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Abstract

The present study attempts to identify the PhDesttgl information literacy needs,
regarding three faculties, within University of Bgrcontrast this with the way in which
their needs are perceived by their supervisorsiafiodmation literacy providers and also
understand how the information literacy programes @anned and if there is a joint effort
between supervisors and information literacy prexad Furthermore, the main objective is
to provide data which allows a comparison betwéenfindings from the RIN study in UK
and findings within the three faculties in UP.

Where used individual interviews with each targedtup to get the data: PhD
students, supervisors and service directors addadbemic libraries. Then a qualitative and
gquantitative analysis was carried out.

The results allow an identification of the mainarrhation literacy needs that PhD
students have. Regarding the set of competenaieersis assumed not be competent on
wikis and blogs in their researcim licensing and copyright issuesd inopen access to
research reportsDespite the sample of the RIN study, these competsmweren’t rated as
those they felt as weaker, they also assumed naobeapable in these competences.
Further, it also could be perceived through reduitey the PhD trainings are planned and
delivered to these students: professionals aintdotents being as specific as possible in
student’s research area and just happen by anrdppit and there is poor evidence on the
outcomes assessment. Regarding RIN study it ik wstidlerdeveloped. Finally, another
important finding of this study is the confirmatitimat supervisors are still not completely
aware of the Information Literacy issues and daollaborate with professional on the
trainings planning. As such, the RIN study had fibleowing finding: supervisors didn’t
work jointly with professionals in the trainingsaphing.

The final conclusion identified that the resultstbé present study and the RIN

results didn’t vary in a significant way.

Keywords: Information Literacy; Researchers: Informationeki#cy needs; Library

training; Training impact; Training assessment



Resumo

A presente dissertacdo consiste na adaptcdo e cagApado estudo realizado pela
Research Information Network(RIN) no Reino Unido: Mind the skills gap:
Informationthandling training for researcherem 2008. Assim, 0s principais objectivos
desta dissertacdo consistiram na identificacdoeepeéo das necessidades necessidades de
formacdo em competéncias de pesquisa e gestatodaagdo dos alunos de doutoramento
de trés faculdades da Universidade do Porto (UHpaiea a realizar-se um contraponto
destas necessidades com as que sdo apreendidasspek orientadores e pelos os
formadores na area da Literacia da Informacdo. Atiastes objectivos, pretendeu-se
também perceber como é feito o planeamento dasafies e se existe um trabalho

colaborativo entre orientadores e formadores.

Foram criadas entrevistas individuais para cadaayralvo: alunos de doutoramento,
orientadores e directores dos servigos de Literdaignformacéo de cada biblioteca. Em

seguida procedeu-se a uma analise qualitativargitpteva dos resultados.

As principais conclusdes retiradas permitiram radpo aos objectivos inicialmente
propostos: os alunos de doutoramento assumiranserdcompletamente habeis no uso de
wikis e blogs nas suas investigagOessquestdes de licenciamento e copyrighdinda no
acesso livre a documento8pesar de ndo corresponderem as principais tifides da
amostra de alunos da RIN, estes alunos tambémheceram ter alguma dificuldade no
uso destas competéncias. O planeamento das formag@etrés faculdades ndo difere
siginificativamente dos resultados obtidos pela:Riitende-se que os conteldos estejam
relacionados com a area de investigacdo dos alwwgedidos de formacdo apenas
acontecem quando solicitados aos profissionaisibléoteca e assume-se ser essencial
existir uma colaboracdo efectiva no planeamentofalasacdes. Em jeito de concluséo,
aferiu-se que nédo existe uma diferenca signifieagintre os resultados do estudo realizado

pela RIN e os resultados obtidos no presente estudo

Palavras-chave: Literacia da Informacdo; Alunos de doutoramentecés$sidades de
Literacia da Informacédo; Formacgdes da Bibliotecaalfcao das formacdes; Impacto das
formacoes.
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INTRODUCTION

Context of the problem and motivation

The advent of new technologies to share and masegdarly information has been taken
advantage of by academics and has fundamentalhgelatheir information behaviors and
practices (Virkus 2003). The development of theunexgl competencies of researchers and
postgraduate students for the identification, managnt and use of these new resources,
has, however, not kept pace with the rapidity thekanges (RIN 2008). For this
information to be accessed and used properly, stadare required to be information
literate (Johnston and Webber 2003). They shoeldle to "recognize when information
is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate use effectively the needed
information” (ALA 1989, 1). One role of a modern library is to equip studenith ihe
necessary information skills to function effectiv@ind to meet challenges of information
age.

While it has been argued that information literamtivities are well represented at an
undergraduate level, however, at a postdoctoradl & is less evident (Corrall 2007).

Indeed, the Research Information Network in the pdhnts to the lack of evidence in the
assessment of researchers’ training needs, recodamgethat the library should adopt

“more systematic and innovative approaches to iyemyj and assessing the needs of
researchers to enhance their information-relatdi$ siad competencies” (2008, 9).

The importance of this dissertation is clearlyifiesf. On the one hand, by literature’s lack
of evidence regarding developments on Informatideracy Programs for PhD students.
On the other hand, by the possibility of givingamhation literacy providers some support
and recommendations, in order to provide informmatiteracy programs for PhD students
in an effective, efficiently and innovative way.

The present dissertation was carried out on théegbof FEUP Library and covered three
colleges of the University of Porto (UP): FaculdageEconomia da Universidade do Porto
(FEP), Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Partd Faculdade de Engenharia da

1



Universidade do Porto (FEUP). These three caseiestudhere considered the most

representative colleges of Porto’s Academia.

The University of Porto was founded in the eighteerentury and nowadays has about
31.000 students, 2.300 academics and researchedUiiversity has 14 faculties with a
great variety of courses regarding all the acadeseigrees in every knowledge areas.
Currently, with 69 research unities, UP has a gigdtion in the database ISI Web of
Science with about 20% of scientific Portugueselag making it the largest producer of
Science in Portugal (UP 2010).

