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Executive Summary

Sharing qualitative data is a complex undertaking requiring attention to epistemological and ethical
concerns, as well as technical dimensions including access protocols, resourcing costs, and accessibility
beyond the academy. This report focuses on institutional approaches to the governance of qualitative
research data. It has been prepared as part of the CADRE (Coordinated Access for Data, Research and
Environments) Project. It also sets the context for and is a companion to the report Archiving & Sharing
Qualitative Data: Implications for Data Management Platforms (McLeod et al. 2024), which unpacks the
challenges and opportunities CADRE raises for archiving and sharing qualitative research data.

The report maps national legislative settings and frameworks, outlines existing and emerging interests in
how research data is accessed and used by diverse stakeholders, and notes associated changes in
research cultures and environments. It is informed by established principles and frameworks in research
data management, notably FAIR principles (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Reusable), and the
CARE framework advanced by the movement for Indigenous data governance (Collective Benefit,
Authority to Control, Responsibility, Ethics), which emphasises data stewardship rather than data
ownership and the importance of overseeing and taking care of data through the research lifecycle.

The report highlights four main findings:

1) Concepts of data ownership and data stewardship are fundamental to how data use and access
is governed.

2) A range of national legislative settings, frameworks and codes govern research data archiving
and sharing. Further signposting and guidance are required to assist researchers and data users
to effectively navigate this complex policy and compliance ecosystem.

3) Across the sectors, there is a need to improve governance policies and procedures so that they
are better orientated to facilitate qualitative research data sharing.

4) The GLAMR (Galleries, Libraries, Archives, Museums, Records) sector, with its extensive
digitisation and sharing of qualitative materials, provides insights and lessons to guide future
research practice in sensitive qualitative data governance.

Sharing of research data is increasingly encouraged and supported through national policies and
frameworks as well as within research institutions. This is reflected in the policies of research-intensive
universities such as the University of Melbourne and University of New South Wales, whose
approaches are considered in more detail below. The predominant focus of these policies is on risk
management and compliance, with some attention to research co-creation, community engagement and
ongoing stewardship of data. Within government departments engaged in qualitative research, current
data access infrastructure appears insufficiently robust to allow for ethical and responsible sharing of
qualitative data despite the stated support for this in national policies and frameworks. Advice from
national professional associations also appears to not be well placed to keep pace with developments at
the national level and, apart from the Australian Oral History Association, most do not seem to provide
any robust guidance or engagement with issues of data governance.

Institutions in the GLAMR (galleries, libraries, archives, museums, and records) sector regularly collect,
store, share, and reuse qualitative data and have progressed much further in developing approaches to
qualitative data governance. This sector presents a potential model or guide for ethical and responsible
sharing and reuse of such data in government and tertiary research environments. Of note is the
orientation to share data and collections as part of an ethical responsibility to foster greater public
engagement and community connection. This opens up new epistemological and methodological
questions as well as requiring careful and renewed attention to how ethical and fair research practices
are imagined and enacted. It shifts attention away from a predominant or exclusive focus on risk,
compliance, and data management to a focus that also embraces the social benefits and innovations
that sharing data makes possible.
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Introduction

The focus of this report is on institutional approaches to the governance of research data, with specific
attention to matters of accessing and sharing of qualitative data. Increasing attention to research data
governance is partly accelerated by growth in digitisation and, as a result, greater possibilities for data
linkage and de-identification. Another contextual factor is concurrent calls from funding agencies,
national governments, and researchers worldwide for greater adoption of practices that support
accessible research data, informed by open access data principles. Approaches to managing access to
datasets, including those deemed to hold sensitive data, are thus under increasing scrutiny and there is a
growing urgency to identify ways forward that both appropriately safeguard data and enable wider use
of that data by others.

Qualitative or unstructured data has distinctive qualities; for example, in relation to data collection and
the details of participant experiences and perspectives. This presents specific governance challenges in
managing potential risks for data access as well as for research participants; that is, those whose own
experiences contributed to the data collected. Throughout this report, we use ‘governance’ to refer to
procedures and principles that support responsible and ethical management of research data across its
life course, that is from data generation and collection to access, use, sharing, and re-use of data.
Regardless of the topic and content of the research, qualitative data is in many respects inherently
sensitive because of potential risks to participant anonymity and confidentiality due to the presence of
contextual details that risk identification of persons and places. Hence, while remaining connected to
broader national and international agendas regarding the governance of research data in general, the
governance of qualitative data requires specific attention and approaches.

This report maps national legislative settings and frameworks, outlines existing and emerging interests
in how research data is accessed and used by diverse stakeholders, and notes associated changes in
research cultures and environments. In doing so, the report canvasses how different sectors address
these issues, identifies common areas of concern, and points to examples from current initiatives that
provide insights and lessons to guide future practice. It concludes by summarising the characteristics of
what constitute good practices and processes in the institutional governance of qualitative data. The
overall orientation is informed by established principles and frameworks to research data management,
notably the FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Reusable) principles and, importantly, also
draws on the CARE framework advanced by the movement for Indigenous data governance
(Collective Benefit, Authority to Control, Responsibility, Ethics) (GIDA n.d.)

The report has been prepared as part of the CADRE (Coordinated Access for Data, Research and
Environments) Project, which has developed a platform designed to improve Australian researcher access
to sensitive data while safeguarding its appropriate use. The present report is prepared as a companion
to other CADRE reports, particulatly Archiving & Sharing Qualitative Data: Implications for Data
Management Platforms (McLeod et al. 2024), where we unpack the challenges and opportunities CADRE
raises for archiving and sharing qualitative research data, considering practical, epistemological, and ethical
questions concerning these practices. This work has also been informed by and influenced the central
CADRE Five Safes Framework, drafted by the project’s Content Working Group, which operationalises
the project and platform.'

This report is structured in five sections. This introduction is followed by a brief discussion of concepts
of data ownership and stewardship, which are fundamental to how data use and access is governed.
These remarks serve as a context for issues raised throughout this report and inform its findings and
proposed approaches. The second section provides an overview of relevant national legislative settings,

! Elsewhere we have written about the challenges and possibilities of archiving, sharing and reuse of qualitative data,
particularly in HASS (Humanities and Social Sciences) fields, centring on studies of childhood, education and youth
(McLeod et al. 2020, 3-5, 21-22; McLeod & O’Connor 2021, 525-527, 530-533; O’Connor et al. 2024). These are also
further explored in two other documents developed for the CADRE Project: the companion to this report, Archiving &
Sharing Qualitative Data: Implications for Data Management Platforms (McLeod et al. 2024), and McEachern [et al.] (2021, 2022,
2024), Five Safes Framewort.


https://www.gida-global.org/care

frameworks and codes. The following section then provides overviews of the governance of qualitative
data in government agencies and in academic/scholatly research, including policies and procedures
currently in place at tertiary institutions and guidelines provided by national research associations. As an
instructive comparison, section four looks at practices of data sharing in the GLAMR (galleries,
libraries, archives, museums, and records) sector, including developments in digitisation and open
access to collections. Institutions in this sector regularly collect, store, share, and reuse qualitative data.
This sector has arguably progressed much further in developing approaches to qualitative data
governance and presents a potential model or guide for ethical and responsible sharing and reuse of
such data in government and tertiary research environments.”

