar está 

mudando ao longo do tempo. Os resultados 

mostram que a produção acadêmica cresceu 

lentamente de 2005 a 2017, com um aumento 

acentuado em 2019. Publicações revisadas por 

pares são o tipo mais comum de publicação, o 

que demonstra que o campo depende tanto da 

disseminação tradicional das humanidades 

quanto de intercâmbios técnicos. Digital 

Scholarship in the Humanities e Lecture Notes in 

Computer Science são duas das publicações 

mais importantes na área. A autoria é 

relativamente dispersa, com contribuições de 

uma ampla gama de acadêmicos. Os Estados 

Unidos são o maior contribuinte, seguidos pela 

Austrália, Índia e Reino Unido. O financiamento 

vem de agências internacionais e nacionais, o 

que demonstra que os formuladores de políticas 

reconhecem o valor da pesquisa em 

humanidades digitais. Todos esses resultados 

demonstram como as humanidades digitais 

cresceram de forma dinâmica e interdisciplinar 
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nos últimos 20 anos e nos dão uma ideia de onde 

elas caminharão no futuro para conectar 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

Digital humanities (DH) seems to be a new and exciting field that combines 

computer science with traditional humanities research. It opens up new ways to analyze, 

preserve, and understand cultural and historical data. Over the last twenty years, the 

digital humanities have grown alongside new technologies and the increasing digitization 

of scholarly resources. This has changed how researchers study history, literature, 

linguistics, and cultural studies (Schreibman, Siemens, & Unsworth, 2016). Digital 

humanities (DH) is a novel approach that combines tools from computer science, data 

visualization, and digital archiving (Berry & Fagerjord, 2017). Bibliometric analysis 

offers a significant perspective for assessing the intellectual framework and evolution of 

digital humanities due to its dynamic characteristics. Bibliometrics enables researchers to 

identify trends and establish new research priorities by examining factors such as 

publication patterns, citation networks, authorship collaborations, and geographic 

distribution (Donthu et al., 2021). The Scopus database, which has a lot of peer-reviewed 

literature, is a strong base for this kind of analysis because it lets scholars systematically 

look at the scholarly output in DH over time. This study examines the bibliometric 

attributes of digital humanities research from 2005 to 2025, utilizing Scopus-indexed 

publications. It aims to reveal trends in publication growth, prevalent document types, 

significant authors, institutional and geographical contributions, and funding 

environments. The article not only shows how DH scholarship has changed over time, 

but it also gives researchers an idea of how the field has grown and changed, which is 

similar to how academic communication and interdisciplinary collaboration have 

changed in general. 

Over the past twenty years, the field of digital humanities (DH) has grown a lot. 

This is because an increasing number of computational methods are being employed in 

the humanities. Bibliometric analyses, especially those utilizing the Scopus database, 
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have elucidated publication trends, authorship networks, and thematic developments. 

Research in digital humanities has been steadily growing since 2005, with big jumps after 

2010. This rise corresponds with progress in digital infrastructures, open-access 

publishing, and interdisciplinary collaborations between computer science and the 

humanities (Zakaria et al., 2025). Bibliometric mapping shows that the most productive 

countries are mostly in Europe and North America. However, recent work from Asia, 

especially China and India, shows how DH scholarship is becoming more global 

(Koibichuk et al., 2025). 

Journal articles and conference proceedings are the most common types of 

documents in DH research. This shows that the field is focused on both theoretical 

frameworks and the creation of useful digital tools (Hassan & Ahmad, 2025). Book 

chapters still have a lot of power, especially in cultural and literary studies, but they are 

less common than journal articles. This change indicates a transition towards peer-

reviewed, indexed publications as a standard of academic legitimacy (Yaman, 2025). 

Funding patterns also affect DH research. The European Commission's programs and 

U.S. agencies like the National Endowment for the Humanities have given a lot of help. 

Bibliometric research shows that funding affects not only how many papers are published 

but also how people work together, which leads to international co-authorship networks 

(Sukoco et al., 2025). These kinds of partnerships are especially common in projects that 

have to do with digital archives, computational linguistics, and preserving cultural 

heritage. 