Objectives
In this context, the purpose of the research veltdprovide data which allows comparison
between the findings from the RIN research in UK &éndings within three faculties in
UP.

To make this possible, this study attempts to ifietite PhD students’ information literacy
needs, regarding three faculties, within UniversityPorto. Furthermore, it is important to
contrast this with the way in which their needs pesceived by their supervisors and
information literacy providers. Moreover, this raggh’s aim is also to understand how the
IL programs are planned and if there is a joinbfbetween supervisors and information

literacy providers.

Research question

This study will attempt to answer the following gtien: Is there a gap between PhD
students, regarding information literacy needs, #m& way in which their needs are

perceived by supervisors and IL providers in théversity of Porto?

Methodological aspects of the dissertation
After the objectives and the research question wstablished, it is necessary to design the
methodology that will enable the achievement of dbgectives and the research question

answer. In this context, in an initial stadiumerh was a literature review of the theme,



which is the theoretical base for any research umec#@ allows a perception of what was
done until recently. At the same time, it is esserib identify what was not done or/and
what needs improvement. In the second stadium #ia dathering methodology was
planned in order to get data which allows the aamn@ent of the proposed objectives.

This project, as was said, was initially undertakeyn reviewing broader literature,
concerning with information literacy training forogtdoctoral students. During the
literature review the following questions were ®y®d: How is information-handling
training planned? Should a set of key skills efasteach graduate level? Are Information
Literacy skills requirements reached before thaitng? How has this consideration been
prepared by the information literacy providers? Aatgb questions related to the quality of
training programs: Are information professionaldiviained with the skills? Are training
programs connected with real students’ needs? Hawoatcomes evaluated? And are
outcomes the expected one3fe answers to these questions are linked to thgopa of
this work. In this context, they provide a broadwtedge of what has been done in this

area.

In order to do this, the following research termkysely connected with Information
Literacy concept, were used in the search pro¢pestdoctoral training”, “PhD students”,
“research training”, “information seeking”, “needssessment”, “information needs”,
“training needs”. As mentioned above, these temaese always related to the key word
“information literacy” which gives relevant hits tbe documents title search.

Databases used for searching activities were sitelatabases, such dSI Web of
Knowledge, ERIC, SCOPUS, Academic Search Comghetkibrary, Information Science
& Technology Online Journals, such agdournal of Information Literacy and
Communications in information literacgnd The International Information & Library
Review, accessed through the Science Dinebich has a recent issue dedicated to the
Information Literacy.

Also the popular Google Scholar and Google seareyee used to find, for example,

works of recognized authors in the area, such asléShWebber Blog of Information



Literacy, and to find places on the internet suzlha RIN place, Vitae, and the database in

open accesResearch Information.

Furthermore, the data gathering methodology is atsmtioned briefly, since this same

topic is very detailed in Chapter IV, regarding tbbjectives of the dissertation, the

selection of the appropriated data gathered methetigch allows an archive of these

objectives. In this context, a qualitative methadyl was used and selected individual

interviews were put together for each target grdRipD supervisors, information literacy

providers and PhD students of each college.

Dissertation structure

The present dissertation is to be divided in selreapters.

Firstly, there is the Dissertation Introduction ptea, which consists of a description
of how the dissertation draft will be developed ighh objectives and research
questions), and also which are the main difficalaad limitations to the study.
Secondly, the Theoretical Framework chapter, whieenain concepts related with
Information Literacy and its definition are deseab The importance of skills on
this area is so relevant, not just for studentsnbostly for them. This chapter ends
with Information Literacy scope, which is Informati Science. This chapter is
important for the development of the present stbégause it allows a better
understanding of the core concepts and also dicédion of which concepts will be
used along the text.

The third Chapter is Literature Review, where thanmopics informing the present
research are enclosed. It starts with a brief hcsib overview of Information
Literacy evolution concentrated into higher edwratcontext, which is divided in
three parts: Information Literacy — pre-ALA, Infoation Literacy —ALA and
Information Literacy — post-ALA, whereas ALA (Amean Library Association)
was the first one to alert people for Informatiometacy. The following topic is
concerned with an overview of the generic InformmtLiteracy skills provided by
the institutions that recognize most works producetthis area. Subsequently, there

is an analysis of the Information Literacy Instrantin academic context: how they



are planned; which activities are provided; and ghggestions for the outcomes
assessment. These topics are helpful for the datheigpd through the semi-
structured interviews to information literacy prders in each UP library faculty.
There are some important topics on these intervids how IL trainings are
planned, how trainings are put together and howaués are assessed. The next
topic is related with the assessment of the InftionalLiteracy Training: why it
should be done and how. More specifically, assess thhe Information Literacy
programs have been provided to help librarians ldpvieaching staff and improve
the quality of the programs. Through this inforroatit was possible to understand
what the main aspects that contribute for IL tragsi success are. The following
topic traces some methods that were used by Intoymd.iteracy providers to
assess the students’ training needs in this andaough, this methods were mostly
concerned with undergraduate students rather Phdests, which confirms even
more the poor developments on this area for PhBesits. Also, in this topic, the
previous issue was analyzed through one of thefkelng of the RIN Study:
“Focusing on researchers’ real needs is vital”. Tieat topic is related with the
information training needs of PhD students. Ité$fi to analyze which are which
are their difficulties to access and manage thaiormation until now. Another
topic that was entitled Auditing Skills for Postdo@l Students is related to the
postdoctoral researcher skills training they showdquire, develop and
demonstrate, in order to make a significant anadvative work in their area. The
UK GRAD Programme and the UK Research Councils hdeatified a range of
skill areas for postgraduate and postdoctoral rekees -Joint Skills Statement
(2001), which is a good tool for the audit researshskills. So, this information
was helpful to perceive, at the end of the studyéf PhD students in UP have the
skills required or not. The following topic addresshe role of a supervisor, not
only as a PhD supervisor but as a collaboratohéenpgianning of IL programs. As
PhD supervisors, they should be able to recognibgest expertise, as well as the
skills and experience necessary to monitor, supgudit direct the student’s work.
Furthermore, they also have an important role dpihg IL providers in planning

the IL programs, because they know about the relsetmpic. Moreover, what



sources have relevant information, as well as iffeewties of their postdoctoral
students in information research? However, a guesthould be raised: are the
supervisors aware of this issue? This topic heldsetter understand what has been
noticed in the literature about this issue. Thel gbahis chapter’s last topic is to
provide some examples for higher education librérgining practices and
researcher’'s support. As this study’s aim is to gara its results with the RIN
results from UK, these examples come from the UK Rartugal.

