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Abstract

Purpose — The aim of this paper is to study the data management practices and perspectives of archaeological
researchers in the Spanish region of Catalonia. Data management is becoming increasingly challenging for
archaeological research as the data grow in volume and complexity. As a result, it is also a crucial issue and a
priority for the discipline.

Design/methodology/approach — The data have been collected through in-depth semi-structured interviews
with Principal Investigators of archaeological research projects at Catalan research institutions (n = 14),
analysed using a qualitative content analysis method with a mixed coding framework developed mostly with
themes identified in the literature.

Findings — The findings show that current practices are based on a sensible DIY approach. The resulting systems
work well for the projects’ data needs but are far from the best practices. A general lack of data literacy is evident
from the answers of the interviewees and the practices described. Finally, the role of intervention reports is
considered crucial, not only for knowledge creation and communication but also as data backups.
Originality/value — Few studies have been conducted on archaeology researchers’ data management practices,
and even fewer have used interviews as a methodological approach. The focus of this analysis sheds light on the
current situation of a clearly defined but insufficiently researched community of practice (archaeology
researchers in Catalonia), and therefore assess its needs, challenges and future prospects.

Keywords Information literacy, Research methods, Information management, Data, Data collection,
Archaeology, Research data management

Paper type Research article

Introduction
Research data management (RDM) involves all the procedures, management strategies and
activities related to the research data lifecycle (Briney et al., 2020), that is the management and
curation of these data from the very moment of their creation (Higman et al., 2019). According
to the Guidelines on FAIR Data Management in Horizon 2020, “[g]ood research data
management is not a goal in itself, but rather the key conduit leading to knowledge discovery
and innovation, and to subsequent data and knowledge integration and reuse” (European
Commission, Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, 2016). Indeed, effective RDM
can have numerous benefits, such as facilitating data use, sharing and reuse by making it easier
to deposit data in a repository (Faniel et al., 2018; Higman et al., 2019; Briney et al., 2020).
Data are becoming increasingly important, and datification is transforming every aspect of
our lives, including science (Cukier and Mayer-Schoenberger, 2013). With the proliferation of
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digital methods and, more recently, the increasing use of artificial intelligence, research is Journal of
becoming more data-driven every day (Tenopir et al., 2011). This situation highlights the Documentation
importance of managing these data effectively, as reflected in the new mandates of funding
bodies and journals (Higman et al., 2019). However, studies show that RDM quality is still low
and far from being a priority for researchers (Ashiq et al., 2020).

Archaeology is no exception. Digital technologies are now used extensively in
archaeological research, and as a result data are becoming increasingly digital, large and
complex, which is having a huge impact on the discipline (Faniel et al., 2018; Hacigiizeller
et al., 2021). One of these consequences is that data management has become more difficult
and time consuming for researchers. Despite the growing importance of data within the
discipline, however, there are still very few studies on researchers’ data management practices.
There is thus an urgent need to evaluate current RDM practices in archaeology, as it is the only
way to identify the biggest challenges the discipline is facing today.

171

Literature review

RDM is a rapidly growing field (Birkbeck et al., 2022) and studies on how scientists manage
their research data are increasing in number (Ashiq et al., 2020). Specifically, research
analysing the RDM practices of academics and their perspectives on the subject has increased
significantly over the last decade.

Most of this research uses surveys or interviews as primary data collection methods and
normally seeks to understand RDM practices and needs in order to improve institutional
services (Bishop et al., 2020), assess existing ones (Aydinoglu et al., 2017; Ismail et al., 2022)
or develop new strategies or infrastructures (Weller and Monroe-Gulick, 2014; Senft et al.,
2022). Some studies, however, are primarily concerned with characterising the state of the
question and studying RDM practices in specific countries or even at specific research
institutions (Abduldayan et al., 2021). Some focus on a single discipline or academic field (e.g.
Senft et al., 2022 for agriculture; Syn and Kim, 2022; Krahe et al., 2020 for health sciences;
and Gualandi et al., 2022 for humanities), while others are more general and include
researchers in different fields.

The practices analysed in these studies vary widely. This inconsistency has been criticised
by authors who identify a need to establish standards in order to achieve comparable results
(Goben and Griffin, 2019). In general, from the author’s observations during the review, the
subjects studied in the literature can be categorized into five groups, that will be described in
more detail later: data characteristics, data collection and analysis practices, data management
practices, data storage practices and data management and storing perspectives.

However, there have been very few studies focusing on RDM in archaeology. Data
collection is crucial in this field because of the largely destructive nature of archaeological
methods (Frank et al., 2015), which, along with the characteristics of the data, makes RDM in
archaeology extremely complex (Huvila, 2019b; Taylor and May, 2024). Moreover, the
introduction of digital technologies to the research process over the last few decades has
contributed to an increase in the volume of data generated (Faniel et al., 2018).

Despite its crucial nature, most archaeologists have a very limited understanding of RDM
(Cook et al., 2018; Garstki, 2022; Kansa and Kansa, 2021). In this regard, Huvila et al. (2019)
highlight the lack of interaction between knowledge management and archaeology as
disciplines. Only a few researchers have analysed the RDM practices of archaeologists, as most
studies have been focused on promoting open data sharing. Among the few, Frank et al. (2015)
analysed and compared the RDM practices and perspectives of archaeologists and zoologists,
based on a set of interviews focusing mainly on the first steps of the data lifecycle. On the other
hand, the project “The Secret Life of Data” (SLO-data) sought to improve archaeological RDM
by analysing how these practices impact future reuse. This project was funded by the National
Endowment for the Humanities (EUA) and promoted by the Alexandria Archive Institute. It
studied the whole data lifecycle, with a focus on data reuse, of archaeological data drawn from
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JD three geographical areas (Africa, Europe and South America). The outputs of this project
82,7 included a paper by Faniel et al. (2018) that analysed data creation and management practices in
two archaeological excavation projects, combining interviews with ethnographic observation.
This study was later complemented with another publication (Faniel et al., 2020) that proposed
some recommendations to improve current practices. Finally, the results of the SLO-data
project were compiled in a closing paper (Austin et al., 2024) containing proposals for the
creation of internal guidelines and protocols to standardise RDM processes.

172

Research objectives

In light of the evident need for more in-depth research on archaeological RDM, the aim of this paper
is to describe the current situation of data management in the Catalan archaeological research
community. Its main objective is to identify and analyse the data management practices of principal
investigators on Catalan archaeological projects (hereinafter, Pls) and the rationale behind them. To
achieve this main objective, a number of secondary objectives have been established.

In relation to practices, this study aims to identify the specific type of data archaeologists
work with, how these data are created, managed (organisation of the data, documentation
practices, application of standards, etc.) and stored (short- and long-term). In relation to the
rationales behind these practices, the aim is to identify researchers’ opinions on data
preservation, data ownership and data management in the future. Finally, this research also
aims to determine whether there are any unique characteristics of archaeological research that
influence RDM practices and perspectives.

Methodology
The study design was developed in accordance with the COREQ criteria for reporting
qualitative research (Tong et al., 2007).

Research team and reflexivity

The author of the study designed the interview guidelines, conducted the interviews and
carried out the subsequent analysis and reporting as part of their PhD research. Due to their
background in archaeology, they knew some of the participants personally.

The basic information on the research and the interviewer, such as the research objectives
and methodology, were shared with the participants prior to the start of the interview. When
asked by the participants, the interviewer also shared her assumptions and interests in the
research topic, always stating that they were personal, subjective opinions.