Keyword co-occurrence analyses illuminate the dynamic thematic framework of 

Digital Humanities. Early research concentrated on digitization and text encoding, 

whereas contemporary studies examine artificial intelligence, big data, and machine 

learning applications in humanities research (Pasha & Sultan, 2025). Ethical 

considerations, such as data privacy and digital inclusion, have become more prominent, 

indicating the field's responsiveness to wider societal discussions (Kurniawan & Muluk, 

2025). In general, bibliometric studies show that DH is no longer a minor field of study 

but a well-established interdisciplinary field. Nonetheless, researchers identify obstacles 

such as unequal access to digital infrastructures and the prevalence of English-language 

publications, which may restrict the field's global inclusivity (Zebakh et al., 2022). 
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2 METHOD 

 

This study employed a bibliometric research design to analyze the publication 

trends, sources, authorship, country contributions, document types, and funding patterns 

of scholarship in the field of Digital Humanities (DH) indexed in the Scopus database 

from 2005 to 2025. Bibliometric analysis is widely recognized as an effective approach 

for mapping the intellectual structure of a discipline and identifying research trends 

(Donthu et al., 2021; Moed, 2017). 

The data were retrieved from the Scopus database, selected due to its 

comprehensive coverage of peer-reviewed literature across diverse disciplines (Elsevier, 

2025). The search strategy used the keyword string: “Digital Humanities” in article titles, 

abstracts, and keywords. The time span was restricted to January 2005 – September 2025 

to capture two decades of research output. All document types (articles, books, conference 

papers, reviews, etc.) were included to ensure a holistic overview of scholarly 

communication in the field. Key bibliographic information, such as author names, 

publication year, document type, source title, country/territory, and funding sponsor, was 

retained. 

The bibliometric analysis was conducted using descriptive statistics and 

visualization techniques. Indicators included: 

1) Trends in productivity from 2005 to 2025. 

2) Analyzing sources (journals, book series, conference proceedings). 

3) Patterns of authorship (who the top authors are and how they work together). 

4) Geographical distribution (the most important countries and institutions). 

5) Types of documents: articles, books, reviews, and conference papers. 

6) Funding sponsors include institutions and governments. 

Using figures as the visualizations to show how authors, countries, and sponsors 

worked together. 

The bibliometric method was selected because it offers a quantitative framework 

to assess scientific productivity, intellectual organization, and knowledge dissemination 

in Digital Humanities (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017). This method helps find both historical 

patterns and new trends, which helps us understand how the field has changed over time. 
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3 RESULTS 

 

This study offers a bibliometric examination of research in digital humanities as 

recorded in the Scopus database from 2005 to 2025. The analysis offers a thorough 

examination of the field's academic evolution by investigating publication trends, 

sources, authorship patterns, geographical distribution, document types, and funding 

sponsorship. This mapping shows how quickly digital humanities scholarship is growing, 

especially how much more visible it has become in the last few years. It also names the 

main contributors, institutions, and countries that are driving this interdisciplinary field. 

The findings elucidate the evolution of digital humanities from a specialized domain to a 

globally acknowledged field of inquiry by examining both the quantitative increase in 

publications and the qualitative dimensions of document dissemination. The findings also 

show how important it is for people from different fields to work together, for publications 

to come in a variety of formats, and for funding to come from many sources in order to 

shape the field's intellectual and institutional landscape. These bibliometric traits not only 

show where digital humanities research is right now, but they also give important 

information about new trends and where things are going in the future. 

 

3.1 The productivity trends by year 

 

Figure 1 

Documents of DH published by year 
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Figure 1 shows how many documents were published each year from 2005 to 

2025, as shown in Scopus. The number of documents is shown on the y-axis, and the 

years are shown on the x-axis. In general, the trend shows that the number of publications 

is slowly going up, with some big changes and peaks. From 2005 to about 2010, the 

number of publications stayed pretty low, with only one or two new ones coming out each 

year. There were no documents recorded in 2007 and 2010, which shows that there were 

output gaps. There was some growth between 2011 and 2016, and by 2016, there were 

four documents. During this time, research productivity slowly but steadily grew. In 2019, 

there was a big change when the number of documents shot up to 10, which was the most 

in the dataset. This peak could mean that there was a sudden rise in scholarly interest or 

a big step forward in the field of research that is related. But after 2019, there was a small 

drop, with nine documents in 2020 and then six documents each year from 2021 to 2023. 