The fourth chapter discusses how the dissertatemearch structure was built. It
starts with the description of the methodology g@ald then how it was carried out.
Thus, the target groups were characterized - Phidlests, supervisors and
information literacy providers — mentioning the@afures to better understand how
to study them. An exploratory qualitative reseamabproach is used because
qualitative research provides a deeper understgrafithe issues that are aimed to
be studied (George 2006). The data gathering rdstiagere semi-structured, in-
depth interviews to supervisors, IL providers, &m@®hD Students in three Faculties
of Porto’s University (UP). These methods were tlgyed based on those used by
RIN. The questions and also the methods’ strucauee similar. Although, the
present study is directed towards institutionsfed#int from the ones used by RIN
study, some questions were added and others wersstt

The next chapter focuses on the data analysis isndss$ion process. How data has
been analyzed? Which are the findings? These topiltsallow a comparison
between RIN findings in UK.

Finally, in the last chapter some conclusions weagle and some recommendations
arranged.



Chapter 1
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

The theoretical framework of the present work isvgihin the later decades of the 21st
century. The information explosion, fueled in pdy a revolution in information
technology, has deeply affected academic libraaies$ higher education. These changes
originate a transformation from the traditional si® for teaching “library skills” into a
broader instruction for teaching “information léey.” In this context, Information Literacy

in higher education will be the most important@envestigation of this work.

1.1- Concept of Information Literacy

Since 1974, Information Literacy has been an afaaaneasing interest to librarians and
information professionals, in education, socialjtmal, and economical areas.

Many definitions regarding Information Literacy tealieen outlined by many authors and
institutions and other terms also can be used.

The emergence of Information Literacy can be didigdethree parts. In addition, American
Library Association (ALA) represents a landmarkcéese it is the world's oldest and
largest national library association (established876)and alsowas the first one to alert

people for Information Literacy, especially academiibraries and information

professionals, to its importance in the Informathge (see Annex A). The most common
definition of Information Literacy used was provibby this Association. It stated that for
“to be information literate an individual must rgoese when information is needed and
have the ability to locate, evaluate and use affelst the information needed. Ultimately

the information literate people are those who Heaened how to learn. They know how to



learn because they know how information is orgahis®ew to find information, and how
to use information in such a way that others camlérom them.” (1989, 1)

The Association of College & Research Libraries RAQ defines Information Literacy
as:"the set of skills needed to find, retrieve, analyed use information.” It created a set
of competencies standards that outline in detal skill set needed to be information

literate.

The Prague Declaration defines Information Literasy‘encompasses knowledge of one’s
information concerns and needs, and the abilitylémtify, locate, evaluate, organize and
effectively create, use and communicate informatmaddress issues or problems at hand;
it is a prerequisite for participating effectivetythe Information Society, and is part of the

basic human right of lifelong learning.”(2003, 3)

Also in 2003, CILIP has defined Information Liteyaas “knowing when and why you
need information, where to find it, and how to ewaé, use and communicate it in an
ethical manner.” They have also created more ithdgpidance on the skills required to be

information literate.

The Alexandria Proclamation of 2005 on Informatibiteracy and Lifelong Learning

proclaims that Information Literacy is a prerequ@dor lifelong learning. It enables people
for all life, to seek, evaluate, use and creat®rinfition effectively to achieve their
personal, social, occupational and educationalsgéHlis a basic human right in a digital

world and promotes social inclusion of all nati6(sLA 2005)

The Joint Information Services Committee (JISC) suskee term i-skills to describe
Information Literacy and IT skills. I-skills are filged as: “the ability to identify, assess,
retrieve, evaluate, adapt, organise and communictiemation within an iterative context

of review and reflection” (2010, 4).

The Research Information Network (RIN) supporthbio¢h CILIP and JISC’s definitions of

information literacy, but argue “it is important tadopt a broader interpretation of



information literacy, which (i) recognises that fonmation’ must be taken to include
research data; and (ii) clearly also encompasses athility to manage, and where

appropriate preserve and curate one’s own infoonatnd data” (RIN 2010).

Sheila Webber and Bill Johnston two experts in #imea, in 2003 defined Information
Literacy as an "adoption of appropriate informati@mnaviour to identify, through whatever
channel or medium, information well fitted to infoation needs, leading to wise and

ethical use of information in society."

Although, all of these definitions often vary fraaathor to author, it's interesting to notice
that there is a general agreement that they shmddde skills such as Information
Technologies (IT), evaluation, critical thinking daproblem solving skills. These skills

feature an information literate person.

1.2- Core concepts of the key terms

A distinction between the competencies of InforomatLiteracy and the competencies in
Information Technology is essential, because traeldifferent meanings and sometimes
people use them as synonyms: it is a prerequigitdding an information literate person
because it allows individuals to access the infdionaresources. They include basic skills
(use of keyboard, mouse, printer, file/disk managety Standard software (word
processing, spreadsheets, databases, etc.) andorMetpplications (electronic mail,
Internet, web browsers). As Mokhtar and Majid sdid, entails the ability to search,
locate, evaluate and use this information or faztseate useful knowledge, whereas the IT
encompasses competencies in utilizing technologgdydools effectively. It is therefore

reasonable to consider IT literacy as one fac#t’of2008, 6)

As regards to literature, terms like “informationtetacy skills” or “information

competencies standards” are predominant in the ikareand Australian context, whereas
in the UK the most commonly used term is “inforroatiskills”. So, which one is the key
term? Some authors argue that “information litgias not enough as students should

have “information competencies”. However, there amathors that use both terms
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interchangeably because they argue that none sé tleems is substantively different from
the other (Manchester Metropolitan University Lityr&ervices 2001). In this work, the

term information literacy skills have been useated to literature.

