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I ntroduction and Motivation

The problem of the demarcation of science has existed for mill-
ennia, and many philosophers have tried to develop precise de-
scriptions of what scienceisand what it is not (Gauch, 2003; Res-
nik, 2000). Similarly, demarcating disciplines from each other is
important, especially in the case of emerging disciplines. In the
case of the Digital Humanities (DH), being clear about what DH
isand what it is not (Huggett, 2012; Alvarado, 2012; eds. M. Ter-
ras et a., 2013) will help us, for example, to clearly define the

object and purpose of departments, research centres, associations
and other institutions that work in DH; to guide students and ju-
nior researchers about the required training to become competent
in DH; or to convey to research management authorities what they
should promoteto bolster and recognise DH asadiscipline. Inthis
work we propose an approach to the demarcation of DH based on
levels and thresholds.

Demarcation Proposal

Given the emerging nature of DH, athreshold-based approachis
proposed, so that agradation is established from the lowest thres-
hold to the highest. The projects and initiatives that do not reach
thefirst threshold should not be considered part of DH, whilethose
that exceed the highest one clearly should be. Those that fall bet-
ween thelowest and highest threshold, thus, are considered to con-
stitute DH to some degree.

The proposed approach aimsto provide criteriato determineto
what extent objects of diverse kinds are part of DH. These ob-
jectsinclude research and devel opment projects, research groups,
departments or ingtitutes, individual or group curricula, teaching
contents, research products, events and activities, and others.

This proposal only intends to classify objects as belonging to
DH with greater or lesser intensity. It does not aim to evaluate
objectsin terms of their quality or scientific value. Thus, the fact
that an object is placed at acertain level according to this proposal
does not indicate anything in relation to its quality or scientific
value.

We propose the following thresholds and levels for the demar-

cation of DH.
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Level A. Use

Situations in which existing digital technologies are used to ad-
dress humanistic issues.

Threshold 1. Generic nominal application

Criterion: Generic digital technologies are applied nominally.

Threshold 2. Specialised or customised nominal applica-
tion



Criterion: Specialised digital technologies, or customised gene-
ric digital technologies, are applied nominally.

Threshold 3. Non-nominal application

Criterion: Digital technologies are applied in a non-nominal
way.

Level B. Analysis

Situations in which the practice and use of digital technologies
are analysed in relation to humanistic issues.

Threshold 4. Analysis or evaluation

Criterion: A scientific analysis or systematic evaluation of the
established practice or use of digital technologiesin relation to the
humanitiesis carried out, so that constructive criticism constitutes
aresearch outcome and not a merely instrumental mechanism for
decision-making on the adoption of one technology or another in
aparticular case.

Level C. Development

Situationsin which new digital technologies are developed to be
used in relation to the humanities. These new technol ogies possess
new and original theoretical and/or methodological foundations.

Threshold 5. Basic Devel opment

Criterion: Simple, closed and non-innovative digital tools are
developed.

Threshold 6. Advanced Development

Criterion: New, open and innovative digital technologies are de-
veloped.

Threshold 7. Trans-disciplinary co-research

Criterion: Active research is carried out in the humanities and
digital technologies at the sametime, so that the advances of each
field benefit the other (Gonzal ez-Perez, 2017).

Conclusions

We are currently validating the proposed approach through em-
pirical testing. Also, adichotomous key for easier application will
be devel oped soon.

We hope that this proposal contributes to the international de-
bate on DH and hel ps establish the boundaries of the discipline so
that it is properly recognised and promoted.

Bibliography

Alvarado, Rafael C. (2012). The Digital Humanities Stua-
tion. [Online]. 2012. Debatesin the Digital Humanities. Available

from: https://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/read/untitle-
d-88c11800-9446-469b-a3be-3fdb36bfbdle/sec-

tion/c513af 64-8f99-4e02-9869-babclcecca51. [Accessed: 20 Oc-
tober 2022].

Gauch, Hugh G. (2003). Sientific Method in Practice. Cam-
bridge University Press.

Gonzalez-Perez, Cesar (2017). Co-research and trans-
disciplinarity. [Onling]l. 3 May 2017. Digital Humanities,
Not. Available from: https.//digitalhumanitiesnot.wordpres-
s.com/2017/05/03/co-research-and-transdisciplinarity/. [Acces-
sed: 20 October 2022].

Huggett, Jeremy (2012). Core or Periphery? Digital Huma-
nities from an Archaeological Perspective. Historical Social Re-
search / Historische Sozialforschung. [Onling]. 37 (3 (141)). p.pp.
86-105. Available from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/41636599.

Resnik, David B. (2000). A pragmatic approach to the demar-
cation problem. Sudiesin History and Philosophy of Science Part
A. 31 (2). p.pp. 249-267.

Melissa Terras, Julianne Nyhan, & Edward Vanhoutte
(eds.) (2013). Defining Digital Humanities. Routledge.