1. Data Ownership and Stewardship

There are growing expectations among research stakeholders — collaborators, funders, participants,
partners — to have a greater say in data governance and how the data they have provided or facilitated is
managed. This represents a significant shift away from a more established view of research data as
being ‘owned’ by the researcher who ‘collected’ it. This is particularly significant in the case of people
and communities from whom research data has been collected, obtained, or extracted, with calls to
have access to their own data, including in some instances input into determining access, use
conditions, and governance protocols. These discussions are well advanced in Australia among
Indigenous communities and researchers, where stewardship of research data remains a critical issue, as
it is for other communities and groups who have often not had control over their own data and how it
is used and subsequently managed by others (Walter et al. 2021; ARDC 2022).

In Australia, Indigenous Data Sovereignty principles affirm the need for Indigenous communities to
decide what happens to their own data, including how such data is collected, used, stored, and shared.’
Accordingly, ‘ownership of data can be expressed through the creation, collection, access, analysis,
interpretation, management, dissemination and reuse of Indigenous Data’; and Indigenous Data
Governance ‘ensures that data on or about Indigenous peoples reflects our priorities, values, cultures,
worldviews and diversity’ (IDN 2022).

The principles underpinning Indigenous Data Sovereignty are central to — and an expression of —
Australia’s First People’s rights to and capacity for self-determination. They also provide a basis for
appropriate and respectful collaborative research between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians
(Hunt 2013; Lavarreda et al. n.d.). In Australia and internationally there is a long history of extractive
research practices, with researchers collecting, holding, and purporting to own Indigenous data. Until
relatively recently, researchers have given scant attention to fundamental ethical and epistemological
questions regarding data ownership and ongoing stewardship and care. This includes how decisions are
made about the ways in which research data (including stories and cultural knowledge and artefacts) are
used, shared, managed, or drawn upon in research outputs.

Among qualitative researchers, the idea that research and data collection/ctreation is a collaborative
process between researcher and participants (McLeod et al. 2020) is relatively well-established. In recent
years, the idea of participants as co-researchers with equal intellectual property rights has also gained
some traction (e.g., McLeod & Thomson 2024). Yet this has not always translated into genuine
practices of data co-ownership or shared responsibility for ongoing care, curation and stewardship of
data once collected. Again, insights and practice-based knowledge derived from Indigenous data

2 The Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia’s newly developed Decadal Plan for Social Science Research Infrastructure 2024—
33 (2024) ‘seeks to build sector-wide consensus around the research data and analytics capabilities, resources and
infrastructures’ (2) required by social science researchers. Its goals and priority actions to support those goals will have an
impact on data sharing in the future. Particularly relevant is the Goal 2. ‘Social science data and analytics ate easily found and
reused by researchers nationwide, in ways that maximise the value of existing assets and infrastructures and allow urgent
research questions and societal challenges to be addressed by researchers’ (5).

3 In Australia, ‘Indigenous Data’ refers to information or knowledge, in any format or medium, which is about and may
affect Indigenous peoples both collectively and individually. ‘Indigenous Data Sovereignty’ refers to the right of Indigenous
peoples to exercise ownership over Indigenous Data (AIATSIS, 2020).
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governance processes can provide guidance for fruitful ways forward, as indicated above with the
CARE framework and its focus on Collective Benefit, Authority to Control, Responsibility, Ethics
(Wilson & Barrowcliffe 2022; Faulkhead et al. 2023). It is imperative these considerations are kept front
of mind when determining ethical and appropriate approaches to sharing and re-using qualitative data.

Much of the legislative and governance discussions to date have proceeded along parallel yet different
lines, with arguably greater attention given to data owners, custodians, and users as discrete categories.
There are, however, strong arguments for looking at the intersections of these stakeholders as a way of
addressing data governance more holistically. This is particularly the case in reference to qualitative
data. The concept of data stewardship — rather than data ownership — is helpful here as it refers to
overseeing and taking care of data throughout the whole research lifecycle (Informatica n.d. See also,
Atlan 2023), again reflecting the principles underpinning the CARE framework. We now turn to
consider relevant data governance frameworks and policies developed in the government sector.

Finding 1: Concepts of data ownership and data stewardship are fundamental to how data use
and access is governed.

Principles such as FAIR and CARE, and conceptual frameworks considering data stewardship, rather
than ownership, provide vital context for issues raised throughout this report, inform its findings and
proposed approaches, and have a broader application to policies, procedures, and ethical considerations
surrounding data governance.

2. Governance of Qualitative Data: National Settings and
Requirements

2.1 National government data access policies

In recent years, access to research data has been the focus of new Australian government assessments
and legislation. From 2016 to 2017, the federal Productivity Commission conducted an enquiry ‘into
ways to improve the availability and use of public and private sector data’ (Productivity Commission
n.d.). The Commission’s brief was to:

e look at the benefits and costs of making public and private datasets more available

e cxamine options for collection, sharing and release of data

e identify ways consumers can use and benefit from access to data, particularly data about
themselves

e consider how to preserve individual privacy and control over data use (Productivity
Commission n.d.)

One of the findings of the report (Productivity Commission 2017) was the identification of ‘barriers
inhibiting the better use of data ... [and the recommendation for] a legislative pathway to modernise
Australia’s regulatory framework governing data availability and use’ (PM & C n.d., 2019).

This led to the drafting of the Data Availability and Transparency Bill 2020 [DAT Bill] (Parliament of
Australia, 2020, n.d.; Markham 2021), resulting in the Data Availability and Transparency Act 2022 (DAT
Act), which ‘establishe[d] the DATA Scheme under which Commonwealth bodies are authorised to
share their public sector data with Accredited Users. Accredited Users are authorised to collect and use
the data’. Its aims are to:

e serve the public interest by promoting better availability of public sector data
e cnable the sharing of public sector data consistently with the Privacy Act 1988 and use of
appropriate security safeguards



https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/data-access#report
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/data-access#report
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/data-access#report
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https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/data-access/report/data-access.pdf
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https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2019-03/apo-nid225841.pdf
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Bills_Legislation/bd/bd2122a/22bd018
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022A00011
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2014C00076

e cenhance integrity and transparency in sharing public sector data
e  build confidence in the use of public sector data, and
e  cstablish institutional arrangements for sharing public sector data. (Data Commissioner n.d.)