The terms “assessment” and “evaluation” are alsal usterchangeably, manly in the US
literature. But Bruce made in the Australia and Néealand framework (2004) a
distinction between both: the term “assessiastrelated to measuring and describing
student learning, whilst “evaluatioms the feedback for the IL instructor/ teacher rdgey

the effectiveness of the curriculum and the teaghkior the present work, was intended
that it is just a question of language, becausé bwans the same, and do a distinction

between both, can lead to a confusion of the stibjec

1.3- The importance of Information Literacy
Information Literacy (IL) skills are very importafor all citizens whether they are in an
office, in a work-at-home environment, in schodl,im other social settings, due to the

growing boost not only in information resourcest &lso in the different access methods.

For students, IL competencies should smooth thgrpss of independent and authentic
learning, rather than create a dependence on dcbdeto provide answers to questions or
problems that they are faced with. In addition,sthe&eompetencies should help them
become self-motivated learners and thinkers, wle caeative, analytical and effective

(Mokhtar and Majid 2008).

Increasingly, information comes unfiltered. So, sfiens about authenticity, validity, and
reliability, which represent large challenges fesearchers, begin to be raised. “Sheer
abundance of information and technology will notitself create more informed citizens
without a complementary understanding and capattyse information effectively”
(Bundy 2004, 3).

Therefore, information literacy aims to provide pkeowith an important concept of

learning - Lifelong Learning. If people recognitat everything is becoming increasingly
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dependent on information, as well as the learnikilssnecessary to get it (Business,
Economic Development, Governance and so forth)y tiegting information, evaluating it
and using it becomes essential to knowledge. Eadéigfunformation literate people are
those who have learned how to become skilled ateung. They can always find the
information needed for any task or decision at h@idA 1989). When individuals are able
to do that over the course of their lifetime, thegcome Lifelong Learners (UNESCO
2007).

1.4- Information Literacy and Information Science

Since one of the themes of this paper is that bhithg information literacy, it is useful to

consider the scope of a discipline with which iintertwined: information science.

Both the terms ‘information’ and ‘information sce have been discussed and defined
many times throughout literature. Webber and J@m&000) sited some: Saracevic 1056;
Summerset al. 2010; Ingwersen 1992; Machlup 1962; Zuboff 199%wroligh their
approaches, information science aims were higrd@jtihot only organizing and retrieving
information for clients, but also evaluating thaformation”, at the same time enabling all

citizens with “skills in information selection, axgisation and handling”.

All these approaches were compiled in one. Siltegssed that Information Science
covered three connected areas: Information Manager®@eganisation and Representation
of Information and Information Behaviour, which ielated to the origin, collection,
organization, storage, recovery, interpretatioangmission and use of information (Silva
2006).

Although it would be difficult to argue that evegjtizen needs to follow a course in
information science, the fact is that every citiztiould acquire information literacy skills.
Therefore, information professionals skilled faiting all citizens with these competences
and the existence of information institutions tipabvide information literacy, as well

information skills, are very important.
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The previous theoretical framework provides a bettelerstanding of how the Information
Literacy has been defined by experts, the mainetsdinked to the area, its importance in

higher education and their relation with Informati®cience. Through it was created a basis
for the next chapter: literature review.
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Chapter 2

INFORMATION LITERACY
RESEARCH

Introduction

This chapter begins with an overview of the keyinfation Literacy skills provided by the
institutions that recognized most works producethis area. The following topic is related
with the Information Literacy Instruction in acadiemontext: how they are planned; which
activities are provided; and the recommendatiomsttie outcomes assessment. The last
topic concerns the evaluation of the Informatiotetacy Instruction: why it should be done

and how.

2.1- Information Literacy skills

There are various information skills/competenciamdards concerning information access
and use that have been implemented in differenveéssities in the world. Some of them
are from ACRL (2000), Doyle (1992), Dupuis (199Rgader (1996), CAUL (2000), Bundy
(2004) and SCONUL (1999). These documents not kstlyhe competencies that students
ought to possess and exhibit, but also make recomatens as to how these competencies

can be achieved and their product.

Some countries — United Kingdom, Australia and EbhitStates — have made their
contribution with recognized works in this areaefidfore, the standards of this study will
derivate from those work and will be focus on thdbat represent the mirror for
development and implementation of information &y in different universities in the
world. In this context, the SCONUL model, ACRL sdands andANZIIL standard.

Developments in the UK have tended to lag behirmsehin Australia and the USA
(Johnston and Webber 2003). While the US and Alimtréhas drawn up information
13



literacy standards, the Standing Conference of ddati and University Libraries
(SCONUL) started by developing a model for inforioatliteracy. In December 1998,
SCONUL was convened and proposed 8&ven Pillars of Information Skilfsamework
(Mokhtar and Majid 2008).

In this paper the relationship betwdaformation Skillsandinformation Technology Skills
is pointed out: the last one is a prerequisitetiier first one. And the need for information

skills was sough, mainly in the UK’s higher educati

Furthermore, higher education information skills ¢cee applied in two strands: (I) Basic
Library Skills, related with the students’ abilgi¢o use an institutional library and its
resources and to be able to perform “literaturectes” to whatever complexity is required
for a particular discipline area; as well as bealde to demonstrate their skills to their
tutors, for example through citations and referen€k) IT Skills, including those already

listed, are elements of critical thinking and sgbveblems.