Study design
For this study, interviews were considered preferable to surveys for the following reasons:

(1) The small size of the population of Catalan PIs (n = 138) would make it difficult to
obtain a response rate high enough for the results to be statistically significant.

(2) During the pilot test of the survey, concerns arose in relation to the risk of respondents
misunderstanding the key terms and main topics addressed due to a lack of knowledge
about RDM.

(3) Interviews are a more effective way of extracting researchers’ perspectives,
experiences and opinions.

Participant selection
The study context is Catalonia, as this region has a robust archaeological community of
practice. PIs were chosen as participants due to their influence on shaping research and
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knowledge-sharing strategies. An awareness of the practices and attitudes of research team Journal of
leaders seems especially useful for developing an understanding of the current situation. Documentation

A study on archaeological research projects in Catalonia between 2014 and 2022 (Batlle-
Baré and Abadal, 2023) identified a population of 138 PIs. With the initial intention of
applying a purposive sampling technique, a sample of 40 PIs was selected, attempting to
ensure a proportional representation of all chronological subdisciplines and institutions within
the subset. Of these 40 PIs, 20 were contacted by email, beginning with a first-contact email
presenting the project and asking them to participate; following their acceptance, a date for the
interview would be set. Out of these 20 researchers, 16 agreed to take part in the interviews.
The others did not answer to the initial email or the subsequent reminder.

173

Interview setting
The data were collected in online video calls using Microsoft Team. All interviews were
individual, and were conducted between August 2022 and February 2023.

While it was not possible to fully apply the planned purposive sampling, the participants
included in the final sample used to analyse the practices and perspectives of Catalan
archaeologists cover various institutions and chronological periods, although some were
overrepresented. Because the population studied were PIs, researchers with years of
experience were also overrepresented. Moreover, most of the participants were male. Further
details of the participants’ characteristics are shown in Table 1.

Data collection

An interview guide was designed in accordance with the guidelines proposed by Whiting
(2008), and approved by the university’s ethics review board. The script was developed after
conducting a literature review, taking the main themes identified in the papers analysed as a
starting point, as recommended by Krauss et al. (2009). The questionnaire was pilot-tested
with a PI prior to starting the interviewing phase; this interview was not included in the
research.

The interview questionnaire was structured in four parts:

(1) Demographic questions about the project, the team and the researcher

(2) Data creation and management habits within the team

Table 1. Categories and themes found in papers on research data management

Years of

experience
Code Gender (in 2023) Institution type
PI1 F 16 University
PI2 F 30 University
PI3 M 18 University
P14 M 10 Research center
PI5 M 21 University
PI6 M 29 University
P17 M 35 University
PI8 M 10 University
PI9 M 28 Other
PI10 M 26 Research center
PI11 M 21 Research center
PI12 M 21 Research center
PI13 F 15 Research center
PI14 M 20 Research center
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JD (3) Data sharing habits and perspectives of the researcher
82,7 (4) Data reuse habits and perspectives of the researcher

At the beginning of each interview, the participants were given details about the interview

flow, the project and the research. They were also informed the interview would be recorded

and how that recording would be processed. They were then asked to give their informed
174 consent before continuing with the interview.

Only one interview per PI was conducted, and no repeat interviews were carried out. The
interviews were video recorded, but only the audio was subsequently used. Some field notes
were taken during the interviewing process, but these were not used for the subsequent
analysis. The average interview time was around 75 min.

The video recordings of the interviews were transcribed verbatim using the Sonix Al
software platform (www.sonix.ai). The transcripts were revised by the author, but they were
not returned to the participants for comments due to time and practical limitations.

Interviews were conducted originally in Catalan (12 interviews) and Spanish (2
interviews). The quotes used in this paper to illustrate the results and discussion have
therefore been translated to English by the author.

Although 40 interviews were originally planned, saturation was reached after 14 (Guest
et al., 2006). This number was considered sufficient based on a review of studies that had
applied similar methods (Bishop et al., 2020; Gualandi et al., 2022).

Data analysis
After the data acquisition phase, the transcripts were analysed using a qualitative content
analysis technique (Schreier, 2012). The content of the interviews was coded by the author
using the software tool Atlas TI. For this paper specifically, the second part of the interviews
related to data management practices and perspectives was analysed. A mixed coding frame
was used, including both deductive and inductive codes. The main themes were drawn from
the literature reviewed on RDM, while a few other themes were added in order to code specific
practices related to unique aspects of archaeological research. All the themes used can be
consulted in Table 2.

In order to minimise the bias that could result from the participation of a single coder, every
step of the method was carried out twice, with at least a week in between rounds
(Schreier, 2012).

Limitations

The population chosen to study is quite homogeneous. For future research, it would be
interesting to widen the population to include younger researchers, who might have different
experiences with and perspectives on research data management.

Findings

Researchers’ practices

Data characteristics. Researchers were asked what type of data they were producing.
Although processes and tools differed, most were creating the same range of data types.
According to most interviewees, these types included textual data, tabular data, raster images,
vector images and 3D models. Most also included artefacts, materials and samples.

Data creation and analysis. The main data collection/creation methods mentioned during
the interviews were photography, photogrammetry, 3D scanning, manual drawing, total
stations, artefact visual observation and description, analysis (C14, chemical analysis, DNA,
etc.), excavation journals, context sheets, databases or data tables, vectorizing tools (CAD),
documental studies and reuse of other people’s data.
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Table 2. Participants’ basic demographic data Journal of

Documentation
Category Topic
Characteristics of the Data Definition of data
Types and formats of data
Volume of data
Data Collection and Analysis Practices Methods or tools for data collection
Frequency of data production 175
Methods or tools for data analysis
Data Management Practices Person responsible for data management

Naming systems and protocols

Creation of metadata, documentation or use of standards

Costs and funding for data management

Data management plans
Data Storage Practices Data loss

Data storage media

Backups (frequency, methods, media)

Data protection and privacy

Long-term data preservation (duration, medium, size)
Data Management and Storage Perspectives Challenges, problems and needs

Responsibility for data and its curation

Knowledge of data management

Expertise or skills in data management

Data management services and infrastructure

Criteria or priorities for data storage

Data ownership

Many of these data creation tools and methods are now digital. However, in the field, most
projects used a combination of mostly analogue and some digital tools. As a result, the data
have to undergo a digitization process. For example, contextual information is mostly recorded
on paper (PI2, PI3, PI5, P14, PI6, P17, PI8, PI9, PI10, PI14), and subsequently digitized.
Graphic information, on the other hand, is usually recorded digitally (P13, P14, PI5, P16, P19,
PI10), as is volumetric data, with photogrammetry (P12, P14, P17, P114, PI6) or laser scanning
(P114). Some teams use the resulting models to create graphical information, mostly profiles
and plans (PI7, PI9).

Despite this uneven implementation of digital methods, the aim is generally to achieve full
digitization of field recording. However, digital tools are not always well adapted to the
specific needs and challenges of archaeological fieldwork. Problems such as low connectivity,
power availability or physical impediments and logistics were mentioned when explaining the
limited use of digital solutions (PI5, PI8, PI14).

A similar situation was identified in discussions of the software used to acquire, process and
analyse the data. Although there was no specific question about software, interviewees
mentioned different programs used. For tabular data, Filemaker (P11, P12, PI8) and Excel (PI1,
PI2, PI5, PI7, PI10) were mentioned, while researchers referred to Coreldraw (P13, PI8),
Photoshop (PI3) or Illustrator (PI10) for graphic information editing. All this software is
proprietary, which a couple of researchers mentioned as a problem, due either to its price and
licensing (PI1, PI8), or to the constraints it imposes when sharing data (PI1).