Participants in the scheme include Commonwealth Government Bodies (Data Custodians),
Commonwealth, state and territory government bodies, and Australian universities (Accredited
Users/Accredited Data Service Providers). Users and Providers must apply to be accredited and they
are required to ‘provide complex data integration, de-identification and secure data access services to
support data sharing’ (Data Commissioner n.d.). Unlike the original Bill, the DAT A¢# does not
currently allow for sharing of government data to private sector entities (Markham 2021).

The DAT Actis part of a suite of legislation that directs the use of Commonwealth public sector data
and informs the framework of data governance for Commonwealth organisations. The Intergovernmental
Agreement on Data Sharing (2021), signed between the Commonwealth, states and territories, also allows
for sharing between agencies in these jurisdictions. Commonwealth government entities also follow the
Protective Security Policy Framework, which includes policies on personnel and information Security
(Home Affairs, n.d.).

Five data-sharing principles underpin the DAT Act:

e The project principle is that the project is an appropriate project or program of work. This
goes to why the data is being used.

e The people principle is that data is made available only to appropriate persons. This goes
to who is using the data.

e The setting principle is that data is shared, collected and used in an appropriately
controlled environment. This goes to where the data is being used.

e The data principle is that appropriate protections are applied to the data. This goes
to what data is being shared.

e The output principle is that the only output of the project is the final output and output the
creation of which is reasonably necessary or incidental to creation of the final output. This
goes to how the results of the project are used. (ONDC n.d.).

These principles are based on the data release framework known as the Five Safes (Desai et al. 2016;
McEachern [et al.] 2021, 2022, 2024), the model underpinning the CADRE platform (CADRE n.d.).
These five data sharing principles

must be applied in such a way that, when viewed as a whole the risks of the sharing, collection
and use of data are appropriately mitigated. Guidance about the application of the data sharing
principles is provided in the Data Availability and Transparency Code 2022. (ONDC n.d.)

The federal government has also adopted infrastructure to allow for searching of and requesting such
data via the Dataplace platform (Dataplace n.d.). This platform is also the means through which to
apply for accreditation as a User or Service Provider (although it can only be searched by researchers
whose organisation or institution has onboarded them). The ONDC also provides extensive advice
about other ways of finding, as well as requesting and sharing data, on its website (ONDC n.d.).

The Privacy Act 1988, as well as state and territory privacy legislation (e.g., Privacy and Data Protection Act
20174 |Vic]), are also relevant to the use of qualitative and unstructured data. The Privacy Act 1988

was introduced to promote and protect the privacy of individuals and to regulate how Australian
Government agencies and organisations with an annual turnover of more than $3 million, and
some other organisations, handle personal information (OAIC n.d.).

The Australian Privacy Principles (APP) assist application of the Privacy Act 1988. APP 2 ‘Anonymity and
Pseudonymity’ provides ‘that individuals must have the option of dealing anonymously or by
pseudonym with an APP entity’ (OAIC 2019, Chapter 2, 3), which ‘enable[s them] [in order]... to


https://www.datacommissioner.gov.au/law/dat-act
https://federation.gov.au/sites/default/files/about/agreements/iga-on-data-sharing-signed.pdf
https://www.protectivesecurity.gov.au/policies
https://www.datacommissioner.gov.au/share-data
https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.5748610
https://cadre5safes.org.au/
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2022L01719
https://www.dataplace.gov.au/articles/KA-01031
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022C00135
https://www.oaic.gov.au/privacy/the-privacy-act/rights-and-responsibilities#WhoHasResponsibilitiesUnderPrivacyAct
https://www.oaic.gov.au/privacy/your-privacy-rights/your-personal-information/what-is-personal-information

exercise greater control over their personal information and decide how much personal information
will be shared or revealed to others’ (OAIC 2019, Chapter 2, 4). This allows for personal information to
be revealed in qualitative/unstructured reseatch, subject to the informed consent of the participants
and any requests for anonymisation made by them.

2.2 National research codes of conduct and regulatory frameworks

Alongside these developments, Australian researchers and research institutions are subject to a range of
national legislation, codes and regulatory frameworks that govern their research activities in general
and, thus, inform research data use, access and sharing.

The Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research INHMRC 2018) (henceforth, Australian Code)
and the National Statement on the Ethical Conduct of Human Research (NHMRC 2023) (henceforth, National
Statement) are two key regulatory frameworks for ensuring the quality and integrity of academic research
activity and outputs. These statements were developed by the two principal national research funding
councils — the National Health and Medical Research Council NHMRC) and the Australian Research
Council (ARC) — and Universities Australia, the peak body representing all Australian universities.
These codes are compulsory for any research funded by the NHMRC or the ARC and highly
recommended for other research activity (NHMRC 2018, 1). Universities also incorporate adherence to
them in their own research policies. In addition to any potential findings in relation to individual
researchers, failure to comply with these national guidelines puts at risk institutional and individual
researcher eligibility for funding from the two sponsoring national research funding agencies.

The Australian Code is accompanied by a series of guides on its implementation and determining
breaches, such as authorship concerns or data fabrication or misuse, while the National Statenent
provides detailed guidance on how to adhere to its requirements. In relation to data sharing, the Code
expects universities to ‘[p]rovide access to facilities for the safe and secure storage and management of
research data, records and primary materials and, where possible and appropriate, allow access and
reference’. The National Statement includes details on the sharing and reuse of data. It proposes that
‘researchers should be aware of expectations and policies regarding the sharing or re-use of participant
data or information in any form and should consider the value of the data or information for future
research’ (37). It also recommends the use of a Data Management Plan for all researchers, with key
considerations for the handling of data therein comprising:

a) physical, network, system security and any other technological security measures;

b) policies and procedures;

c) contractual and licensing arrangements and confidentiality agreements;

d) training for members of the project team and others, as appropriate;

e) the form in which the data or information will be stored;

f)  the purposes for which the data or information will be used and/or disclosed;

@) the conditions under which access to the data or information may be granted to others; and

h) what information from the data management plan, if any, needs to be communicated to
potential participants. (NHMRC 2018, 5.3.1.406)

‘The National Statement also mandates that all research involving Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples must follow the advice of key policies produced by the Australian Institute of Torres Strait
Islander Studies (AIATSIS). This includes The ALATSIS Code of Ethics for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Istander Research (AIATSIS, 2020), which confirms the rights of Indigenous peoples and communities to
determine how their data is collected, used, stored, and shared.

