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ABSTRACT

Archaeology is a domain that has intersections with
information science and technology research both as
an empirical domain of investigation and as a perspec-
tive to inquire into how people interact with infor-
mation. The aim of this panel is to highlight this inter-
disciplinary nexus of diverse engagements and to ex-
plicate how archaeology has informed and could in-
form information science research and practice in the
future, and how empirical information science re-
search on archaeological practices has enhanced our
understanding of both archaeological work and hu-
man information behavior and practices in general.
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INTRODUCTION

Information science has often been described as an interdis-
ciplinary domain. It brings together a diversity of insights
from widely different disciplines to create new knowledge
and enhance theoretical and practical understanding about
how information influences our lives. This panel digs deeper
into an intriguing interdisciplinary nexus of engagements be-
tween information science and archaeology to highlight 1)
how archaeology, archaeological methods and archaeological
metaphors have informed and could inform information sci-
ence research and practice in the future, 2) how empirical in-
formation science research on archaeological practices has
enhanced our understanding of both archaeological work and
human information behavior and practices in general and 3)
what implications these areas of research have had and could
have on the advancement of research and practice in the in-
formation science and technology domains. The panelists
represent information science researchers who have con-
ducted empirical research on archaeological information
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practices and knowledge production and have used archaeo-
logically inspired methods and theory in their work.

The relevance of discussing the links between information
science and archaeology relates to the increasing societal sig-
nificance of the cultural heritage domain around the globe,
especially in Europe, where it has been one of the key areas
of cooperation for a long time. More recently, the link be-
tween information science and archaeology has become more
significant, given the integration of a rapidly increasing mi-
grant population. In addition, a better understanding of ar-
chaeological information work has become critical for man-
aging and exploiting the escalating amounts of archaeologi-
cal data from current and prior archaeological excavations
around the world. From a theoretical and practical perspec-
tive, archaeology also is a good example of a cross-discipli-
nary domain of information use and methodology that en-
gages diverse fields from the humanities to the natural sci-
ences and serves as an interesting showcase of the problems,
challenges and opportunities related to inter- and multi-disci-
plinary domains of information practices. Finally, archaeol-
ogy has functioned as a powerful metaphor for critical re-
search in information science and technology.

ARCHAEOLOGY IN AND FOR INFORMATION SCIENCE

Information science and technology research have worked in
tandem with archaeology research for several decades. De-
spite the sporadic rate of the references back and forth, the
literature shows a depth and breadth of topics. Archaeology-
related and archaeological information science research can
be roughly divided to three areas: 1) information manage-
ment-, organization- and retrieval- oriented studies, 2) re-
search on archaeological information practices and 3) archae-
ological and archaeology-inspired research on information
science topics. Moreover, several studies span these lines of
research which indicates how archaeology has interested in-
formation science and technology researchers and vice versa.

The focus of management-, organization- and retrieval- ori-
ented research has been on the development of theories,
methods and practices of archaeological information work.
Much of this work has been informed only indirectly by in-
formation science but there are some exceptions with links to
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knowledge organization, information management and digi-
tal libraries research (e.g., Huvila, 2006; Tudhope et al.,
2011; Vlachidis & Tudhope, 2015; Dallas, 2016b).

The second line of research focuses on information behavior
and practices of archaeologists, including studies about ar-
chaeological documents, documentation and the sociotech-
nical aspects of archaeological knowledge production. Stud-
ies range from archaeologists’ information behavior (e.g.,
Huvila, 2006), studies of sociotechnical practices in archae-
ology (e.g., Khazraee, 2013), pervasive digital curation prac-
tices in archaeological fieldwork (Dallas, 2015), grey litera-
ture (e.g., Seymour, 2009), images (Beaudoin, 2014) and re-
search data (e.g., Faniel et al., 2013; Faniel & Yakel, 2017)
to information and knowledge management practices (e.g.,
Huvila, 2016a,b) and materiality, especially bodily aspects of
archaeological information practices (Olsson, 2016).