This shows that things have stabilized at a level that is higher than before 2018. The trend 

shows recovery in the most recent time period, 2024–2025. In 2023, there were six 

publications. In 2024, there were seven, and in 2025, there were nine. This indicates a 

resurgence in research activities, potentially fueled by shifting interests or new 

developments. In conclusion, the data shows steady long-term growth, with a big jump in 

2019 and a stable rise in 2024–2025. This shows that the field is maturing, even though 

the early years were marked by sporadic and limited output. 

 

3.2 The documents of DH by type 

 

Figure 2 

Documents of DH published by type 
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Figure 2 shows how many documents of each type are indexed in Scopus. Journal 

articles make up the most of the publications (44%), which shows that peer-reviewed 

research papers are still the main way that scholars communicate. This dominance shows 

how important journal articles are for sharing new research findings, making them visible, 

and helping with academic evaluation systems. Books (18.7%) are the second most 

important category, which shows how important long monographs are in this field. Books 

permit an extensive examination of subjects, especially pertinent in fields like the 

humanities and social sciences, where comprehensive contextual analysis is esteemed. 

Conference papers and review articles each make up 9.3% of the total, showing how 

important conferences are for sharing early results and encouraging scholarly exchange, 

as well as how reviews put together existing knowledge and point out new trends. 

Likewise, book chapters (6.7%) and conference reviews (6.7%) make small contributions, 

showing that edited volumes and academic gatherings are still useful for in-depth 

discussions. Editorials (4.0%) are a smaller group that often offer commentary or critical 

reflections. Errata (1.3%) are another smaller group that show corrections to earlier 

works. Even though these are small shares, they are important for keeping academic 

integrity and encouraging debate. In general, the distribution shows a good mix of 

traditional academic formats. Journal articles are the most common, followed by books 

and conference contributions. This pattern shows how different types of documents work 

together: articles for new information, books for depth, conferences for spreading 

information, and reviews for bringing things together. It emphasizes a robust diversity in 

academic communication. 
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3.3 The published documents of DH by subject areas 

 

Figure 3 

Documents of DH published by subject area 

 

 

Figure 3 shows how research is spread out across different academic fields. It also 

shows where scholarly activity is most concentrated. Engineering makes up the largest 

part of this group because it does a lot of research and is a key part of applied sciences, 

technology development, and innovation. Computer Science is another important field 

that is growing quickly. This is because digital research, artificial intelligence, data 

science, and computational methods are becoming more common in many fields. 

Medicine and the Health Sciences make up a large part of this, which shows how 

important biomedical research, clinical studies, and public health investigations are for 

solving global health problems. Environmental Science and Agricultural and Biological 

Sciences are very important, showing that more and more researchers are interested in 

food security, biodiversity, climate change, and sustainability. This trend shows how 

important it is to deal with environmental pressures and make sure resources are managed 

well over the long term. There are also a lot of people in fields like Physics and 

Astronomy, Materials Science, and Chemistry. This shows that there is a strong base in 

basic sciences that help technology move forward. Simultaneously, the Social Sciences 

and Economics make significant contributions, indicating an acknowledgment of the 

human and societal aspects of research, policy, and innovation. The chart shows that there 

is a balance between different fields of study. Traditional STEM fields are still the most 
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important, but life sciences, environmental studies, and social sciences are also making 

more contributions. This distribution reflects current global research priorities: advancing 

technology, safeguarding health, tackling environmental challenges, and understanding 

societal transformations through collaborative and cross-disciplinary inquiry. 

 

3.4 The documents of DH by sources 

 

Figure 4   

Documents of DH published by the source 

 

 

Figure 4 illustrates how many documents were published each year by source from 

2008 to 2025, as indexed in Scopus. It shows contributions from five main sources: 

Digital Scholarship in the Humanities, Religions, Shakespeare, South Asian Review, and 

the Lecture Notes in Computer Science, which has subseries like Lecture Notes in 

Artificial Intelligence and Lecture Notes in Bioinformatics. In general, there isn't much 

publication activity, and it happens at different times over the years. Most sources only 

add one document at a time. Shakespeare, for instance, shows up in a few different years, 

such as 2008, 2015, 2020, and 2025, each with one contribution. This pattern shows that 

scholars are consistently but not very involved in Shakespearean studies in this dataset. 