Data management tasks. The interviewees were asked whether there was a dedicated
person on the team who was responsible for data management. In most cases, these tasks were
performed and centralised by the PI (PI4, PI8, P19, PI10), although sometimes they might
delegate specific tasks to other team members. Some teams had a person who would be
assigned the task of data management due to their digital knowledge or skills. This can be a
problem, because not all team members have a secure and stable position, and therefore their
dedication to the project is not always assured. Another common strategy was to make each
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JD researcher responsible for managing the data they created (PI11), especially when there are
82,7 multiple sites and the directors take care of managing the data derived from their site’s
excavation (PI4, PI7). Finally, only two interviewees mentioned a dedicated technician, in
both cases offered by the institution. This institutional support had a beneficial impact to the
data management practices of the groups.

Most of the researchers interviewed had a system for organising files, although compliance
with existing protocols or systems within the team was not always assured (PI14). Some
reported unsuccessful plans to develop a bigger, more standardised structure.

Such structures and internal data management protocols were rarely planned ahead but
normally developed as the team identified new needs (P13, P14, PI9, PI10, PI12). On some
projects that had been continuing over a long period of time, these ways of working and
managing the data were inherited from previous generations of researchers (PI5, PI8). In any
case, structures, systems and protocols were all in a constant state of transformation depending
on the project needs (PI8, P19, P114), and some were considering the introduction of changes in
the near future (PI5, PI6, PI13). As PI9 explained, “as the data comes in or as things get done,
that’s when we start creating all of this . . . this whole system.”

None of the researchers had developed data management plans (DMPs) for the projects
because the funding calls that these were part of did not ask for one. Some had prepared DMPs
for other projects (PI4) or were aware they would need to write one in the future (PI7,
PI13, PI12).

Data documentation emerged as a theme in different interviews, but only one PI reported
documenting their data as a regular practice (PI12). Some researchers claimed that
archaeological data were explicit enough and there was no need to document them (PI1,
PI13). Several interviewees were optimistic about the capacity of future reusers, both within
and outside their team, to understand their data (P112, P113, P114). However, other researchers
were more aware of the problems that the lack of documentation and standardisation could
cause in the future. On this point, one researcher noted that archaeological data “have no kind
of format and are not standardised with one another” (PI9). Other researchers agreed with this,
although the importance of the problem depended on their individual perception (P113, P114).
Most became aware of the problems caused by the lack of standards when trying to reuse either
legacy data (PI3, P14, PI5, PI8) or modern data (P14, PI6, PI8, PI9, PI12). As P14 exposed,

176

[slince right now there isn’t a standardisation of how data is collected in archaeology, the same thing
happens with modern data. Just because it’s newer it doesn’t mean . . . Because it’s true that there’s no
standard. So, the problem of integrating data always . . . It’s a problem because . . . because all of them
are collected in slightly different [ways]. (P14)

In most cases, researchers explained that they had solved the issue by contacting the data
creators to ask for more contextual information (PI9, PI12). When this was not possible
because the data creator was no longer available (PI8), the researchers resorted to other
strategies to deal with the imperfection of the data (P14, P19), as they were used to working with
imperfect data (PI13).

To avoid these problems, some interviewees mentioned the need to create standards or
common records (P11, PI2, PI6, P19, PI13). A couple of researchers were aware of failed
initiatives to try to build common, standardised data collection systems (PI1, P12), but as PI9
put it, “there is a very big problem, which is that the standardisation of recording systems has
never, ever been considered [. . .] at the national level, at the level of Catalonia.” On a related
point, one of the PIs explained the work that had been developed by their institution, which had
a dedicated technician in charge of improving data standardisation (PI12).

Data storage. Different data storage media were mentioned by the researchers interviewed.
The preferred data storage method was the cloud (P11, P12, P13, PI5, P17, P18, P113), whether
the service offered by their institution (PI2) or personal services (PI1, PI7, PI8). Researchers
liked the fact that it ensures instant, online backup (P12, PI5), and that it allows the files to be
accessed by different people (PI1, PI3) and from different places (PI5). The possibility of

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. con jd/articl e-pdf/82/7/170/11288590/ j d- 09- 2025- 0262en. pdf by Universitat de Barcel ona user on 28 Jul:



sharing files easily with colleagues was also mentioned as a perk of this system (PI8). Journal of
However, its dependence on an Internet connection (which is not always available in the field) Documentation
was identified as a drawback (PI1, PI8), as was the fear of hacking (PI13).

Personal computers were also a common option for storing data, usually on team members’
laptops. The logistics of fieldwork favours the use of these devices (PI1), as does the high level
of collaboration on archaeological projects (PI6, PI13). External hard drives constituted
another widely used storage option (PI5, P18, PI11), mostly for storing backups (PI3, PI6,
PI10). Other options were institutional servers (P14, PI14, PI12), institutional workstations
(P11, P16) and physical archives at the institution in cases of analogue data collection (PI5,
PI10, P114). These archives were often seen as a secure backup option due to a distrust in
digital storage. Finally, none of the researchers interviewed used data repositories to store their
data. However, three teams were taking actions to deposit their data in their institutions’ data
repositories (P110, PI12, PI14).

Although researchers were well aware of the importance of backing up their data, only a
few reported that they adhered to a system of regular periodic backups (P14, P113, PI14). As
one researcher put it, “[i]Jt’s not something you would say is well-structured, but we do keep
creating them as we go” (PI19). In some cases, mostly on the bigger teams, PIs considered that
backing up data was the responsibility of the individual researchers, and trusted their team
members to perform regular backups (PI11, PI13, PI14).

Some researchers conceived of the compulsory excavation reports that archaeologists must
submit to the Catalan government after an intervention (Batlle Bar6, 2021) as backups.
However, as there are no established guidelines on what to submit, the quantity and quality of
the data included in the reports varied depending on the team (PI6). For example, one
researcher described sending the report together with “the CorelDRAW database with the
plans” and “the FileMaker database with the inventories, with the contexts”, considering that
this way “at least we have a backup copy” (PI8). Another researcher (PI2) explained that on
one occasion they lost a whole year’s worth of data but they were able to recover part of them
by extracting the information from their own report.

On the question of preservation, most researchers did not recognise any difference between
short- and long-term storage, and they tended to store and preserve all the data (P12, PI9). This
is because archaeological research is normally a slow and cumulative process that continues
beyond the project’s life, that generally lasts, for publicly-funded projects in Spain and
Catalonia, 4 years (P14, P17, PI12, PI13, PI14). Normally, “when the project ends, the research
doesn’t end” (PI11); instead, it continues, as “projects follow an administrative path or period,
but, in contrast, the archaeological sites have a life of their own” (P17). As a result, rather than
losing value or becoming obsolete over time, archaeological data “are necessary in order to
continue working afterwards [. ..]. They will continue to be part of our background and our
essential working foundation to keep moving forward” (PI1).

On arelated note, researchers were also asked whether they thought their data would still
exist in 10 or 20 years. In response, although some expressed pessimism (P12, P14, PI13),
most were optimistic or had no doubts that their data would still be useable (P13, P17, P110,
PI11, PI12, PI14). Again, the fact that certain data and reports were stored by the
government gave researchers confidence in the preservation and longevity of their data
(PI6, PI8, PI10), because “if it’s in a public institution, the public institution is strong and
will support it. Or not. We don’t know” (P113). Although none had done it at the time of the
interviews, a few researchers expressed an intention to deposit their data in a repository for
long-term preservation (P16, PI10, PI12, PI14), in most cases because their institutions
were developing this service.