In contrast, the third line of research has used archaeology as
a method or approach for studying diverse information sci-
ence topics. Dalbello-Lovric (1999) adopted an archaeologi-
cal approach in her study of bibliographies and Radford et al.,
(2012) used Foucault’s archaeology of knowledge to investi-
gate the deaccessioning of library collections. Mak (2014)
also used it to investigate the practices related to digitization.
Although Foucault’s archaeology of knowledge may seem
relatively popular, Dewey’s (2016) findings suggest that the
approach has been used less than expected. It also is surpris-
ing that media archaeology (Parikka, 2012), a popular ap-
proach in media and communication studies has been used
rarely in information science and technology research.

LAYOUT OF THE PANEL

The moderator begins the panel with a 10-minute overview
of archaeological and archaeology-related research in infor-
mation science. Next, each of the four panelists gives a five-
minute lightning talk describing how they have used archae-
ology as a perspective or a topic of empirical research with a
focus on theoretical and empirical insights and implications
of working with archaeology as a branch of professional,
scholarly activity or as a perspective in the context of the in-
formation science research.

After the lightning talks, each panelist takes three minutes to
react to their colleagues’ presentations, highlighting com-
monalities and differences in approaches, followed by one-
minute future-looking reflections on how to push the current
state-of-the-art in their areas of study. During the final 30
minutes, the moderator facilitates a discussion with the audi-
ence to reflect on archeology’s usefulness as a perspective
and topic of empirical research in information science and
technology. The panel closes with an invitation and a short
round of proposals for future engagements with archaeology
both within and beyond information science from the panel-
ists and the audience, including a call for contributions to a
forthcoming special issue on the topic of the panel.

The presentations combine two parallel approaches to engage
with archaeology in the context of information science re-
search. All presentations explicate practices that are archaeo-
logical within the domain of archaeology (Huvila, Olsson,
Faniel, Dallas) and simultaneously or alternatively in other
contexts such as archives, libraries and museums (Dalbello,
Dallas, Huvila, Faniel). At the same time, all presentations
highlight empirical and conceptual insights from archaeol-
ogy-related research pertaining to topics such as embodiment
and materiality, trust, sharing and boundaries, information
behavior and practices, records and evidence. The presenters
will each make a connection of their work to implications to
information science pedagogy (teaching and curriculum de-
velopment).

PANELISTS AND THEIR CONTRIBUTIONS
Isto Huvila, Uppsala University

Isto Huvila presents empirical findings of his research on the
documentation of archaeology and archaeological work and
the making of archaeological knowledge. The presentation
draws both on his earlier and ongoing empirical research on
archaeological information work and information manage-
ment in archaeology. Huvila shows how his empirical re-
search has provided multiple practical and theoretical in-
sights into information work and management research be-
yond archaeology, including insights into such theoretical
concepts as boundary objects, trust and anonymity, and how
an empirical archaeological perspective can be useful in ex-
plicating information practices in other contexts such as li-
braries, archives and museums.

Professor Isto Huvila holds the chair in library and infor-
mation science at the Department of ALM (Archival Studies,
Library and Information Science and Museums and Cultural
Heritage Studies) at Uppsala University in Sweden and is ad-
junct professor (docent) in information management at Abo
Akademi University in Turku, Finland. Archaeology has
been a long-lasting context of his research that ranges from
information and knowledge management, information work,
knowledge organization and documentation to social and par-
ticipatory information practices.