The Lecture Notes in Computer Science series also had some outputs in 2015, 2016, and 

2020. This shows that technical or computational approaches are becoming more 

common in the field of research as a whole. In 2019, the South Asian Review published 

three documents, which is the largest number of publications by a single source in this 
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timeline. This spike indicates a concentrated academic emphasis in that journal during 

that year, possibly related to thematic concerns or specialized subjects. Digital 

Scholarship in the Humanities (2024) and Religions (2025) have both contributed one 

document in the last few years. This shows that there are now more places to publish. In 

summary, while the graph indicates generally low publication density per source per year, 

it underscores the multidisciplinary nature of the field, with outputs distributed across 

humanities, area studies, religious studies, and computer science. 

 

3.5 The documents of DH by authors 

 

Figure 5 

Documents of DH published by the author 

 

 

Figure 5 give a general view of how many documents each author has written, 

based on data from Scopus. It compares up to 15 contributors and shows both known and 

unknown authors. The “[No Author ID found]” category is the most important one. It has 

six documents, which is the biggest share of outputs. This means that Scopus may not 

have indexed all of the authors or may not have identified them, which can make it hard 

to see and assess the contributions of authors. Several of the identified authors seem to 

have made equal contributions. R.K. Gairola, D.E. Henderson, J.H. Morris, K.S. Vitale, 

and L.W.C. van Lit all wrote two papers. This shows that these people have a fairly even 

output, which is consistent with their moderate but steady scholarly involvement in the 

field. These authors constitute the principal group of identifiable contributors, indicating 
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their potential recurrence in the analyzed subject area. A second tier of authors, which 

includes H. Abushama, H. Amin-Hong, D. Arnold, and E. Arrizón-Palomera, each has 

one indexed publication. Even though they don't contribute as much, their presence shows 

how many people are involved and how many different points of view are represented in 

the dataset. The distribution pattern shows that the field is not controlled by one prolific 

author, but rather by many contributors, each of whom adds to the conversation in a 

selective way. The prevalence of "No Author ID" underscores a significant constraint in 

bibliometric tracking: precise attribution is essential for delineating scholarly networks 

and comprehending collaborative dynamics. Overall, the chart shows that the authorship 

is collaborative and spread out, with moderate productivity among the scholars who were 

named. 

 

3.6 The documents of DH by affiliation 

 

Figure 6 

Documents of DH published by affiliation 

 
 

Figure 6 provides information of how many academic documents Scopus has 

indexed from different institutions. It shows the top eleven affiliations and how much 

research they do compared to each other. The National University of Singapore has the 

most, with about 4 documents. Next is the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), 

which has about three documents. Both of these institutions are the most productive of 

the ones on the list. Universiteit Utrecht, Yonsei University, Murdoch University, Waseda 

University, Wuhan University, Temple University, Michigan State University, and the 
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University of London are all in the next tier. Each of these schools sent in about two 

documents, which showed that they all did about the same. The data shows a clear 

difference between the top two schools and the rest. For example, the National University 

of Singapore produces twice as many as most other schools. This chart shows that 

international diversity is very important in academic research. It includes universities 

from Asia (Singapore, Korea, Japan, China), North America (the United States), Europe 

(the Netherlands, the United Kingdom), and Oceania (Australia). The pattern shows both 

how researchers work together around the world and how competitive it is to publish 

research at top institutions. The visualization shows that many universities do scholarly 

work, but a few stand out because they have more documents. This might mean that the 

institutions have different levels of research capacity, funding, or a focus on publishing. 

The chart gives a quick look at the differences, but more study is needed to figure out 

why they exist. 