On the subject of long-term preservation, the main concern appeared to be data and format
obsolescence and how to prevent it. Many of the researchers interviewed had experienced the
dawn of the digitalization of archaeology, and because of technological advances they had
experienced a range of changes to standard formats, storage media and software (PI2, PI5,
PI12, PI13, PI14). For this reason, they had personal experiences with data loss or data

177
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JD migration linked to obsolescence. Researchers tried to avoid this problem by carefully
82,7 migrating files (P13, PI9, PI11) and seeking out stable formats (P12, P13, PI4).

Researchers’ perspectives

Data literacy. When first asked about data, some researchers were confused by the term and its

meaning in archaeological research (PI5, P114). Other researchers had a slightly negative view
178 of archaeological data, which they described as “very raw, very primary, very tough” (PI3),
“dull” (PI2) or “absolutely boring” (PI1). This contrasted with the narratives and
interpretations that archaeologists construct out of those data, which they considered to be
“much more fun” (PI1) and “interesting” (P12). This distinction between data and information/
interpretation was highlighted by several researchers (P12, P13, PI6, PI8, PI19). Interpretations
are the result of the work of the researcher(s), an output of their intellectual activity with the
data, combined with previous knowledge (PI9). Only a few researchers mentioned other
characteristics of archaeological data. PI12 and PI13 highlighted their unrepeatability, while
PI13 also mentioned the fact that they are incomplete, and P14 considered them subjective.

Although there were no specific interview questions related to the researchers’ knowledge
and RDM literacy, some commented on their lack of skills or experience. In most cases,
researchers alleged a lack of digital literacy (PI5, PI8) related to their age (PI3, PI11, PI14). In
this respect, only a few interviewees, all of whom were working at research centres, reported
receiving training or information on this subject from their institution (P14, PI13, PI14).

Perspectives on data management processes. The main challenges that researchers
associated with RDM were related to the volume of the data, which made them difficult to
manage (PI2, PI3, PI8). Challenges were also identified in relation to new technologies that
entail the creation of more data, such as photogrammetric 3D models, whose construction
requires hundreds of photographs (PI1, P17).

Another common concern was data loss. Some researchers had experienced it (P12, PI13,
PI14), and the fear of it informed their practices and perspectives (PI3). This can sometimes
lead to data redundancy, when backup copies are not effectively managed (P16, P17) or there is
no version control system (PI8, PI10, PI11). As a result, PI3 explains,

with the growing number of systems for obtaining new data and the growing number of backups,
clearly, this has led us to a current chaos of platforms, physical locations, and backup copies. We have
everything, but it’s spread across many places and in very different ways. (P13)

Human error in the creation, processing, analysis or management of the data can also be an
issue. In this respect, data digitization is especially problematic, because “data entry is really
boring” (PI5) and this repetitive task can lead to errors (PI8). To minimise the mistakes, teams
try centralising these tasks or reviewing the results (PI8, PI10).

Perspectives on rights and responsibilities. When asked who they thought was the owner of
the archaeological data generated by the project, researchers offered different answers. Most
understood that the ownership of the data was public (PI6), either society’s (P114), the regional
government’s (PI5) or the funding body’s (PI6, PI10, PI13). As PI6 explained,

The data, of course, are public. Any excavation, in one way or another, has been funded either directly
with public money or through a company that received public authorisation to carry it out. Therefore,
the data are obviously public. (PI16)

PI8 made a distinction between raw data, which would be publicly owned, and interpretations,
which would be the researchers’ intellectual property. Similarly, PI111 suggested that it would
depend on the data, and PI12 proposed a separation between unpublished data (owned by the
research institution) and published data (owned by the public).

On this question, some researchers expressed concerns and doubts related to intellectual
property, mostly because of a lack of knowledge, information or clarity on the subject (PI6,
P18, PI9, PI10, PI11, PI13).
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Researchers were also questioned about the responsibility for data and data preservation. Journal of
Many believed this fell within the government’s responsibilities (P14, P17, P19, P110), although Documentation
some thought it was not equipped for the task (PI5, PI9). Others identified different responsible
parties depending on the data (PI10), or advocated for a shared responsibility between
researchers and the government (PI114) or the government and the institutions (P14, PI11). PI12
suggested that it should be the institution responsible for the research data it generated, while
PI3 and PI9 were uncertain about this.
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Discussion

The findings drawn from the interviews reveal a situation quite similar to the general state of
RDM in other disciplines, especially in the humanities. However, they also expose some
aspects unique to archaeological research due to the specific characteristics of the
methodology used and the data generated in this discipline.

Archaeological data

As noted above, the definition of the term “data” was problematic in some cases. This
difficulty associated with defining data is quite common in the humanities, as the findings by
Gualandi et al. (2022) show. Taking their research as a reference, the interviewees in the
present study took quite a restrictive view of the concept; from their responses it can be
extrapolated that “data” would include primary sources (historical documents, artefacts) but
not interpretations (Gualandi et al., 2022).

The findings highlight the heterogeneity of archaeological data and the methods used to
collect, create and analyse them. This heterogeneity is well-established in the literature
(Hacigiizeller et al., 2021; Taylor and May, 2024) and has prompted some authors to describe
archaeology as a “total science” (Huvila, 2019b). As happens in other disciplines, such as
agriculture (Senft et al., 2022), the wide variety of data types and formats make data
management more difficult.

Other characteristics of archaeological data mentioned included their unrepeatability,
which was referred to by only two PIs. Archaeological methodologies such as excavation are
destructive and the data often constitute the only lasting evidence of what has been destroyed
(Henninger, 2018; Huvila, 2019b). Although researchers are aware of this, it does not seem to
be an important consideration when managing data. Similarly, although the subjective nature
of archaeological data is well known (Roosevelt et al., 2015), researchers seemed to treat them
as objective records (especially in contrast to more subjective interpretations).

Data collection and analysis

The findings confirm the importance of digital data collection methods. This importance has
already been studied in the humanities (Gualandi et al., 2022) and discussed in detail in
relation to archaeology (Huggett, 2012). However, it is interesting to note that there are still
many teams that combine digital and analogue methods in the field.

Data management

Based on the findings, it can be concluded that researchers tend to manage their own data,
corroborating what has been found in other studies (Whitmire et al., 2015; Chigwada et al.,
2017). This results in the use of a wide range of data management and storage systems, which
vary depending on the needs, options, abilities and experiences of each research team.

The systems used are generally a combination of databases and single files in different
formats. These systems are dynamic and usually adapted to the evolving needs of the team, and
in some cases, they are legacy systems. These findings are similar to observations made about
American archaeologists by Kansa and Kansa (2013), who suggest that these practices impose
a constraint on data popularisation and preservation.
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JD Teams normally manage their own data, as is common in many disciplines (Krahe et al.,
82,7 2020; Whitmire et al., 2015 for the humanities), and only one institution offered a dedicated
RDM technician to support its researchers. PIs are the ones in charge of data management, as
also observed by Bishop et al. (2020). However, in some cases they may allow team members
to manage their own data (Syn and Kim, 2022). When there is someone assigned specifically to
this task, it is normally a young non-tenured researcher who has no professional stability
within the research institution. This means that there is a lack of continuity in data
management, which can lead to errors and other problems (Kansa and Kansa, 2021).