These strands can be realized in the following rdimg(Diagram 1), which represents the
SCONULSs Information skills model. They are the b&sethat model. Between the base
and the higher level concept of ‘information liteyaseven headline skills and attributes
stand out, the iterative practice which leads flmeing a competent user to the expert level
of reflection and critical thinking of informatioas an intellectual resource. The arrow
indicates the progression from novice to expermbBbly, the first undergraduates will be
at the bottom of the arrow and perhaps only prangi¢he first four skills becomes an
aspiring to the seventh.
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Diagram 1 - SCONUL Seven Pillars Model for IL

In the United States, the Association of Collegd Research Libraries (ACRL) in 2000
published thdnformation Literacy Competency Standards for Higkeucation It was,
and still is, one of the most recognized documénthis area. It provides a range of five
core standards with performance indicators andomws for each one (see Appendix I).
The outcome allows the students’ assessment, whigkals their progress. It serves as a
guideline for staff measuring student learning e tontext of an institution’s unique
mission(ACRL 2000). The use of the standards pexvidutline the process by which
faculty, librarians and administrators determinecsfic indicators that identify a student as
information literate.

In Australia, Alain Bundy (2004) revised the fiesdition of CAUL Standards (2001), and,
with the recommendation of academics and librarigmeduced a framework entitled
Australian and New Zealand Information Literacy Rrawork (ANZIIL). This second
edition “is derived, with permission, from the Associatioh @ollege and Research
Libraries’ (ACRL) Information literacy competency standards for higlezlucatiori

(Bundy 2004, 3). The main objectives were: to pdevguidance and more comprehensive

15



details for each of the six core standards, so ithaan be implemented in Australia

Universities.

Through this paperinformation Literacy is a prerequisite for partiaifwe citizenship,

social inclusion, creation of new knowledge, orgatibnal empowermerndlearning for
life (Bundy 2004).

It has evolved year after year, and despite thetfat it was in different places in the

world, the importance that Information Literacy args in 21st century, is completely

perceived. Through the analyses of each framewamkgious described, some things can

be pointed out, for most of them go in the samedtiion.
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(1)

(V)

The information skills/ competencies standards (sdx#e 1) are focused on
defining personal characteristics, in other wortteey pretend to empower
individuals with intellectual abilities for reasoning and criticdlirtking, and
help them to construct a framework for learning Hokearn;

Some of these skills require IT Skills, so thatdents can use and access
information resources;

The objective of each model is basically the satmgrovide a framework for
assessing the information literate individual (ACRQO0), whoacknowledge
their need for information, and identify, locatecass, evaluate and apply the
needed information (Bundy 2004) in order to soluabems;

All models seem to go into the same direction: éhgldlls must be embedded
into the students’ curriculum and a collaborativerkv between lectures,
librarians and administrators is important. Lecsuaed leading discussions lead
to an establishment of the faculties’ context arhing. Faculty also inspires
students to explore the unknown, offer guidancenow to fulfill information
needs, and monitors students’ progress. Acaderbrarians coordinate the
evaluation and selection of intellectual resourtmsprograms and services;
organize, and maintain collections and many poaftaccess to information;

and provide instruction to students and faculty wheek information.



(V)

\D)

(Vi)

Administrators create opportunities for collabavatiand staff development
among faculty, librarians, and other professionalso initiate information
literacy programs, lead in planning and budgetiog those programs, and
provide ongoing resources to sustain them (ACRL0O200

The SCONUL model stated that the IL skills learnasyan “iterative process”,
which means that learning IL skills is a proces# thust be repeated so that an
individual becomes an expert. But the ACRL Standlaatbo stated thatas
students’ progress through their undergraduatesyaad graduate programs,
they need to have repeated opportunities for sgekivaluating, and managing
information gathered from multiple sources and igigee-specific research
methods”(2000, 7)So, IL skills are typically easy in the first cgclmore
developed in the second, and in the third cyclis possible that students can
consider themselves experts.

In contrast to American approaches, Australians/idesl a broader base for
implementing Information Literacy into subject donlum (Johnston and
Webber 2003).

An evolution from ACRL to Australian and New Zeathstandards stand out,
when talking about ihformation literateperson” rather than student, which

recognizes IL as a citizen (Johnston and Webbe8200
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United Kingdom United State: Australia
SCONUL ACRL Bundy
(1999) (2000) (2004)

Information Literacy Skills

Determines the nature and

Recognises a need for

Skill 1 | Recognises a need for . . information and determine
X ; extent of the information ) .
information the extent of the informatior
needed needed
) Distinguish waysin which the . . Finds the needed
Access needed information
Skill 2 | information ‘gap’ may be . oy information efficiently and
effectively and efficiently .
addressed efficiently
Evaluates information and its
] . sources critically and Evaluates the information
Skill 3 | Construct strategies for incorporates selected ; ) :
o ! . S . and the information seeking
locating information information into his or her 10CESS
knowledge base and value P
system
Individually or as member of
a group, uses information i ]
specific purpose collected or generate
Understands many of the
Compare and evaluate economic, legal and issues | Applies prior and new
Skill 5 | pare . surrounding social information to construct ney
information obtained from ; :
. information use and accessesconcepts or create new
different sources . . .
and uses info ethically and | understandings
legally
Uses information with
Oraanise. apply and understanding and
Skill 6 9 > apply . acknowledges cultural,
communicate information to X :
others in ways appropriate eth'.cal.’ economic, Iega}l, an
social issues surrounding th
use of information
Synthesise and build upon
Skill 7 | existing information, to the

contributing creation of new
knowledge
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2.2- Information-handling training

In past decades, traditional library instructionswdanned to teach students the “library
skills” necessary to use the library effectiveljiginstruction focuses in enabling students
with the correct knowledge on how to use librargowces: the library catalog is the

gateway to the book collection, the periodical xekerepresent the access to the periodical

collection, and the reference collection.

These skills had none or little emphasis on acadestaiff, which reveals “that could be
useful for students to know but that was not reakiytral to the student’s intellectual
growth, academic success, or future careers” (Tlsom@®002, 2). Then, even if the
teachers do not recognize the importance of thrarlbskills, the undergraduates realized

that learning these skills would not get them mbenefits in the classroom.