 

3.7 The documents of DH by countries 

 

Figure 7 

Documents of DH published by countries/territories 

 

 

Figure 7 represents how many documents came from each country or territory. It 

also shows how many documents came from other countries, as shown in Scopus. The 

data shows that the United States is clearly in the lead, with 21 documents, which is much 

more than any other country. This means that the U.S. is likely the main center for 

scholarly output in the research area studied because it has a strong research 



Nguyen Van Chieu & Hoang Thanh Lich & Thang The Nguyen 13              
 

 

Veredas do Direito, v.22 n.2, e223136 – 2025 

 

infrastructure, strong academic networks, and a lot of funding options. After the U.S., 

Australia, India, and the United Kingdom each sent six documents, showing that the 

second tier of contributors was well-balanced. These countries are involved in global 

scholarship, which is often driven by strong ties between academia and industry, and 

working together with people from other countries. With five papers, the Netherlands is 

slightly behind, which adds to its reputation as a research-heavy country with a high per-

capita scholarly output.  China, Italy, Japan, Singapore, and South Korea are the third 

group of contributors, and each of them has four documents. These numbers are smaller, 

but they still show that people are interested and show how research is becoming more 

globalized. The fact that both Asian and European countries are involved shows how 

diverse the geographical participation is. The data as a whole shows both concentration 

and spread. The United States has the most volume, but many other countries consistently 

contribute at moderate levels. This distribution shows how globalization is changing 

research. Western countries are still in charge, but emerging economies in Asia are 

becoming more important. The collaborative and distributed authorship across continents 

signifies an increasing acknowledgment of the research domain's interdisciplinary and 

global significance. 

 

3.8 The documents of DH by the funding sponsor 

 

Figure 8 

Documents of DH published by the funding sponsor 
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Figure 8 reveals a comparison of the number of documents produced by different 

funding agencies, as indexed by Scopus. It shows the ten biggest sponsors who help 

research get done. The National Research Foundation of Korea and the Ministry of 

Education are the two main sponsors, each linked to about two documents. Their 

prominence illustrates the substantial influence of national government entities in 

advancing higher education research and innovation, especially in Asian contexts where 

state-sponsored funding is a principal catalyst for academic output. The next group of 

sponsors, which includes the Agence Nationale de la Recherche (France), the Australian 

Research Council, Birkbeck, University of London, the Bundesministerium für Umwelt 

(Germany), the Chinese University of Hong Kong, the College of Arts and Letters, San 

Diego State University, the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst (DAAD, 

Germany), and the European Research Council (ERC), are each connected to about one 

document. This more evenly distributed tier shows how different regions, like Europe, 

Asia, Australia, and North America, get their money from different places. The data 

shows that both national and supranational funding agencies are very important for 

advancing global scholarship. The ERC and DAAD are examples of European 

organizations that support research mobility and excellence. The Australian Research 

Council is an example of a national organization that supports scientific development. 

The balanced contributions from many sponsors point to a global funding ecosystem that 

is connected, but there are still differences, with some ministries and national foundations 

being more important contributors. The chart shows how strategic funding sponsorships 

affect how knowledge is produced, how competitive institutions are, and how countries 

work together. 

 

4 DISCUSSION 

 

The dataset shows how research output has changed over the past twenty years 

(2005–2025). The first few years (2005–2010) show little productivity, with the number 

of publications going up and down between zero and two. This low output could be a sign 

that the research field was still new at the time (Moed, 2005). From 2011 to 2016, growth 

became steadier, reaching four documents in 2016. This shows that scholarly interest is 

slowly becoming more focused (Archambault et al., 2009). The dataset shows that the 

most documents were published in 2019, with ten. These kinds of sudden rises are often 
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linked to breakthroughs, more interest in policy, or uses in more than one field (Bornmann 

& Mutz, 2015). The years after that (2020–2023), though, stay stable at about six 

documents a year. This kind of stabilization happens a lot in fields that are getting older, 

where initial excitement dies down but interest stays high (Glänzel & Schoepflin, 1999). 