The findings highlight a lack of adherence to best practices in data documentation habits.
This situation is similar to those described in other studies that have found that most
researchers do not enrich their data with metadata (Ismail et al., 2022; Liu and Ding, 2016;
Piracha and Ameen, 2018). The high percentage of researchers who do not document their data
found in these studies is similar to that recorded by Gualandi et al. (2022) for researchers in the
humanities. Many of the interviewees consider that their data are self-explanatory and do not
need documentation, a belief also observed by Ismail et al. (2022).

This idea that there is no need to explicitly state how certain parts of the process have been
developed (e.g. data creation methods) is reflected in the silences identified by Huvila et al.
(2022) in Swedish archaeological reports, most of which lacked descriptions of the activities
carried out and the methods used in the excavation or research process, information that is
considered to be tacit knowledge. Faniel et al. (2013) have demonstrated that this contextual
information is crucial to allow future reanalysis of the data. It could be argued that excavation
journals serve the role of recording and documenting the research process, particularly
excavations and the interpretation of their findings (Mickel, 2015), similar to the role that
laboratory journals have in other disciplines. However, the interviews show that journalling is
not a common practice anymore, probably because of the digitalization of the field recording
process. Moreover, the lack of standardisation, structuring and systematisation of these
products hinders their usefulness for documentation (Henninger, 2018).

The findings show that although researchers are aware of the need for standardisation, there
are either no common standards or they are not applied. This is not surprising given the well-
known reluctance of archaeologists to adapt to standards (Kansa, 2007).
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Data storage

Most data are stored in the cloud or on physical storage media (personal computers, hard
drives). This is in line with practices observed in studies of other researchers (Aydinoglu et al.,
2017; Chigwada, 2021; Syn and Kim, 2022).

The prevalence of the usage of cloud services is quite high compared with recent studies
(Chigwada, 2021; Sheffield and Burton, 2022). This may be due to the increase in the use of
these storage methods in recent years, which can be identified by comparing this study with
older studies (Weller and Monroe-Gulick, 2014; Whitmire et al., 2015). However, the
preference for cloud services may be best explained by the advantages that make this storage
medium especially well-suited to the mobility and extensive collaboration that characterises
archaeological research (Batist, 2023). The use of personal storage solutions (personal
computers, hard drives) is also significant, exceeding the use of institutional or external
options. This may reflect a trend in line with observations made in other studies (Krahe et al.,
2020; Ismail et al., 2022).

None of the researchers were using an institutional repository to store their data, in keeping
with studies of researchers in other disciplines (Chigwada, 2021; Ismail et al., 2022; Senft
et al., 2022; Whitmire et al., 2015). However, the recent development of such services by
Catalan research institutes was reflected in reports by some researchers that their teams plan to
use them in the near future.

The findings show that researchers are aware of the need to back up their data, although
most teams lacked a well-designed system of regular periodic backups, which can sometimes
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lead to data redundancy and version control problems. This reflects a lack of concern about Journal of
data security and integrity that has been found to be common among researchers (Bishop et al., Documentation
2020; Jusoh et al., 2019), although it seems to be even more pronounced in the case of the
Catalan archaeology researchers interviewed for this study (Abduldayan et al., 2021; Hikson
et al., 2016).

Researchers expressed a preference for storing systems that can act as backups themselves,
such as cloud services (Hickson et al., 2016). The preferred media for backup copies are
similar to those identified in other studies (Jusoh et al., 2019; Piracha and Ameen, 2018).
Generally, most researchers tend to use more than one medium to store and back up their data,
which has been found to be quite a common practice (Whitmire et al., 2015).

The findings suggest that the PIs make no distinction between short- and long-term data
preservation. The main reason for this is that archaeological data are cumulative and therefore
legacy data are preserved and analysed together with new data. This phenomenon seems to be
quite unique to archaeology, as it is not mentioned in any other study on RDM. Although it is
not the same situation, it is similar to the finding by Ismail et al. (2022) that researchers rarely
deleted their data even in the long term.

Consequently, researchers tend to manage and store their data for long-term preservation,
in the ways described above. This poses challenges related to format obsolescence, which was
found to be a major concern among researchers, as also identified by Kennan and
Markauskaite (2015).
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Researchers’ perspectives

Perceptions related to long-term data preservation have been found to be closely associated
with intervention reports. The importance of these documents in data management was a
theme that emerged from the analysis of the interviews although this topic was not anticipated
when designing the research. Because they are quite unique to archaeology, it is difficult to find
parallels for these outputs in other disciplines. However, their role has been explored in various
studies on archaeological documental practices (Borjesson, 2015; Evans, 2015; Huvila, 2008;
Huvila et al., 2022).

Excavation reports normally include a descriptive/explanatory section with contextual
information related mostly to the fieldwork. The results are presented in an objective way and a
preliminary interpretative proposal is included (Borjesson, 2017). This text encompasses a
large volume of unstructured information, thus hindering its reusability (Borjesson, 2015;
Huvila et al., 2022). The explanations are normally accompanied by illustrations, photographs,
plans and profiles, material inventories and studies and context sheets. Some teams also
include other data in different storage media: databases, 3D models, field journals, analysis
results, geospatial data, etc.

In Catalonia, it is compulsory to submit this report to the Catalan government (Batlle Bard,
2021). This obligation means that such reports are a standard output for all fieldwork related
archaeological research, although they are not a standardised product. Some basic instructions
for the content of the reports standardise them to some extent (Catalunya, 2002), as is the case
in other countries (Huvila, 2008), but following these instructions is not a legal requirement. In
any case, these reports are usually the first output of the fieldwork and the document that other
archaeologists consult when they need information about a site or excavation (Huvila et al.,
2022). This highlights the crucial role they play in the knowledge construction process in
archaeological research, and explains why their importance also extends to data management.

Due to their view that data ownership and data preservation are primarily the responsibility
of the public institutions rather than their own, similar to the understanding identified by Frank
et al. (2015), researchers tend to confuse depositing and maintaining reports with storing and
preserving the research data derived from fieldwork, even when the data are not effectively
submitted with these reports. As a result, some researchers think of reports as a data backup
and as a way of ensuring long-term data preservation.
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JD The above considerations, together with the practices described in the “Findings” section,
82,7 reflect a low level of familiarity with RDM and a lack of awareness of best practices. Although
PIs demonstrated extensive knowledge of and concerns about certain specific issues
(standardisation, obsolescence), the lack of backup protocols, data documentation, standards
and DMPs suggest a reality that falls far short of what could be considered best practices
(Briney et al., 2020; Corti et al., 2014). Researchers manage their data sensibly but with a do-
it-yourself approach adapted to their needs and possibilities. Although they experience few
problems with these systems, most lack knowledge of and training in this area. The low data
literacy levels among researchers has been highlighted in various studies (Chigwada, 2021;
Mancilla et al., 2019), including studies of archaeologists (Kansa and Kansa, 2021). Many of
the researchers interviewed associated this with their age, but the need for RDM training is
evident, as has been noted in other studies (Cook et al., 2018; Garstki, 2022; Rivers-Cofield
et al., 2024). The positive influence of institutional training and support is clear from the
findings, as researchers whose institution had a dedicated technician or had been actively
implementing their data policy were more familiar with the key concepts and had an overall
better understanding of RDM, although this did not always translate into better practices.
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Conclusions

The findings of this research suggest that knowledge of RDM and best practices is limited
among PIs on archaeological projects in Catalonia. Nevertheless, the researchers interviewed
do manage their data and have developed systems based on personal experience and common
sense that yield acceptable results and meet their needs.