Due to the overload of information, that originated development of new technologies in
more recent decades, reforms in higher educatidth, grveater focus on active learning,
have been growing: lifelong learning, critical tkimg, problem-solving, career preparation,
undergraduate research, and assessment of leaonittgmes (Thompson 2002). An
effective use of library resources enabled theesitedwith more capacities to find relevant

resources for their assignments and research papers

In this context, libraries have now an active ediocal mission: Library and information
resources and services contribute to developingiiigy of students, faculty, and staff to
use the resources independently and effectivelprfiison 2002). The Know-how to find
information, where to find it, manage and evaluate order to produce new knowledge
represent a set of skills — Information LiteracyillSk- that students, and everyone in

general, must learn.

So, the programs of Information Literacy trainingtend to provide students with
Information Literacy Skills. Regarding literatusggme ways of planning appeared, as well
as some activities, and methods of outcomes’/tnginassessment, which have been

adopted in some universities in the world. Themreftine following topics will be enlisted.
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2.2.1- Planning
In order for the library’s mission to be achievate Information Literacy training

programs should plan a strategy to meet specigdsieather than a range of conventional
standards (Breivik 1998). Some associations, throiig) experience, recommend some
practical examples, but because a diversity of tegist in different contexts it is difficult

to say which is the best one.

The earliest is from the ALA’s Final Report, whiphesented some recommendations for
all educators (teachers, librarians, learning adsistrainers):
- Library associations must work more closely withhest
professional associations to promote Informatideraicy;
- State departments of education and commissions igheth
education must mandate the inclusion of Informatidaracy in
all curricula; and
- Teacher education programs should introduce fukeasehers to

the concepts of Information Literacy. (ALA 1989)

The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Educatigtognized the importance of
embedding Information Literacy Skills into studérgsbjects. (Quality Assurance Agency
for Higher Education 1999)

In the SCONUL model, were stated some principlegiwimight support the Information
Literacy training programmes implementation. Oret $tands out is “programmes should
make valid use of new technology and other innoveti. On one hand, this means that
students must know information technology and,lendther hand, librarians must also be
up-to-date with software programs, manly those Hrat concerned with web browsing,
printing, bibliographic management, and data mamege in order to deliver information

effectively to students and faculty.

The ACRL produced the repdBest Practices Initiativén 2001, where ten categories are

offered with the elements which represent the h@srctices in information literacy
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programming. It was perceived that the most empkdselements had an institutional
context (audience, purpose, budget, staffing and)ti curriculum alignment and the use of
different methods of assessment, because they rgp@a most elements or, in other

situations, appeared unintended.

In Bundy’'s framework (2004) the practices of curhion alignment was also emphasized.
It was mentioned that “there is a correlation bemvgoals, objectives, content, learning
outcomes, teaching methods, teaching and learratigitees, assessment and evaluation”
what makes students more centered in their workshis Australian framework, it was

also stated that all institution staff should codieate in the development of assessment

tools and strategies in some subjects (see 2.208)po

Many others authors (Manchester Metropolitan Ursigr_ibrary Services 2001; Johnston
and Webber 2003; Mokhtar and Majid 2008; Thompsd@022 assumed that the
Information Literacy training integration into semts curriculum was important, because
students begin to really develop the skills requaed understand the importance of them

for enhancing employability.

Although, there are some challenges to integraferrmation Literacy training into
curriculum. According to the specific context angialy of disciplines, each IL program
must deliver their own standards, as ACRL saysternstandards “information literacy
manifests itself in the specific understanding wbkledge creation, scholarly activity and
publication processes found in those discipliné¥000, 8). Consequently, library and
academic staff should collaborate both to integrgpecific learning and assessment
instruments in order to “reach all students, pinpareas for further development, and
consolidate learning goals already achieved” (ACRI00, 9). As the big Blue project
showed, working together is the key to developlskilith appropriate timing and context

to their core disciplines.
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Another challenge is the time that librarians hioreraining students. Gutierrez and Wang
(2001) emphasize that a single library researclsi@@sis not enough to significantly

improve these skillgt is necessary a continuous learning to achibgeobjectives.

Johnston and Webber (2003) present two othersecigals to implement IL programs into
curriculum, both related to the developments ofittiermation society. If the Information
Literacy is useful for lifelong learning, it must badjustable to changes trough life
(Johnston and Webber 2003). This means that theseges will have an effect on, both in
the nature of curriculum (for example, studentsusthdo be aware of the changes in
legislation of the open access and the copyrigid)an the other hand in the way academic
staff see these skills. They should know about hikeefits and the importance that
Information Literacy Skills represent for studemts all contexts and throughout life.

Teachers should also be “information literate pegdo that they can teach students

To sum up, the integration of an IL program intad&nts’ curriculum is one of the key
practices of planning an IL program and the best teado that is through the collaborative

work between Information Literacy providers, acadssupervisors.

2.2.2- Activities
In order to provide students with the educatiort #r@ables them to use the information
resources, and having in mind all the practicestimeed before, some activities have been

created to offer Information Literacy Instructioitiin universities.

According to Peacock, and Eisenberg, Lowe, andz&pitcurrent Information Literacy
Instruction in higher education has four main typéspproaches - intra-curricular, inter-

curricular, extra-curricular and the stand-alongicular courses (Wang 2006).

Concerning an intra-curricular approach, the Infation Literacy Instruction is integrated
into learning outcomes, learning activities andeasments of an academic curriculum. It is
generally delivered via collaborative work betwessademic and library staff. There is

strong literature evidence to suggest that Infoionaltiteracy training is best developed if
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integrated in researcher’s subject context (Wan@620Some practice examples of how
this is outlined come from the Institutes of theivgmsity of Leeds. One of the various
examples is the IL training in The Faculty Teamrhiian for Dentistry. A collaborative
work with the librarians and a tutém the school created a new approach to teaching

advanced Medline searching tcr)d $ear undergraduates. Students receive trainingtabou
how to construct comprehensive searches with a dstragion of a worked example. This
is followed by a practical exercise, where studeltsa guided example search and then
carry out an independent search so they can potaittice the taught methodology. After
that, students email their independent searcheglyaflhe results reveal that this approach

is effective and the students themselves have stegjethat the session should be

d
incorporated permanently into the $ear curriculum. So, having this in mind, the Fagul
Team Librarian for Dentistry is working togetherthvihe School's Undergraduate Dental
Education Group to integrating Information Litera¢saining throughout the 5-year

undergraduate curriculum (University of Leeds 2003)

The inter-curricular approach, the training of imi@tion Literacy is provided as an add-in
session(s) for an academic course or program byilitey in consultation with or at the

request of individual academic staff. Generalljgralance is a requirement for training.