The last two years (2024–2025) show an interesting new trend, with a steady rise to nine 

documents. This indicates that the research domain is undergoing a second wave of 

expansion, possibly associated with emerging technologies or global challenges that are 

reshaping research priorities (Leydesdorff & Wagner, 2008). Clearly, the trajectory 

exemplifies the conventional life cycle of an evolving research domain: initial emergence, 

gradual consolidation, a surge driven by breakthroughs, stabilization, and subsequent 

growth. Monitoring these patterns via bibliometric data yields insights into academic 

dynamics and the progression of knowledge domains (van Raan, 2003). 

The distribution of documents by type shows how many different ways scholars 

can communicate with each other. Journal articles make up the largest share at 44%. This 

dominance is in line with the larger trend in academia, where journal articles are still the 

main way to share new research findings, especially because of their peer-review process 

and recognition in institutional evaluation systems (Ware & Mabe, 2015). The 

prominence of journal publications underscores their significance in enhancing research 

visibility, citation impact, and academic credibility (Moed, 2017). Books make up 18.7% 

of the output, which shows how important they are in fields like the humanities and social 

sciences that need a lot of theoretical or historical work. Books facilitate extensive 

argumentation and in-depth exploration, which are frequently essential in interpretive or 

interdisciplinary research (Thompson, 2005), unlike journal articles. In the same way, 

book chapters (6.7%) show that edited volumes are still useful for bringing together 

focused, collaborative contributions within larger thematic collections. Conference 

papers and reviews, each accounting for 9.3%, highlight the dual function of academic 

communication: conferences serve as venues for disseminating preliminary findings and 

cultivating scholarly networks, whereas reviews integrate existing literature, directing 

subsequent research and pinpointing gaps in knowledge (Grant & Booth, 2009). 

Editorials (4%) and errata (1.3%) are two smaller categories that are also very important 

for shaping discourse and keeping science honest. Obviously, there is a multi-layered 

scholarly ecosystem where journal articles are the most important but are also supported 
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by books, conferences, and reviews. This shows the different ways that knowledge is 

created, validated, and shared. 

The visualization of subject distributions corresponds with extensive bibliometric 

data indicating the preeminence of engineering, computer science, and health-related 

research in global academia. Engineering and technology consistently rank at the 

forefront of Scopus datasets, signifying their essential contribution to resolving industrial 

and societal challenges (Archambault & Larivière, 2015). The rapid growth of computer 

science is due to digital transformation and AI-driven methods, which are now used in 

almost every field. Scopus analyses show that medicine and life sciences are still very 

important. This is because of investments in healthcare innovation and public health 

(Falagas et al., 2008). In the last few decades, environmental sciences have become more 

important, which is linked to more people around the world being aware of climate change 

and sustainability (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017). This illustrates an increasing 

interdisciplinary convergence wherein natural sciences integrate with engineering and 

social sciences to address urgent ecological issues (Donthu et al., 2021). Fundamental 

sciences like physics, chemistry, and materials science remain vital, serving as the 

foundation for technological advancement (van Raan, 2019). Social sciences and 

economics, while constituting a smaller proportion, are progressively acknowledged for 

their contributions to policy formulation and the comprehension of societal changes 

(Moed, 2017). The interdisciplinary nature of Scopus charts shows a move away from 

research that is done in separate areas and toward research that is done in a way that 

addresses global problems. The information shows not only the proportions of different 

fields of study, but also the bigger picture of academic life today. For example, STEM 

fields are dominant, but environmental and social research is growing. This shows how 

interconnected modern scholarship is. 

The analysis shows that the number of documents published each year by the 

source is spread out and not very frequent across several interdisciplinary journals. 

Digital Scholarship in the Humanities, Religions, Shakespeare, South Asian Review, and 

the Lecture Notes in Computer Science series are the most important sources. Each outlet 

makes a small contribution, usually just one document per year. This shows that there is 

a niche but diverse scholarly landscape. The consistent, albeit intermittent, contributions 

across various sectors in recent years indicate a persistent yet selective involvement with 

digital humanities. The Lecture Notes in Computer Science have also had some 
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occasional outputs, such as in 2015, 2016, and 2020. These show how computational 

approaches are becoming more important in fields that cross disciplines (Gómez-Núñez 

et al., 2014). This crossover shows that digital tools are being used more and more in 

research in the humanities and social sciences. The most unusual thing is that the South 

Asian Review had three articles published in one year, in 2019. These kinds of spikes are 

often connected to special issues or thematic calls for papers that get a lot of scholarly 

attention (Archambault & Larivière, 2009). Recent individual contributions from Digital 

Scholarship in the Humanities (2024) and Religions (2025) further illustrate the widening 

array of platforms, emphasizing both disciplinary and interdisciplinary interests 

(Borgman, 2015). The graph shows that the scholarly output is broken up but has many 

dimensions. It shows how interdisciplinary research spreads across specialized journals, 

with occasional spikes showing new themes or methods (Bornmann & Mutz, 2015). 