Data are created using different methods, both digital and analogue, and processed and
analysed with a variety of software platforms and tools. PIs play an important role in data
management, especially on smaller teams, while on bigger projects this responsibility tends to
fall on individual researchers. The data are stored mostly in the cloud and on personal storage
media (computers and external hard drives) and are backed up, although not always on a
regular basis. Organisation systems are developed ad hoc, adapted to the needs of the project
and sometimes added to existing in-team traditions. In general, researchers’ data creation,
management and storage practices align with those observed in similar studies.

However, the specific characteristics of archaeological data and research processes result in
certain unique aspects of data management in this field. Firstly, the distinction between short-
and long-term preservation is meaningless, as archaeological data is continuous and
cumulative, rarely losing value over time. Secondly, the heterogeneity of formats and tools for
data capture and analysis complicates RDM. This complexity is compounded by the lack of
standards and documentation habits, which researchers often consider unnecessary, negatively
impacting data management, sharing and reuse. And thirdly, it is important to consider the role
of archaeological reports as research outputs. These reports are variable in quality and depth—
some include large volumes of data, while others contain only minimal information. Despite
this diversity, archaeological reports play a key role in communicating research results.
Moreover, because they are submitted to the government, which is legally required to preserve
them, the documents and associated files are often considered a final backup copy that ensures
the preservation of (some of) the data and the interpretations thereof.

The ownership of and responsibility for data and its preservation were viewed by the
researchers as public matters that fall within the purview of the government. Only in specific
cases, particularly regarding more research-oriented data, did interviewees consider it viable
for the government and researchers or research institutions to share this responsibility. It
therefore seems necessary to clarify who is in fact responsible for data management and
preservation, especially in light of researchers’ rights, obligations and intellectual property.

Overall, the findings highlight an urgent need to improve and increase RDM training to
raise archaeological researchers’ data literacy levels, as well as a need to formalize guidelines
and policies in order to clarify aspects such as standards of use, report content, intellectual
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rights and responsibility for data preservation. Given that data management is a crucial Journal of
component of any research project, it is necessary to promote training and raise awareness Documentation
among archaeologists, with the aim of improving their practices and the quality of the data they

create, as well as to ensure data preservation and future reuse.

References

Abduldayan, F.J., Abifarin, F.P., Oyedum, G.U. and Alhassan, J.A. (2021), “Research data
management practices of chemistry researchers in federal universities of technology in
Nigeria”, Digital Library Perspectives, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 328-348, doi: 10.1108/dlp-06-
2020-0051.

Ashiq, M., Usmani, M.H. and Naeem, M. (2020), “A systematic literature review on research data
management practices and services”, Global Knowledge, Memory and Communication, Vol. 71
Nos 8/9, pp. 649-671, doi: 10.1108/GKMC-07-2020-0103.

Austin, A., Faniel, .M., Brannon, B. and Kansa, S.W. (2024), “Improving the usability of
archaeological data through written guidelines”, Advances in Archaeological Practice, Vol. 12
No. 2, pp. 63-74, doi: 10.1017/aap.2023.38.

Aydinoglu, A.U., Dogan, G. and Taskin, Z. (2017), “Research data management in Turkey:
perceptions and practices”, Library Hi Tech, Vol. 35 No. 2, pp. 271-289, doi: 10.1108/LHT-
11-2016-0134.

Batist, Z. (2023), “Archaeological data work as continuous and collaborative practice”, doi: 10.5281/
zenodo.8373390.

Batlle Bard, S. (2021), “Is it the Thought that Counts? An evaluation of digital archaeological data
archiving in Catalonia”, Internet Archaeology, No. 58, doi: 10.11141/ia.58.25.

Batlle-Bard, S. and Abadal, E. (2023), “Archaeological research in Catalonia: projects 2014-2022”,
Profesional de la informacion, Vol. 32 No. 6, 320619, doi: 10.3145/epi.2023.nov.19.

Birkbeck, G., Nagle, T. and Sammon, D. (2022), “Challenges in research data management practices: a
literature analysis”, Journal of Decision Systems, Vol. 31 No. sup1, pp. 153-167, doi: 10.1080/
12460125.2022.2074653.

Bishop, B., Gunderman, H., Davis, R., Lee, T., Howard, R., Samors, R., Murphy, F. and Ungyvari, J.
(2020), “Data curation profiling to assess data management training needs and practices to
inform a toolkit”, Data Science Journal, Vol. 19 No. 4, 4, doi: 10.5334/dsj-2020-004.

Borjesson, L. (2015), “Grey literature — grey sources? Nuancing the view on professional
documentation: the case of Swedish archaeology”, Journal of Documentation, Vol. 71 No. 6,
pp. 1158-1182, doi: 10.1108/JD-09-2014-0137.

Borjesson, L. (2017), Resources for Scholarly Documentation in Professional Service Organizations: A
Study of Swedish Development-Led Archaeology Report Writing, Department of ALM, Uppsala
University, Uppsala.

183

Briney, K.A., Coates, H. and Goben, A. (2020), “Foundational practices of research data management”,
Research Ideas and Outcomes, Vol. 6 No. 6, 56508, doi: 10.3897/ri0.6.e56508.

Catalunya (2002), “DECRET 78/2002, de 5 de marg, del Reglament de proteccié del patrimoni
arqueologic i paleontologic”, DOGC, No. 3594, 13/03/2002, available at: https:/
portaljuridic.gencat.cat/eli/es-ct/d/2002/03/05/78 (accessed 8 July 2025).

Chigwada, J.P. (2021), “Management and maintenance of research data by researchers in Zimbabwe”,
Global Knowledge, Memory and Communication, Vol. 71 Nos 4/5, doi: 10.1108/GKMC-06-
2020-0079.

Chigwada, J., Chiparausha, B. and Kasiroori, J. (2017), “Research data management in research
institutions in Zimbabwe”, Data Science Journal, Vol. 16 No. 31, p. 31, doi: 10.5334/dsj-
2017-031.

Cook, K., Cakirlar, C., Goddard, T., DeMuth, R.C. and Wells, J. (2018), “Teaching open science:
published data and digital literacy in archaeology classrooms”, Advances in Archaeological
Practice, Vol. 6 No. 2, pp. 144-156, doi: 10.1017/aap.2018.5.

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. con jd/articl e-pdf/82/7/170/11288590/ j d- 09- 2025- 0262en. pdf by Universitat de Barcel ona user on 28 Jul:


https://doi.org/10.1108/dlp-06-2020-0051
https://doi.org/10.1108/dlp-06-2020-0051
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-07-2020-0103
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2023.38
https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-11-2016-0134
https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-11-2016-0134
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8373390
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8373390
https://doi.org/10.11141/ia.58.25
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2023.nov.19
https://doi.org/10.1080/12460125.2022.2074653
https://doi.org/10.1080/12460125.2022.2074653
https://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2020-004
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-09-2014-0137
https://doi.org/10.3897/rio.6.e56508
https://portaljuridic.gencat.cat/eli/es-ct/d/2002/03/05/78
https://portaljuridic.gencat.cat/eli/es-ct/d/2002/03/05/78
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-06-2020-0079
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-06-2020-0079
https://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2017-031
https://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2017-031
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2018.5

JD Corti, L., Van den Eynden, V., Bishop, L. and Woollard, M. (2014), Managing and Sharing Research
827 Data: A Guide to Good Practice, Sage Publishing, Thousand Oaks, CA.
b

Cukier, K. and Mayer-Schoenberger, V. (2013), “The rise of big data: how it’s changing the way we
think about the world”, Council on Foreign Affairs, Vol. 92 No. 3, pp. 28-40.