Extra-curricular programs of Information Literacyeataught outside the students’
curriculum and attendance is voluntary. Topics saghlveb searching, literature searching
in electronic journals and databases, library ogtahformation management (eg. Endnote)
are taught accordingly with the interest/purposess faculty (Wang 2006). For example,
the library of Faculty of Engineering, Universityf &orto provides training about

engineering databases and online journals to stsiden

A stand-alone approach consists in teaching ILnas@ependent discipline only dedicated
to Information Literacy as part of the studentstrimula (Wang 2006). The stand-alone
Information Literacy course is either taught akedive course for credit or non-credit or
taught as a compulsory course as part of the geeduaation program offered in a faculty
or university. FEUP Library also has an exampla etand-alone approach that is available
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for faculty community in an e-learning environmétitrough the platform Moodle) and
aims to develop IL skills. It is constituted by smodulus and equals tree ECTS. The
contents of each module are:

Module 1 — investigation, innovation and liter&weview

Module 2 — registration of the investigation out@s and innovation

Module 3 — formal aspects of publications

Module 4 — systems of documents research

Module 5 — Information of the World Wide Web

Module 6 — Information management (FEUP Library)

According with the study on the IL training, progdl by academic libraries in UK,
elaborated by Streatfield, Allen and Wilson in 20@8uch of the library Information
Literacy programs are taught based on construéiaening approach and a few exceptions
on behavioral learning approach. A constructiverieey means that learners understand,
recognize and build upon their previous knowledgjdlls, expertise and experimental
learning. In turn, behavioral learning consistdramsmitting information and basic skills
through teachers’ presentations and demonstratidost sessions are characterized by
student listening, watching and repeating the sw@@sionstrated by the teachers. To

support this approach, usually worksheets and ctenjnased tasks were used.

In today’s information-exploded world, Informatiduteracy training in higher education
“needs to shift from recommending resources toicatly selecting and evaluating
resources; from how to use a particular databasepooduct to how to understand database
process; from specific skills to general, trandfecritical thinking and lifelong learning
skills” (Wang 2006, 2).

To sum up, academic staff should collaborate wttafians in order to rethink pedagogies

in information literacy instruction to meet new ttlbages and develop student’s critical

thinking and lifelong learners.
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2.2.3- Outcomes assessment
The learning outcomes, provided by the progranmfafrmation literacy training, should be
assessed. As Bundy said in his framework it “ioegrful way for students and educators
to come to a common understanding” (2004, 29) alat has been learnt or how much
has been learnt in order to facilitate learninggdose the gaps of learning and provide a

structure for learning.

To develop an assessment process it is necessamgke two decisions. The first one is
related to the level of assess that will take platstitutional, course, specific discipline or
training activities provided by the library. Forchalevel a set of objectives should be
stipulated through the collaboration between acadstaff and librarians, and also should
be part of the information literacy training prograThe other decision that is put into
consideration is the selection of the appropriassessment tools (MSCHE 2003). There
are a vast range of assessment tools but, as ,stherd is a need for recognizing “that
different levels of thinking skills are associat@th various learning outcomes” (ACRL

2000, 8) so, choosing those that is essentialdardo achieve a real assessment.

The trainers can develop an assessment strategydatg with qualitative and/or
guantitative methods and use assessment toolsasuelsays, pre- and posttest, seminars,
portfolios, projects, reports, group presentatioqgsiizzes, professional experiences,
observations, questionnaires (Bundy 2004). Althowaghalready said, its choice should be

closely related with what is wanted to assess ah éa activity.

Evaluating the programs of IL training is also pbksin order to alert academic staff to the
contributions of IL skills into students’ curricutuand for their success throughout life.
What still happens nowadays is that academics ateyet aware of the IL value and
consequently they do not incentive their studemtset information literate people. With the
results’ assessment of the IL programs, a demdrmsiraf the students’ progress in their
academic works can be shown to academics and, quersily, they can become more

aware of working together with librarians in thezelepment of IL programs.
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So, assess the students’ outcomes allow librariansnprove their trainings to better
answer the students’ needs.

2.3- Assessment of the training programs

“Library instructors desire to meet the needs dirttstudents and want to know how
effectively they do so” (Davidson 2002, 4). Asskes/ the Information Literacy programs
have been provided to help librarians (1) devekgching staff and (I1) improve the quality

of the program.

() Information Literacy skills and knowledge ofainers have a direct influence on the
development of student’s skills and knowledge. Du¢his, implementation of programs
for “training the trainers” at academic librariesa good practice for achieving the success
of Information Literacy training programs (Thomps2802). These programs aim is to
develop instructors with abilities for transferable skills, including IT skills, such as
selecting software programs, dealing with web bmwgsbibliographic management and
data management in order to deliver informatioeaftely to students (Streatfield, Allen,
and Wilson 2010; Thompson 2002). Librarians nowadase seen as teachers, because
now they are concerned with refining their instiactthrough the application of teaching
techniques, learning theory, leadership and asggdsformation Literacy. In Australia,
The University of New South Wales delivers a coucsenhance academic librarians with
teaching skills (Thompson 2002). In this contektptigh the assessment of training it is

possible to recognize its strengths and weaknesgksestructure the instruction programs.