The Australian Research Council funds a wide range of scholarship (excepting medical research, funded
by the NHMRC). The ARC remains the main agency providing research funding for research in the
Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences (HASS) disciplines. These are fields of research in which a
significant volume and diversity of qualitative data is generated. The ARC adheres to a range of
legislation, codes and policies in order to ‘ensure that ... research is conducted according to appropriate
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ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards; as well as the development of a
research environment that is underpinned by a culture of integrity’. Accordingly, all ‘proposals and

ARC-funded research projects are either recommended or required to conform to the principles
outlined” (ARC n.d.).

The ARC requires researchers to create a data management plan from the beginning of the research
project, outlining ‘how data will be collected, formatted, described, stored and shared throughout, and
beyond, the project lifecycle.” This requirement is consistent with the Awstralian Code and guided by the
OECD Principles and Guidelines for Access to Research Data from Public Funding (2007, 2021a, 2021D).

The ARC’s requirement is designed to encourage researchers to consider the ways in which they
can best manage, store, disseminate and reuse data. Researchers, in consultation with institutions,
have a responsibility to consider the management and future potential of their research data,
taking into account the particular approaches, standards and uses for data that may exist in
different institutions, disciplines and research projects. (ARC n.d.)

It should be noted that while there is a requirement to create the plan, there are few mechanisms to
monitor its implementation, generating a potential disconnect between, planning, intent and practice.

The ARC Open Access Policy (2017) stipulates: ‘“Any Research Outputs arising from an ARC
supported research Project must be made openly accessible within a twelve (12) month period from the
date of publication’. Importantly, while the ARC does not currently mandate open data for researchers,
consideration of the possibilities of sharing and re-use of data is encouraged in order to ‘maximise the
benefits from funded research by ensuring greater access to ... research data’ (ARC n.d.).

The landscape of open access requirements in research funding is a dynamic one, as demonstrated in
recent updates to both the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 2023 (effective from 1 January 2024)
and the NHMRC policy on open access data in 2022, which altered requirements for open access
publishing. Together with advocacy for open science and data, including by Australia’s Chief Scientist
(Foley 2021), these updates to the NHMRC policies and frameworks signal that important changes are
likely to be forthcoming across the research sector, including potentially being followed by the ARC. In
the short term, while changes to open access requirements for research outputs do not directly affect
the governance of qualitative date, they nevertheless speak to the changing national research and
funding environment in which considerations of access to data and governance of ‘open data’ is being
work out and implemented.

Finding 2: A range of national legislative settings, frameworks, and codes govern research data
archiving and sharing. Further signposting and guidance are required to assist researchers and
data users to effectively navigate this complex policy and compliance ecosystem.

This includes federal and state legislation, as well as national research codes of conduct and regulatory
frameworks. In the field of qualitative HASS research data (on which our work focuses), guidelines of
both NHMRC and ARC are considered best practice both for research funded by these bodies but also
as guiding tenets for other researchers. This is a changing space, where expectations of and discussions
surrounding open access and sharing of data are increasingly coming to the fore.

3. Sector Responses and Initiatives

In order to canvass how these national policies and frameworks are being implemented and navigated
by research institutions and individual researchers, we have taken a closeup look at the policies and
processes in place at two major Australian universities, government departments involved in the
CADRE project and select national research bodies and professional associations. The two universities,
the University of Melbourne and the University of New South Wales, were selected as our primary case
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studies to provide insight into current practices at two large research-intensive Australian universities

(Group of Fight, n.d.).

3.1 Governance of research data in universities

University of Melbourne

The chief data governance policy for researchers (including staff, students and honouraries) at the
University of Melbourne is the Management of Research Data and Records Policy (MPI1242). Its overarching
purpose is to: ‘(a) Preserve the value of research data and records for researchers, research students,
research participants, the University and wider community by defining expected standards for their
management; and (b) Facilitate effective research practices’ (1.1). Under the policy, ‘Researchers must
ensure the safe and secure management of research data and records to comply with ethical and legal
obligations over the life of the research data and records, with consideration given to research data and
records with sensitivities’ (5.9), including personal information, and sensitive cultural information. The
policy is not only concerned with safety and security of research and other data but also from a need
for ‘the curation, storage, retention, sharing and publication of research data and records’ (6).

The policy is linked to the university’s participation in the ‘ARDC Institutional Underpinnings program
[which united] ... 25 Australian universities to develop a framework for managing research data’
(ARDC n.d.b) in 2021-2022. Part of the University of Melbourne program of work included
investigating management and storage of sensitive data, as well as its correlation with current University
data, research management and ethics policies and training (Davis & Neish 2022). The University
Research Data Classification Framework (MPF1242, 5.12) also establishes a scaffold for sensitive data
management, and assists researchers to manage their data and their obligations in managing that data,
including aiding with understanding of relevant legislation and policies, as well as a classification system
for sensitive data (University of Melbourne n.d.a.). Concomitantly, the University also adheres to Open
Access Principles, which ‘articulate the University’s preferred pathways to open access: using
repositories, publishing in open access venues, using institutional open access publishing agreements,
and publishing in journals transitioning to full open access’ (Blaher 2023).

Data management is also central to a number of other University of Melbourne research policies,
including the Research Integrity and Misconduct Policy (MPE1318), which includes the responsibility
of the researcher to maintain their records in a manner that allows ‘independent verification of research
outcomes and facilitate access and sharing of research data’ (5.2.b) and ‘allow validation and verification
of research process and outputs’ (5.2.d), as well as ensuring the confidentiality and security of research
data where required or its ethically informed release and sharing(5.2.g).

Also related to these policies is the Research Ethics and Biorisk Management Policy (MPE1341), which
governs ethical practice including data management such as administrative retention and management
of data, as well as protection and privacy of participants’ data. Research training, policies and
procedures also support these policies and the capacity for researchers to manage their data, including
sharing and storing that data (University of Melbourne, n.d.c, n.d.d, MPF1321).

University of New South Wales

Like the University of Melbourne, the University of New South Wales has developed policies,
frameworks and tools for their researchers surrounding data management and release. This includes a
Data Classification Standard (UNSW 2021a, 2019a), which provides a tool through which data
sensitivity can be assessed. The motivation for the standard is stated in terms of risk aversion, as
opposed to either protection of information or incentives or assistance in sharing research data (in
some contrast to the University of Melbourne Data Classification Framework):

The UNSW Data Classification Standard is a framework for assessing data sensitivity, measured
by the adverse business impact a breach of the data would have upon the University. This
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Standard has been created for the University community to help effectively manage information
in daily mission-related activities. (UNSW 2021a)

Despite the risk averse language of this Classification Standard, UNSW has robust policies and
frameworks that support research data sharing. This includes the Research Data Governance &
Materials Handling Policy. The policy introduction emphasises that:

Research data and material allow research findings to be validated and have long-term value as a potential
resource for future research and teaching. Good practice in research data governance and materials
handling benefits the wider research community by enabling future researchers to publish,
share, cite and reuse the research data and material by reducing the risk of loss and corruption
[emphasis added]. (UNSW 2019b, 1)

The policy cleatly outlines what materials are considered research data and, although the term is not
specifically used, includes multiple genres of qualitative data, including video, audio, text, images,
documentation of research journeys, notes, interviews, transcripts and more. The University also
supports data sharing through its Open Access Policy, where it notes its commitment ‘to enabling open
access to published Research Outputs produced at UNSW and initiatives to improve access to publicly
funded research. UNSW adopts the FAIR principles in its approach to open access’ (UNSW 2021b).