The information on documents by the author shows that there is no one scholar 

who stands out as the most important author. The category “[No Author ID found]” has 

the most documents, with six. This is a common problem in bibliometrics because 

incomplete or inconsistent metadata can make it hard to figure out who wrote something 

and make productivity ratings less accurate (Moed, 2005; Wildgaard et al., 2014). And 

finding the right author is very important for mapping research collaboration and figuring 

out how much scholarly impact there is. R.K. Gairola, D.E. Henderson, J.H. Morris, K.S. 

Vitale, and L.W.C. van Lit are the authors who have been identified. Each of them wrote 

two documents. This fairly even distribution suggests that there are voices that come up 

again and again and keep the field going, which is in line with research that shows how 

"core authors" shape niche research areas (Lotka, 1926/1956; Subramanyam, 1983). H. 

Abushama, H. Amin-Hong, D. Arnold, and E. Arrizón-Palomera are the second tier of 

contributors. Each of them has only one publication. These one-time contributors expand 

the intellectual foundation, illustrating the “long tail” of academic publishing, in which 

numerous researchers make modest contributions that collectively uphold scholarly 

discourse (de Solla Price, 1963; Newman, 2001). The data indicate that this research 

domain exhibits moderate productivity, distributed among various contributors, lacking 

the prevalence of a singular prolific author. This kind of distributed authorship is often 

found in new and interdisciplinary fields where collaboration and different points of view 

are important (Katz & Martin, 1997). 
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The database shows how many documents each university has contributed to 

research, showing how well the top universities are doing. The National University of 

Singapore (NUS) is the best contributor, with about four documents, while the 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) has three. This corresponds with literature 

highlighting the growing global research prominence of Asian universities, notably 

Singapore, which has significantly invested in higher education and research 

infrastructure (Altbach & de Wit, 2018). The next group, which included Universiteit 

Utrecht, Yonsei University, Murdoch University, Waseda University, Wuhan University, 

Temple University, Michigan State University, and the University of London, each sent 

in about two documents. This shows that the performance is more balanced across 

different areas, like Europe, Asia, North America, and Oceania. Research indicates that 

institutional research productivity frequently aligns with national funding frameworks, 

international partnerships, and strategic policies that encourage publication output (Shin 

& Kehm, 2013; Hazelkorn, 2015). The data shows that some institutions, like NUS and 

MIT, are much more productive than others when it comes to research. This is similar to 

what other scientometric studies have found: that most publications come from a small 

number of "world-class universities" (Salmi, 2009). It also stresses the global competition 

in knowledge production, where universities want not only academic prestige but also 

rankings that affect how many students they can recruit and how many partnerships they 

can form (Marginson, 2016). So, even though the chart shows raw publication numbers, 

the bigger picture shows that these outcomes are shaped by institutional strategies, 

funding priorities, and global networks. To fully understand differences, we need to do 

qualitative assessments of research policies and funding landscapes. 

The data on documents by country or territory shows that scholarly output is not 

evenly spread out. With 21 documents, the United States is far ahead of all other 

countries. This dominance is in line with bibliometric studies that show that U.S. 

institutions are consistently among the most prolific contributors in all fields because they 

spend a lot of money on research infrastructure and funding (National Science Board, 

2022; Powell et al., 2017). Australia, India, and the United Kingdom each have six 

documents in a second tier, which shows that they are very involved in the world. For a 

long time, people have known that the UK and Australia are important players in 

international research networks (Adams, 2013). It can be said that the presence shows 

that it is investing more and more in research and development and is becoming more and 
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more important in global scholarly output. The Netherlands comes in second with five 

documents, which fits with its reputation for doing high-impact research for its size 