European Commission, Directorate-General for Research (2016), “Guidelines on FAIR data
management in Horizon 2020”, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/
184 h2020/grants_manual/hi/oa_pilot/h2020-hi-oa-data-mgt_en.pdf (accessed 8 July 2025).

Evans, T.N.L. (2015), “A reassessment of archaeological grey literature: semantics and paradoxes”,
Internet Archaeology, No. 40, doi: 10.11141/ia.40.6.

Faniel, I.M., Austin, A., Kansa, E., Kansa, S.W., France, P., Jacobs, J., Boytner, R. and Yakel, E.
(2018), “Beyond the archive: bridging data creation and reuse in archaeology”, Advances in
Archaeological Practice, Vol. 6 No. 2, pp. 105-116, doi: 10.1017/aap.2018.2.

Faniel, 1., Austin, A., Kansa, S.W., Kansa, E., Jacobs, J. and France, P. (2020), “Identifying
opportunities for collective CurationDuring archaeological excavations”, International Journal
of Digital Curation, Vol. 15 No. 1, doi: 10.2218/ijdc.v15i1.699.

Faniel, 1., Kansa, E., Witcher Kansa, S., Barrera-Gomez, J. and Yakel, E. (2013), “The challenges of
digging data: a study of context in archaeological data reuse”, Proceedings of the 13th ACM/
IEEE-CS Joint Conference on Digital Libraries, Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, doi: 10.1145/2467696.2467712.

Frank, R.D., Yakel, E. and Faniel, .M. (2015), “Destruction/reconstruction: preservation of
archaeological and zoological research data”, Archaeological Science, Vol. 15 No. 2,
pp. 141-167, doi: 10.1007/s10502-014-9238-9.

Garstki, K. (2022), “Teaching for data reuse and working toward digital literacy in archaeology”,
Advances in Archaeological Practice, Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 1-10, doi: 10.1017/aap.2022.3.

Goben, A. and Griffin, T. (2019), “Aggregate: trends, needs, and opportunities from research data
management surveys”, College and Research Libraries, Vol. 80 No. 7, doi: 10.5860/crl.80.7.903.

Gualandi, B., Pareschi, L. and Peroni, S. (2022), “What do we mean by ‘data’? A proposed
classification of data types in the arts and humanities”, Journal of Documentation, Vol. 79 No. 7,
pp- 51-71, doi: 10.1108/JD-07-2022-0146.

Guest, G., Bunce, A. and Johnson, L. (2006), “How many interviews are enough? An experiment with
data saturation and variability”, Field Methods, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 59-82, doi: 10.1177/
1525822X05279903.

Hacigiizeller, P., Taylor, J.S. and Perry, S. (2021), “On the emerging supremacy of structured digital
data in archaeology: a preliminary assessment of information, knowledge and wisdom left
behind”, Open Archaeology, Vol. 7 No. 7, pp. 1709-1730, doi: 10.1515/0opar-2020-0220.

Henninger, M. (2018), “From mud to the museum: metadata challenges in archaeology”, Journal of
Information Science, Vol. 44 No. 5, pp. 658-670, doi: 10.1177/0165551517741790.

Higman, R., Bangert, D. and Jones, S. (2019), “Three camps, one destination: the intersections of research
data management, FAIR and Open”, UKSG Insights, Vol. 32 No. 18, 18, doi: 10.1629/uksg.468.

Hikson, S., Poulton, K.A., Connor, M., Richardson, J. and Wolski, M. (2016), “Modifying researchers’
data management practices: a behavioural framework for library practitioners”, IFLA Journal,
Vol. 42 No. 4, doi: 10.1177/0340035216673856.

Huggett, J. (2012), “What lies beneath: lifting the lid on archaeological computing”, in Chrysanthi, A.,
Murrieta-Flores, P. and Papadopoulos, C. (Eds), Thinking beyond the Tool: Archaeological
Computing and the Interpretive Process, Archaeopress, Oxford, pp. 204-214.

Huvila, I. (2008), “The information condition: information use by archaeologists in labour, work and
action”, Information Research, Vol. 13 No. 4, available at: http://InformationR.net/ir/13-4/
paper369.html

Huvila, I. (2019), “Management of archaeological information and knowledge in digital environment”,
in Hantzic, M. and Carlucci, D. (Eds), Knowledge Management, Arts and Humanities, Springer,
New York, NY, pp. 147-169, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-10922-6_8.

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. con jd/articl e-pdf/82/7/170/11288590/ j d- 09- 2025- 0262en. pdf by Universitat de Barcel ona user on 28 Jul:


https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/oa_pilot/h2020-hi-oa-data-mgt_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/oa_pilot/h2020-hi-oa-data-mgt_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.11141/ia.40.6
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2018.2
https://doi.org/10.2218/ijdc.v15i1.699
https://doi.org/10.1145/2467696.2467712
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-014-9238-9
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2022.3
https://doi.org/10.5860/crl.80.7.903
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-07-2022-0146
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903
https://doi.org/10.1515/opar-2020-0220
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551517741790
https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.468
https://doi.org/10.1177/0340035216673856
http://InformationR.net/ir/13-4/paper369.html
http://InformationR.net/ir/13-4/paper369.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-10922-6_8

Huvila, I., Dalbello, M., Dallas, C., Faniel, .M. and Olsson, M. (2019), “Editorial: archaeology and Journal of
information research”, Information Research, Vol. 24 No. 2, available at: http:// Documentation
InformationR.net/ir/24-2/ArchaeolEditorial.html

Huvila, I., Borjesson, L. and Skold, O. (2022), “Archaeological information-making activities
according to field reports”, Library and Information Science Research, No. 44, doi: 10.1016/
j.lisr.2022.10117.

Ismail, M.I., Jaafar, C.R.C., Azmi, N.A., Makhtar, M.M.Z., Samsuddin, S.F. and Abrizah, A. (2022), 1
“Eliciting researchers’ behaviour as the foundation of research data management service 85
development”, Library and Information Science Research EJournal, Vol. 32 No. 1, doi:
10.32655/LIBRES.2022.1.4.

Jusoh, Y.Y., Abdullah, R., Sidi, F., Ishak, I., Napis, S., Marhaban, M.H., Tugiran, Y. and Tajuddin,
N.LI (2019), “Research data management in supporting knowledge sharing among university
researchers”, International Journal of Advanced Science and Technology, Vol. 28 No. 2,
pp. 370-376.

Kansa, E.C. (2007), “Publishing primary data on the world wide web: Opencontext.org and an open
future for the past”, Technical Briefs in Historical Archaeology, No. 2, pp. 1-11.

Kansa, E. and Kansa, S. (2013), “We all know that a 14 is a sheep: data publication and professionalism
in archaeological communication”, Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology and
Heritage Studies, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 88-97, available at: https://www.muse.jhu.edu/article/501744
(accessed 8 July 2025).

Kansa, E. and Kansa, S.W. (2021), “Digital data and data literacy in archaeology now and in the new
decade”, Advances in Archaeological Practice, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 81-85, doi: 10.1017/
aap.2020.55.

Kennan, M.A. and Markauskaite, L. (2015), “Research data management practices: a snapshot in
time”, International Journal of Digital Curation, Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 69-95, doi: 10.2218/
ijdc.v10i2.329.