Such support for data sharing and open access comes through initiatives of the UNSW Library (UNSW
n.d.c), the Research Data Management team (UNSW n.d.a, n.d.e) and data archiving and sharing
platforms, including Erica (UNSW n.d.a, n.d.b).

3.2 Government research agencies

In terms of the broader CADRE project, the work of Commonwealth departments and federally
funded projects that hold research data offer interesting test cases for assessing the adoption of national
frameworks and requirements for data governance. We highlight here the approaches adopted by
research agencies which are also partners in the CADRE project — the Australian Institute of Health &
Welfare (AIHW) and the Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health (ALSWH.) funded by the
Department of Health and Aged Care. These agencies are required to apply the Five Safes framework
to manage data sharing within their data governance procedures under the DATA Scheme (AIHW
2022, 48-50, 2023a; 2023b; ALSWH n.d.). The Five Safes model has also been adopted by some state
governments for data governance, including in South Australia (Government of South Australia n.d.,
New South Wales (Data.NSW 2020) and Victoria (Victorian Government, 2024).

AIHW (2023a; 2023b), ALSWH and other Commonwealth departments such as the Australian
Institute for Family Studies (AIFS — also a CADRE partner) hold significant collections of potentially
shareable qualitative research data (including that collected by consultants and in conjunction with
university researchers).” Often the data governance frameworks of these organisations do not
specifically differentiate between qualitative and quantitative data but might describe such data or
suggest that qualitative data is in its purview. For example, the AIHW Governance Data Framework
notes that data encompasses: ‘measurements and observations, including facts, figures, records,
statistics or opinions, whether true or not, that have been collected directly or obtained as a by-product
of a compliance, regulatory or service-delivery process. Data includes information about persons,
businesses and other organisations and their characteristics, practices and activities (AIHW 2022).

#This includes projects such as the mixed-methods Ten 70 Men: The Australian Longitudinal Study on Male Health, commissioned
by Department of Health, initially conducted by University of Melbourne (Ten to Men 2022) and managed by the AIFS,
with data held on the ADA Dataverse (ADA Dataverse n.d.). AIFS holds a large number of qualitative and mixed-mode
studies: 22% of assets are qualitative, with another 25% mixed-mode studies. Some notable research funded by Attorney
General’s Department, including Independent Children’s Lawyer (ICL) Study; The Children and Young People in Separated
Families project; Elder Abuse Prevalence Study; Legal Partnerships Evaluation (Pilot A): Qualitative studies of staff from
FRCs and Legal Services and clients participating in the Legal Partnerships Program (email with Jatender Mohal, 16
November 2021).
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While the DAT Act and DATA Scheme allow for the sharing of government data, it is unclear whether
in the short term this will prove feasible for many government departments in reference to qualitative
data. Appropriate systems and infrastructure, as well as consent and permissions from participants, may
not be in place, or sufficient or designed to allow such sharing. This might particularly be the case
where older studies have not anticipated such sharing needs or interests and have not established
protocols for such sharing. The intertwined issues of funding and staffing might also limit government
departments’ capacity to respond to or initiate sharing and reuse of qualitative data.’

3.3 Requirements of national research bodies and professional associations

Specific approaches to the management of data also often differ between disciplines. National research
bodies and organisations for individual disciplines have ethical guidelines regarding research data and
codes of conduct to which members are expected to conform (and also guide non-members in the
field). These members not only include researchers based in Higher Education but in other
organisations (such as government, NGO) or independent researchers.

In preparing this report, we examined four associations where members often deal with or utilise
qualitative data extensively in their research. We deliberately confined our review to associations
representing researchers in the HASS (Humanities and Social Sciences) disciplines: Australian
Historical Association (AHA), The Australian Sociological Association (TASA), Oral History Australia
(OHA) and Australian Association for Research in Education (AARE).

Some of the guidelines we reviewed specifically refer to the management of data, while others comment
in less specific terms in relation to research results or understanding the application of research
methodologies. The idea of re-use of data is usually not specifically referred to but could be
encompassed in the generic descriptor of ‘research results’. Likewise, these guidelines do not necessarily
refer to legislation that might cover the sharing and reuse of data, such as the privacy or data legislation
but do usually specify that members must understand and apply relevant legislation, particularly in
relation to ethics and integrity.

Opverall, these four bodies encourage the sharing of research outputs while utilising methodologies
appropriate to their fields, particularly regarding the preservation of participant privacy. Of the four, the
OHA has the most detailed guidance for their members on the collection, storage, sharing and re-use
of data in the future, where it mandates its members to always be cognisant of preservation and future
use of the data collected. This is considered at the heart of best practice for oral historians and as being
consistent with an ethos of listening to and documenting the voices of those whose experiences have
not usually been captured in written records.

The OHA has a number of detailed guidelines for the ethical practice of oral history (OHA n.d.a),
available on its website. These include: Guidelines of Ethical Practice (OHA 2007); Ethics and
University Research (OHA 2021); Practising Oral History (OHA n.d.c); and Oral History Training
(OHA n.d.b), all of which detail best-practice for oral historians.

Practising Oral History (OHA n.d.c) itemises four key considerations for best practice, all of which
relate to data management (including collection, storage, and suggestions for re-use in the future):

e cthical conduct and informed consent in interviews and post-production
e high quality recording

e well planned and executed oral history projects

e archiving oral history interviews for longevity and accessibility.

> A number of these issues were discussed with AIFS researchers as part of consultations for this report and project.
¢ There are numerous other professional organisations and bodies with ethical guidelines that might be informative,
including Australian Political Studies Association and Australian Population Association.
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Guidelines for Ethical Practice in Oral History (OHA 2007) provides further information on best
practice in oral history, including data governance, including:

Oral history involves recording, preserving and making available candid information that may be
sensitive or confidential. All interviewers are asked to act to preserve the rights and
responsibilities of the different parties involved and to refuse to work in any other way.

The OHA details other aspects of data management, including within the University Ethical Approval
of a Project involving Humans document (OHA 2017), also refers to the ethics of oral history and its
methodologies, including the management of data (largely related to oral history interviews).