(Moed et al., 1995). China, Italy, Japan, Singapore, and South Korea are the third group 

of contributors, and each of them wrote four documents. The addition of several Asian 

countries fits with the trend of the "rise of Asia" in global science (Leydesdorff & Wagner, 

2008; Veugelers, 2017). These countries are becoming more connected to global 

knowledge networks, often by working with well-known Western institutions (Kwiek, 

2020). In general, the data shows both concentration and globalization at work. The U.S. 

has the most volume, but more people from Europe and Asia are getting involved, which 

shows how scholarly communication is becoming more spread out. This trend of 

publications of the countries aligns with global bibliometric studies that demonstrate both 

persistent hierarchies and increasing inclusivity in research production (Bornmann & 

Mutz, 2015). 

The documents by funding sponsors underscore the various institutional and 

national entities that facilitate scholarly output. The Ministry of Education and the 

National Research Foundation of Korea are the two main contributors, each with two 

publications. Their presence highlights the crucial function of governmental agencies in 

funding interdisciplinary research, illustrating both strategic national interests and the 

priorities of global research collaboration. Government-backed funding is necessary to 

keep long-term research agendas going, especially in fields that need a lot of money for 

infrastructure and international networks (Geuna & Martin, 2003). The Agence Nationale 

de la Recherche (France), the Australian Research Council, and the European Research 

Council all funded one publication each. This shows how important transnational funding 

is for making it easier for scientists from different countries to work together. Funding 

programs like these often try to make national research outputs more competitive, help 

people share knowledge, and make them more visible around the world (Bozeman & 

Boardman, 2014). Also, institutional sponsors like Birkbeck, University of London, the 

College of Arts and Letters, San Diego State University, and the Chinese University of 

Hong Kong show how universities are involved in promoting research. Institutional 

funding, while frequently more modest in scale, offers scholars flexibility, facilitating 

exploratory or interdisciplinary endeavors that may not seamlessly align with extensive 

external grant structures (Whitley et al., 2018). In general, the distribution shows that 

national agencies, international research councils, and academic institutions are all getting 
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a fair share. This mix of funding sources shows how complex the system is that supports 

academic knowledge production. It also shows that cooperation between government and 

institutional sponsors is still very important for advancing global research. 

 

5 CONCLUSION 

 

The bibliometric analysis of digital humanities research in the Scopus database 

from 2005 to 2025 shows important trends about how the field has changed, spread, and 

worked together. The yearly distribution of documents shows a steady but uneven growth 

path, with a big jump in growth after 2018. This indicates an increasing acknowledgment 

within academic and institutional circles of digital humanities as a pivotal 

interdisciplinary field that connects technology and the humanities. 

Source analysis underscores the multidisciplinary essence of the field, with 

publications encompassing journals such as Digital Scholarship in the Humanities, 

specialized outlets like Shakespeare, and conference proceedings in computer science. 

This confirms that digital humanities is a hybrid field that combines humanities research 

with computational methods.  

Author contributions show both individual efforts and patterns of scattered authorship, 

with a few scholars writing several papers and many others writing just one. Collaboration 

networks are still broken up, but there are signs of partnerships between institutions and 

countries. The distribution by country shows that the United States is the most important, 

followed by Europe, Asia, and Australia. This shows both global engagement and 

regional concentrations of research activity.  

Journal articles are still the most common type of document, but books, book chapters, 

and conference proceedings are also common. This shows that knowledge sharing in 

digital humanities includes both traditional humanities publishing and computer science 

practices. Lastly, funding analysis shows how important governmental and international 

research councils are, and how institutional and policy support keep the field growing. 

Overall, the findings affirm digital humanities as a maturing interdisciplinary 

domain characterized by global participation, diverse publication venues, and a gradual 

consolidation of scholarly networks. These insights not only chart the bibliometric 

landscape but also indicate prospective avenues for enhanced collaboration, integration, 

and innovation in digital humanities research. More importantly, the more digitalization 
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has become rapid, the more humanity should be included, and even digital and human 

beings are not only intertwined but will become a brand new development of humanity. 
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