Krahe, M.A., Toohey, J., Wolski, M., Scuffham, P.A. and Reilly, S. (2020), “Research data
management in practice: results from a cross-sectional survey of health and medical researchers
from an academic institution in Australia”, Health Information Management Journal, Vol. 49
Nos 2-3, pp. 108-116, doi: 10.1177/1833358319831318.

Krauss, S.E., Hamzah, A., Omar, S., Suandi, T., Ismail, [.A., Zahari, M.Z. and Nor, Z.M. (2009),
“Preliminary investigation and interview guide development for studying how Malaysian
farmers form their mental models of farming”, Qualitative Report, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 245-260.

Liu, X. and Ding, N. (2016), “Research data management in universities of central China: practices at
Wuhan University Library”, The Electronic Library, Vol. 34 No. 5, doi: 10.1108/EL-04-
2015-0063.

Mancilla, H.A., Teperek, M., van Dijck, J., den Heijer, K., Eggermont, R., Plomp, E., Turkyilmaz-van
de Velden, Y. and Kurapati, S. (2019), “On a quest for cultural change — surveying research data
management practices at delft university of technology”, LIBER Quarterly, Vol. 29 No. 1,
pp. 1-27, doi: 10.18352/1q.10287.

Mickel, A. (2015), “Reasons for redundancy in reflexivity: the role of diaries in archaeological
epistemology”, Journal of Field Archaeology, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 300-309, doi: 10.1179/
2042458214Y.0000000002.

Piracha, H.A. and Ameen, K. (2018), “Research data management practices of faculty members”,
Pakistan Journal of Information Management and Libraries, Vol. 20, pp. 60-75, doi: 10.47657/
2018201321.

Rivers Cofield, S., Childs, S.T. and Majewski, T. (2024), “A survey of how archaeological repositories
are managing digital associated records and data: a byte of the reality sandwich”, Advances in
Archaeological Practice, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 20-33, doi: 10.1017/aap.2023.29.

Roosevelt, C.H., Cobb, P., Moss, E., Olson, B.R. and Unliisoy, S. (2015), “Excavation is destruction
digitization: advances in archaeological practice”, Journal of Field Archaeology, Vol. 40 No. 3,
pp. 325-346, doi: 10.1179/2042458215Y.0000000004.

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. con jd/articl e-pdf/82/7/170/11288590/ j d- 09- 2025- 0262en. pdf by Universitat de Barcel ona user on 28 Jul:


http://InformationR.net/ir/24-2/ArchaeolEditorial.html
http://InformationR.net/ir/24-2/ArchaeolEditorial.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2022.10117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2022.10117
https://doi.org/10.32655/LIBRES.2022.1.4
https://www.muse.jhu.edu/article/501744
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2020.55
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2020.55
https://doi.org/10.2218/ijdc.v10i2.329
https://doi.org/10.2218/ijdc.v10i2.329
https://doi.org/10.1177/1833358319831318
https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-04-2015-0063
https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-04-2015-0063
https://doi.org/10.18352/lq.10287
https://doi.org/10.1179/2042458214Y.0000000002
https://doi.org/10.1179/2042458214Y.0000000002
https://doi.org/10.47657/2018201321
https://doi.org/10.47657/2018201321
https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2023.29
https://doi.org/10.1179/2042458215Y.0000000004

JD Schreier, M. (2012), Qualitative Content Analysis in Practice, SAGE Publications, Thousand
827 Oaks, CA.
b

Senft, M., Stahl, U. and Svoboda, N. (2022), “Research data management in agricultural sciences in
Germany: we are not yet where we want to be”, PLoS One, Vol. 17 No. 9, e0274677, doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0274677.

Sheffield, M. and Burton, K.B. (2022), “Research data management needs assessment of clemson
186 university”, Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication, Vol. 10 No. 1, doi:
10.31274/j1sc.13970.

Syn, S.Y. and Kim, S. (2022), “Characterizing the research data management practices of NIH
biomedical researchers indicates the need for better support at laboratory level”, Health
Information and Libraries Journal, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 347-356, doi: 10.1111/hir.12433.

Taylor, J.S. and May, K. (2024), “Resurrecting, reinterpreting and reusing stratigraphy: an afterlife for
archaeological data”, Antiquity, Vol. 98 No. 399, pp. 805-820, doi: 10.15184/aqy.2024.60.

Tenopir, C., Allard, S., Douglass, K., Aydinoglu, A.U., Wu, L., Read, E., Manoff, M. and Frame, M.
(2011), “Data sharing by scientists: practices and perceptions”, PLoS One, Vol. 6 No. 6, e21101,
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0021101.

Tong, A., Sainsbury, P. and Craig, J. (2007), “Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research
(COREQ): a 32-itemchecklist for interviews and focus groups”, International Journal for
Quality in Health Care, Vol. 19 No. 6, pp. 349-357, doi: 10.1093/intghc/mzm042.

Weller, T. and Monroe-Gulick, A. (2014), “Understanding methodological and disciplinary differences
in the data practices of academic researchers”, Library Hi Tech, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 467-482, doi:
10.1108/LHT-02-2014-0021.

Whiting, L.S. (2008), “Semi-structured interviews: guidance for novice researchers”, Nursing
Standard, Vol. 22 No. 23, pp. 35-40, doi: 10.7748/ns2008.02.22.23.35.c¢6420.

Whitmire, A.L., Boock, M. and Sutton, S.C. (2015), “Variability in academic research data
management practices Implications for data services development from a faculty survey”,
Program: Electronic Library and Information Systems, Vol. 49 No. 4, pp. 382-407, doi: 10.1108/
PROG-02-2015-0017.

Further reading

Holdaway, S.J., Emmit, J., Phillipps, R. and Masoud-Ansari, S. (2019), “A minimalist approach to
archaeological data management design”, Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory,
Vol. 26 No. 26, pp. 873-893, doi: 10.1007/s10816-018-9399-6.

Lu, Y.C. and Ken, H.R. (2020), “A study on scholars’ perceptions and practices of research data
management”, Journal of Library and Information Studies, Vol. 18 No. 2, doi: 10.6182/
{lis.202012_18(2).10.

Corresponding author
Sabina Batlle Baré can be contacted at: sabina.batlle@ub.edu

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. con jd/articl e-pdf/82/7/170/11288590/ j d- 09- 2025- 0262en. pdf by Universitat de Barcel ona user on 28 Jul:


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0274677
https://doi.org/10.31274/jlsc.13970
https://doi.org/10.1111/hir.12433
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2024.60
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0021101
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042
https://doi.org/10.1108/LHT-02-2014-0021
https://doi.org/10.7748/ns2008.02.22.23.35.c6420
https://doi.org/10.1108/PROG-02-2015-0017
https://doi.org/10.1108/PROG-02-2015-0017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10816-018-9399-6
https://doi.org/10.6182/jlis.202012_18(2).10
https://doi.org/10.6182/jlis.202012_18(2).10
mailto:sabina.batlle@ub.edu

	Research data management practices and perspectives among Catalan archaeologists: a qualitative approach
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Research objectives
	Methodology
	Research team and reflexivity
	Study design
	Participant selection
	Interview setting
	Data collection
	Data analysis
	Limitations

	Findings
	Researchers’ practices
	Data characteristics
	Data creation and analysis
	Data management tasks
	Data storage

	Researchers’ perspectives
	Data literacy
	Perspectives on data management processes
	Perspectives on rights and responsibilities


	Discussion
	Archaeological data
	Data collection and analysis
	Data management
	Data storage
	Researchers’ perspectives

	Conclusions
	References
	Further reading