There are five sections: Archival Aims, Anonymity, Copyright, Sensitive Topics, and Home Settings.
The first four specifically centre around the collection, storage, sharing and re-use of data. OHA
considers the preservation of the data as key to the practice of oral history:

A primary aim of oral history is to add previously unrecorded voices to the historical record,
and oral history ethical guidelines stress the researcher’s responsibility to ensure the secure and
permanent preservation of the interview, subject to the interviewee’s wishes. Oral history
interviews are therefore usually recorded with a permanent archive status in mind.

It should be noted that, for the OHA, ‘data’ is usually the interviews conducted rather than other data
associated with the interview, such as photographs or other artefacts and ephemera — although this
would likely be considered implicit in these guidelines.

The AHA Code of Ethics (AHA n.d.) incorporates a code of conduct but is surprisingly brief without a
clear data sharing policy. The specific pieces of legislation to which the AHA code refers are anti-
discrimination and human rights related legislation rather than privacy or data legislation, although the
latter is intimated in section 13. While not specifically referred to in the AHA code, the topic of privacy
and governance or management of research data might be considered inherent in some of the
provisions that mention research and outputs, including ‘not refuse any reasonable request to share
their knowledge or expertise, and shall as far as possible make available the sources to which they have
had access’ (section 3) and those that mention the broader term ‘sources’. The AHA has, however,
provided feedback and submissions on past and present research data sharing initiatives (AHA 2021).

TASA Members follow a Code of Ethics (n.d.), which in some sections relates or refers to data
governance, particularly regarding ethical treatment of research participants, chiefly maintenance of
their confidentiality/anonymity. These include gaining informed consent from participants; de-
identification of data where appropriate; ‘careful and secure storage of research data’; maintenance of
confidentiality; critical examination of research practices that might cause harm; and, in sections on
‘Contractual Research, Clients and Sponsors’, discussing rights and responsibilities of researchers and
rights of clients. The code does not refer to privacy legislation nor directly mention the future re-use of
data but sharing of research findings is encouraged in the code: ‘Unless there are compelling reasons,
research findings should be publicly accessible, especially to the participants’. Specific legislation is not
addressed but members must have awareness of ‘statutory obligations to reveal information against the
misuse of these results and where possible, take reasonable steps to correct any misuse or
misrepresentation received in the course of research’.

The Australian Association for Research in Education (AARE) Code of Ethics (n.d.) primarily focuses
on data in terms of protecting privacy of and preventing harm to those involved in the research,
including participants. There is no overt discussion of data management, governance, preservation,
access, or future use but does state that researchers

should keep themselves informed on the methodology of research, including disputes about
appropriate methodology. They should regularly reform their own methodology in the light of
that discussion, and be rigorous in its application to their work’. (AARE n.d., 9)
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The code also specifies that those in the field should have appropriate training in research ethics, which
also might apply to research data management methods and ethics. Sharing of research with colleagues
or in publications is mentioned in general terms but does not specifically discuss sharing of original
datasets.

The rapidly changing environment for data sharing is perhaps not so well reflected in these documents,
other than in the example of OHA. None of these guidance documents make specific reference to
privacy or data legislation, although the AHA and TASA do require members to be aware of all
relevant legislation. Updated guidelines that refer more explicitly to data governance, legislation and
practices and ethics surrounding data archiving, reuse and sharing, particularly open access practices,
would bring these more in step with current debates in this area.

It is understandable, however, that there is a possible lag between the responses of research
associations (largely run by volunteers) and a rapidly changing research environment in terms of data
governance. While academic and government researchers are already going to be subject to the formal
requirements and policies of their own research institutions and national legislation, this brief overview
points to some of the challenges in socialising data sharing and re-use practices. This further suggests
the need for a targeted and nuanced communication strategy to ensure that data governance processes
— and approaches relevant to qualitative data sharing — are more widely understood by the research
community.

Finding 3: Across the sectors, there is a need to improve governance policies and procedures so
that they are better orientated to facilitate qualitative research data sharing.

Further work is needed across sectors to facilitate sharing of qualitative research data. Research-intensive
institutions such as University of Melbourne and UNSW strongly reflect national agendas around data
sharing, encouraging and aiming to support researchers to share their research data. However, the
predominant focus on risk management and compliance, with little that speaks to research co-creation,
community engagement and ongoing stewardship of data. In government departments, current data access
infrastructure appears insufficiently robust to allow for ethical and responsible sharing of qualitative data.
Advice from national professional associations where research regularly encompasses qualitative data and
its related practices are not currently well placed to keep pace with developments at the national level and
most organisations do not provide any robust guidance or engagement with issues of data governance.

4. GLLAMR Sector Governance of Sensitive Data/Collections

The GLAMR (Galleries, Libraries, Archives, Museums & Records) is a blanket term for a range of
organisations that fall under the umbrella of the ‘cultural’ sector. GLAMR organisations exist both
within government, university, and non-government contexts. They are all beholden to relevant
legislation, government policy, codes of conduct, and ethical frameworks, including those discussed
above. Guidelines and policies can differ immensely for individual organisations depending on their
context and funding. Government-run institutions, for example, are usually subject to overarching
federal, state and municipal policies on data governance, while they might have individual policies that
operate under this.

These institutions often hold large and diverse collections, much of which would be considered as a
form of or related to qualitative data, such as visual and textual records. These include both material
culture objects or analogue data but also significant (and increasing) amounts of born-digital and
digitised data. There is also often overlap in the types of material held. Museums might hold archival
documents, while archives hold ephemera and material cultural collections, libraries might have archival
repositories, storing a wide range of material including photographs, plans, business minutes, interviews
and more.
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As institutions that often do research (either for their own exhibitions and collections or in conjunction
with academics, tertiary institutions, and government organisations), they hold extensive qualitative data
on individuals, groups, communities and locations; these might also be considered as part of material
culture/collections. Recently, indeed, there has been a growing movement in this sector to view
collections as data, and not make that data more readily available for research, education and public
engagement but to consider the ethical responses to the potential uses of this data (ARDC 2023).

Perspectives and practices from the sector can be of interest to and influence wider data curation and
governance practices, including for qualitative, quantitative and mixed-mode research in HASS and
beyond (McLeod 2017). There are some important differences between these types of institutions,
despite any intersecting purposes and collections. State and national archives, for instance, usually have
a legislative responsibility for recordkeeping and the retention of government records as well as
establishing or contributing to that legislation and the governance of recordkeeping in various
government organisations.