Michael Olsson, University of Technology Sydney

Michael Olsson describes his study of the information prac-
tices of archaeologists in the field based on ethnographic
fieldwork at two excavation sites with archaeologists from
the University of the Highlands and Island son Orkney, Scot-
land. The findings demonstrate the centrality of embodied in-
formation practices, such as haptic analysis (McGregor,
1999) for archaeologists’ sense-making. It suggests that ar-
chaeologists learned these embodied practices experientially
via a kind of apprenticeship, as described by Lave & Wenger
(1991). The study’s findings therefore raise important ques-
tions for the field of information practices/behavior research,
where embodied information practices have until now re-
ceived relatively little attention.
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Michael Olsson is a senior lecturer in information &
knowledge management in the School of Communication,
University of Technology Sydney. He is active in the field of
information behavior/practices research with particular inter-
est in embodied and affective information practices. He has
also written extensively about a range of conceptual and
methodological approaches including practice theory, Fou-
cauldian and critical discourse analysis and Sense-Making.

Ixchel M. Faniel, OCLC Research

Ixchel Faniel draws from her research that started with stud-
ies examining data reuse practices that were meant to inform
the preservation of data’s meaning through documentation
and curation practices that support reuse. She discusses how
findings from her reuse studies not only evolved her perspec-
tive to studying key practices throughout the data lifecycle,
but also grew her understanding of human information be-
havior and practices.

Ixchel Faniel is a research scientist at OCLC. Current work
includes examining how academics manage, share and reuse
research data and librarians’ experiences designing and de-
livering supportive research data management programs. Her
research has been funded by the National Science Founda-
tion, Institute of Museum and Library Services and National
Endowment for the Humanities.

Costis Dallas, University of Toronto

Costis Dallas is interested in probing the material-semiotic
dimensions of the archaeological record and its entanglement
with archaeological work as an epistemic “contact zone” be-
tween archaeology and information studies. In this panel, he
first introduces relationships such as archaeological vs. ar-
chival record, provenience vs. provenance, archaeological
(post-depositional) context vs. archival bond, archaeological
documentation vs. archival representation, archaeological ty-
pology vs. classification in information science, object
agency vs. digital materiality and archaeological curation vs.
digital curation. Second, drawing from earlier information
behavior and digital curation models, he introduces a formal
conceptualization of archaeological work as cultural-histori-
cal information activity which may adequately articulate ac-
tual (descriptive) with normative (methods laden) dimen-
sions, as well as human archaeological agency with artefact-
tool mediation.

Costis Dallas is associate professor and director of the collab-
orative programs at the Faculty of Information, University of
Toronto and research fellow of the digital curation unit,
"Athena" Research Centre, Greece. His current research fo-
cuses on the theory of digital curation of thing cultures, on
archaeological and heritage practices in the pervasive digital
environment, and on identity and memory work in social net-
work site interactions around tangible cultural heritage.

Marija Dalbello, Rutgers, the State University of New
Jersey

Archeology is a science of the positive in that it traces and
studies what had a physical presence. The relevance of arche-
ological perspectives for information science are in the posi-
tivist space — of how mute evidence of texts and artifacts, em-
bedded in the material documentary cultures and material
traces, can be interpreted structurally and read as patterned
production in time-space, as a formation and in-formation. |
first outline the interpretation of presence that focuses on
traces through the lens of digital humanities, bibliographic
archaeology and media archaeological perspective. All of
these carry relevance for the readings of patterned production
as evidence, structurally and contextually situating these in-
terpretations in relation to situated contexts of production, use
and reuse conforming to a functionalist-structuralist model. |
argue that physical presence can provide a launching point
for a critical archeological reading of traces in the negative
space of presence by surfacing the absence in archeological
readings of physical presence and evidence, against the grain.
Interventions that focus on the missing picture and the ex-
pressions of absence in an information archeological sense
highlight the incomplete presence of texts and objects from a
critical perspective. | will attach this argument to examples
from the context of archivist activism and exemplify how in-
sertions into the past can provide the interpretations in the
present and are similarly archaeological in approach.

Marija Dalbello is an associate professor of information sci-
ence in the School of Communication and Information, Rut-
gers University. Her teaching and publications focus on the
history of knowledge and history of the book.
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