Museums have large collections of material culture that might also be considered or intersect with
qualitative data. The Museums Victoria Collections Online, fully available to the public, holds over
114,000 items ‘things made and used by people’ at the time of writing, with a diverse array of
photographs, diaries, books, pamphlets, maps, plans, oral histories, scrapbooks, banners and many
other objects that would be considered or contain rich qualitative data. There are also 2,340 Articles
that provide detailed stories of ‘people, places, events and ... collections’ (MV n.d.b). Further
qualitative information is also held in the museums’ collection management database from which this
online metadata is drawn but the full extent of which is not available to the public.

Libraries hold similar collections. Theirs are in the majority paper-based but they also collect ephemera
(collection objects) relevant to areas of study. The National Library of Australia for example holds
books, pictures, music, journals, microforms, manuscripts, audio and video recordings, newspapers and
more. In its online catalogue, a majority of e-resources are drawn from various databases but it also
includes over 330,000 digitised items from the library’s own collection (NLA n.d.a). State Public Record
Offices, like museums and libraries, hold large collections of qualitative data, such as images, maps,
plans, government documents such as inquests, city council minutes, court, bankruptcy, land,
immigration, hospital, asylum, and Indigenous records, and many more. (PROV n.d.).

Galleries hold mainly art-based collections ranging from drawings to paintings to photographs, all of
which might have large amounts of qualitative data and metadata about people attached to them. They
also hold other items such as video and audio recordings (such as oral histories of artists), manuscripts,
and other materials relating to their collections (e.g., AGNSW n.d.a).

Online GLAMR collection items also often have detailed metadata attached to them, which reveals
information about people, places, groups, and communities. They also often conduct detailed
provenance (AGNSW n.d.b) research and contextual research for understanding and exhibiting their
collection items. Through this process they might collect significant qualitative data, such as
information about individual lives (an artist or owner of an object), communities and groups, and
stories about them, which are then held by the institution (although not necessarily publicly available).

Each of these institutions explores their collections and stories about people, groups, communities, and
places through online engagement, including sometimes detailed descriptions of the collection item,
including through blog posts, journals, information sheets/pages, and their websites more broadly. In
combination, this reveals large volumes of diverse qualitative data about individuals, communities,
groups, and places online to a wide audience.

With this range of functions as context, a key question for this report is:
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What can we learn from the GLAMR sector to inform best practice in the governance of
qualitative data, including access and ongoing sharing and use by others?

4.1 GLAMR institutions and governance of data/collection management

GLAMR institutions must follow relevant federal and state laws governing data, but they also operate
under a range of codes and guidelines established by various peak bodies and the peak body for the
sector overall is GLAM Peak (GLAMPeak n.d.). Members (which might be individual or institutional)
must follow the peak body codes of ethics, as well as international frameworks, guidelines, and federal
and state legislation relevant to the cultural sector. This includes the Museums Australia Code of Ethics
(1999) (currently under review), built on ICOM’s (International Council of Museum) Statutes of 1974
(Museums Australia 1999) and Code of Ethics for Museums (2017), and the National Standards for
Australian Musenms and Galleries 2.0 (National Standards Taskforce 2023).

In many cases, these include the governance of data, a large amount of which would be qualitative or
unstructured in nature. The data itself might be generated in diverse ways, including qualitative
research, crowdsourcing, organisational recordkeeping and more that might be differentiated from
numerical or ‘big data’. In the GLAMR sector, what social scientists would describe as ‘qualitative data’
would more likely be referred to as ‘collections’ and considered distinct from sensitive or other data
held by these organisations (e.g., mailing lists, statistical data on visitation, etc.).

In this regard, it is best practice and usually required by peak bodies at GLAMR organisations to have
‘formal, written policies and procedures that cover [their] management, responsibilities, programs and
services’ (National Standard, 23—-24). An essential component of these is a collection management plan
or policy. A cultural institution’s collection management policy might include a range of other policies
that relate to the governance of their collections and other data, including conservation, access,
information management, privacy, and research policies. Each institution is different, and the range and
detail of these policies might depend on aspects such as its size and whether it is a government- or
university-run or independent organisation.

These standards, ethical frameworks and collection policies include procedures and policies for open
data and online sharing of data, including collection items and metadata, which will be discussed further
in 5.4. First, we turn to briefly consider how and why GLAMR organisation are facilitating access to
their collections more than ever before.

4.2 Facilitating open access to cultural collections

In the last two decades, GLAMR organisations, particularly those that are publicly funded, have
increasingly seen the benefit in making their collections and research more open and available to the
wider community. This has been facilitated by the digitisation of objects/items and their display in
freely accessible online collections, together with other online initiatives such as websites, blog posts
and detailed contextual information about specific items, collections, people, places, groups and
communities. Global heritage and museum bodies have also mandated or suggested open access policy
frameworks to their member organisations. These shifts have been associated with other movements
such as history from below, changes in oral history practices and the emphasis on history as a domain

for social change, as well as the broader democratisation of history over the past forty to fifty years
(Chenier, 2014).

For museums and collecting institution, greater access facilitates a wider interest in and engagement
with their collections and going online is part of broader strategies and policies to reach out to the
wider community. This contrasts with a more traditional approach that relies on visitors physically
attending cultural institutions or a small group of curators and researchers holding the information for
their own use. And, more practically, GLAMR organisations have large collections with only a fraction
able to be physically displayed at one time.
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These shifts are reflected in institutional policies, mission statements and collection management plans.
For example, Public Record Office Victoria’s statement on Open Data affirms its commitment ‘to
ensuring that its archival collection is discoverable and accessible to as many people as possible’
through ‘making information (metadata) about the vast quantity of physical records in its collection
easily available to researchers through different online sites and channels’ (PROV, 2023). For Museums
Victoria, greater access to and engagement with the collections is a vital part of its Strategic Plan 2077—
2025. A main ‘“Transformational Theme’ is to ‘Develop a Digital Life for Museums Victoria that takes
the wonder and inspiration of our collections, knowledge and expertise beyond our walls through
audience-centred experiences that connect with hearts and minds” (MV 2020, 7) . This underpins its
Vision of ‘People enriched by wondrous discovery and trusted knowledge’, which is delivered in part by
through its digital platforms (MV, n.d.c, 6). This includes the museum’s significant Collections Online
platform which encourages and partly facilitates access, sharing and reuse of content through the
application of a Creative Commons licence to over 100,000 images, audio and video material (MV
n.d.a) and the creation of an API that allows researchers, developers and others to agglomerate data.
The museum’s website code is also freely available through GitHub.

Many collection items are also fragile and easily damaged or may have a shortened life through regular
use or display. Digitising is therefore not only an engagement strategy but also a significant preventive
conservation measure, with the two concerns intertwined. For example, the National Library of
Australia sees part of its role as about preservation and digitisation and online collections as an integral
part of this (NLA, n.d.c). The Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies
(AIATSIS) similarly states, ‘by digitising, we can preserve the original collection item as it was deposited
and also allow it to be accessible to more people’, including the diverse Indigenous communities, as
well as other clients and visitors across a geographically diverse area that wish to access collection items
(AIATSIS n.d.). Archives and libraries are also expending enormous effort in digitising their materials,
including oral history collections, and either placing them online or providing metadata and information
online that assists with locating the information and access.

One of the most well-known and largest projects to facilitate access to collections in Australia is the
National Library of Australia’s Trove website, which has facilitated digitisation of millions of Australian
newspapers and made them, unlike some international repositories, available for free online. It is best
known for these newspaper archives, but it is also a powerful platform for searching collection items,
including images, from GLAMR institutions Australia wide, in addition to government gazettes and
archived websites. The platform harvests metadata from participating institutions and displays it (often
including a thumbnail image), making it easily searchable. This is a model, which has considerable
synchronicity with the CADRE platform, which will also similarly harvest metadata from the
institutions and organisations that participate and direct researchers to the data collections on these
organisations’ websites. The platform has been an overwhelming success due to significant support of
and buy in from the cultural community as well as the broader public.

4.3 Ethics, privacy and sensitive data

Like other research institutions, GLAMR organisations must follow national legislation and Codes on
data and privacy, and they often subscribe to broader ethical and integrity frameworks, such as the
Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research. They are also beholden to national and
international copyright laws when reproducing images and other material as a third party and must
follow industry guidelines and ethical frameworks on collections management.

Some of the same concerns about ethics that we see in research discussions of qualitative data also arise
in the cultural field. GLAMPeak’s report Digital Access to Collections (2016), many comments touched on
the ethical issues in the digitisation of heritage, including:

e the potential for Indigenous communities to regain control over cultural knowledge but the
concomitant hazards of this being beholden to Western cultural normative frameworks and
potential appropriation of this knowledge by others (3-0).
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e labour and monetary costs associated with preparation of materials for digitisation and online
presentation (6—7)
e potential manipulation of digital content and misuse through sharing (7-12)

Others have identified the complications of understanding and ascribing copyright to collection items
when a GLAMR organisation is presenting the material of third parties, legal risk to institutions
presenting this material online and the risk for artists and makers of content itself (Hudson & Kenvon
2007; Bandle et al. 2020). Extension of the Copyright Act 1968 with the proposed Copyright Amendment
(Access Reform) Bill, would allow organisations to have greater flexibility to release copyrighted materials
to be used in a digital environment, increasing public access and equitable provision of those materials,
but may increase risk for copyright holders to some extent (Commonwealth of Australia 2021, 22).

Other intersecting concerns that are, however, little discussed in relation to digitisation and release of
cultural collections are those of privacy, ethics and the sensitivity of information. This has recently
become a topic of greater interest, partially spurred on by the increased access to information about
individuals, communities and groups through online collections, such as in online museums and
archives and family history aggregate sites such as Ancestry. Using the example of inquests, May et al.
(2020) discussed this predicament in historical research, which extends to online presentation of
sensitive data. Inquest records, which were created with government recordkeeping, at their heart
contain rich detail about past lives, including details that are sometimes traumatic in nature. These
archival records sit ‘within competing imperatives of open and transparent justice on the one hand, and
personal sensitivity and private trauma on the other’. As such, they point to a ‘moral purpose and
ethical responsibility ... , both in seeking the voice of victims ... and in ensuring that we remain
attuned to the agency of the individual and the actualities of their existence’ (May et al. 2020).

These dilemmas regarding how we address sensitive data, even in historic documents, also speaks to
such concerns in wider research contexts and with other data types where open access is championed.

Finding 4: The GLAMR (Galleries, Libraries, Archives, Museums, Records) sector, with its
extensive digitisation and sharing of qualitative materials, provides insights and lessons to
guide future research practice in sensitive qualitative data governance.

Digitisation and public release of materials considered as or likened to sensitive qualitative have a
relatively long history in comparison to that within HASS-focused tertiary and government research
environments. Key driving factors for GLAMR institutions include enabling public access to
engagement with these materials, facilitating their use and reuse in education and research, and
facilitating communities or individuals steward materials that derive from their lives and practices in an
appropriate manner. The strong synergies between GLAMR institutions and the tertiary and
government research sector in their aspirations to archive, share and reuse qualitative research data
provides a highly beneficial model for the latter in developing approaches to the treatment of
qualitative research data.

Conclusion

The initiatives and issues discussed above in relation to the GLAMR sector point to practices that
could be adapted to facilitate ethical processes for public and researcher access to qualitative data in
other fields, including the social sciences. Of note is the orientation to share data and collections as part
of an ethical responsibility to greater public engagement and community connection. This opens up
new epistemological and methodological questions as well as requiring careful and renewed attention to
how ethical and FAIR research practices are imagined and enacted (Moore et al 2021).
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It shifts attention away from a predominant or exclusive focus on risk, compliance and data
management to a focus that also embraces the social benefits and innovations that sharing data makes
possible. This is not to deny the very real need to provide protections for qualitative data — for
researchers and participants — and to manage risks responsibly and with care. But it also opens up fresh
ways of thinking about the ethical responsibility to share data and the productive methodological
challenges this creates.

At the same time, and returning to the CARE principles, governance of qualitative data brings
questions about how to and when to involve participants and other stakeholders in decisions about the
stewardship of data and conditions regarding access and re-use.

This report was primarily concerned with research data in the tertiary sector, bookended by relevant
legislation and practice in government and cultural contexts. It is intended as a contribution to
informed consideration of ethical and methodological concerns surrounding the storage, archiving,
access and re-use of qualitative data, particularly its management, sharing and reuse, but can also be
extended out to thinking about other types of data.

In it we presented four main findings:

1)  Concepts of data ownership and data stewardship are fundamental to how data use and
access is governed.

2) A range of national legislative settings, frameworks and codes govern research data archiving
and sharing. Further signposting and guidance are required to assist researchers and data
users to effectively navigate this complex policy and compliance ecosystem.

3) Across the sectors, there is a need to improve governance policies and procedures so that
they are better orientated to facilitate qualitative research data sharing.

4)  The GLAMR (Galleries, Libraries, Archives, Museums, Records) sector, with its extensive
digitisation and sharing of qualitative materials, provides insights and lessons to guide future
research practice in sensitive qualitative data governance.

While we must remain aware of the special needs and sensitivities of qualitative data, consideration of
this type of data and its rich detail also highlights the need for proper governance and stewardship of all
types of data that is attuned to the information that can be gleaned or mined from it. Research data is
diverse, and we must attend to the possibilities that it holds, while also remaining cognisant of the
sensitivities surrounding it and the details that it might reveal about individuals, groups and
communities.
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