() A training program of Information Literacy wittrainers and students working in the
same direction: trainers want to know the InformmtLiteracy students’ necessities and
work with them in order to respond to them. Intencected aspects, such as the number of
sessions offered and the content of the trainiognams, are essential. The sessions should
be provided systematically and shouldn’t constatidy cancelled, so that students can
constantly be up-to-date with the contents taughe training contents are related to the
Information Literacy skills that students shouldjaice, and should be those that students

really need to learn, that most of the time, atated with the student’s graduate level
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(undergraduate, postgraduate and postdoctoraly iEhan important alignment, because
otherwise a gap between existing practice and etbsposition can exist. Generic
Information Literacy skills, based on informatioeeking, citing sources and introducing
students to the library services are taught ataalllty levels rather than developed what
needs to be acquired. For example, adapt specifarrhation Literacy skills to the
postgraduate and postdoctoral levels of facultjhhsag “how to write research reports and
journal articles”, “how to prepare and submit coafee papers”, and questions related
with copyright and open access (Streatfield, Aleemd Wilson 2010).

Summing up, both criteria should be correct so tiratinformation Literacy objectives can

be achieved.

2.4- Meeting the training needs of researchers

In the universities of US and Australia, some mdthwere developed by the librarians and
academics to assess the students’ training nedtie iarea of Information Literacy, many
of which were triggered by the ACRL IL competendprglards. The James Madison
University, in US, developed a proposal for thestfiyear students to take a test on IL,
known as Information Literacy Test (ILT); Anothek test gaining importance is the
SAILS project, initially conceived by a working teaof the Kent State University and later
approved by Association of Research Libraries (ARRgsed on ACRL rules, this online
test measures general IL skill of diverse groupstoflents and assesses the knowledge on
IL of those surveyed and not so much their skilislcomposed of 45 questions randomly
selected from a base of more than 250 items; TBetéSt, developed by the Council of
Australian University Librarians following IL ruleand demanding those surveyed to self-
report on what they do with information, has bekso @nalysed; Other IL tests is the one
developed by the Educational Testing Service (Btorg NJ, USA), in conjunction with
the CSU and other colleges and universities, arsdbeen field tested for several years
across many campuses. It was called the Informatimh Communications Technologies
Literacy Assessment (iSkills, previously known &3). This online scenario-based test of
student skills in IL and technological literacys@based on the ACRL standards, measures

seven areas of performance (Lopes 2010).
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Although all these methods, one of the key findimgsthe report developed by the
Research Information NetworkMind the skills gap: Information-handling traininigr
researchersrevealed that there is “little evidence of librarier other trainers making
systematic attempts to assess researchers’ tramgads” (2008, 24) This puts in danger
the quality/effectiveness of the training programbgcause they are not centered on
researchers’ needs. So, agreeing with the RIN kegings “focusing on researchers’
training needs is vital”.

The scarcely information related to assessment aiglyp due to the difficulties of

communicating with researchers and is also duén¢opbor knowledge that researchers
have about these competencies implying that theytdomow how to recognize their needs.
Other difficulty is related to what providers hopél be useful for the researchers to learn
(RIN 2008). Another reason for little or none assasnt is the general perception that
some supervisors do not recognize the need forenbiitaining, that their PhD students
should learn (RIN 2008). Most of them come from tih#&est generation, and they are not

fully aware of the advances in research information

Despite these difficulties, identifying the resdwms, who need Information Literacy,
training them and realizing what kind of competescand knowledge they need to learn is
an important effort that must be developed.

The technique that RIN report used to achieve tamihg needs was structured focused
groups, conducted in different Universities in UKe report also suggests a development
of an e-portfolio, where students can check thelf-assessment progress according to
objective criteria.

So, meeting the information literacy needs of shiislés not an easy task but it is, however

important that professionals assess these nedtisysoan be answered.
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2.5- Information training needs of PhD students
As any other university student, PhD students leageeater need to be information literate

(Pilerot 2004) since they should present a sigaifiand innovative doctoral work.

Until now what have been shown by the literatur¢het “the ability to handle a large
amounts of research information is of particulapamance for this group of students”
(Pilerot 2004, 94). Their studies are often takplgce during a long period of time and
there is a tendency to collect large amounts abrinktion in order to respond to the

problem more thoroughly (Pilerot 2004).

Genoni and Partridge (1996) have described the adledc “Project PRIM” (Personal
Research Information Management) in which studdmisn the field of humanities
participated. The conclusion reveals that “manydetis who undertake postgraduate
research are poorly prepared for the personal rds@sormation management tasks which
await them”. Furthermore, these authors also dt#tat these students have different
information literacy needs from those of undergeddustudents (Jan Partridge & Paul
Genoni 1996). This difference, as they expose, ostin linked on their information

management process.

The RIN reportMind the skills gap: Information-handling traininfpr researchers,

revealed that the weaker competencies are “how rite wesearch reports and journal
articles” and “how to prepare and submit conferepapers”. But, researchers reported
themselves relatively weak in use of digital repwses, in licensing and copyright issues,

in developments in metadata, and in use of wik&aogs in their research.

Although of these studies, many students havedhdency to assume that they have the
skills. They already know all they need to access manage the information (University
of Leeds 2003). So, a systematic assessment dfttitients’ needs is very important to
improve the results of the IL trainings (RIN 200But as the students assume having the

competencies, do they need training? And if so,tltey perceive it? These questions
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reveals that sometimes the previous training nesdsessment appears to be little because
of the difficult of contact the students. (RIN 2008

Other difficulty in assessing the students’ tragnineeds is linked to the “widespread

perception that some research supervisors do moignese the need for the types of

training on offer to ‘their’ postgraduate studenfRIN 2008, 22). Have been noticed that

supervisors are poor linked to these questionafofmation research and management, so
they “are not well placed to guide the next genemnabdf researchers towards appropriate
help” (RIN 2008, 22).

In order to overcome these difficulties have beewetbped by the UK GRAD Programme
(now renamed Vitae) some key skills training, whithimed the basis for a training
initiative aimed at postgraduate and postdoctdradents (RIN 2008). The following topics
address these initiatives.

2.6- Auditing skills for postdoctoral students

Currently, a progress has been made related tinaiméng of postgraduate and postdoctoral
researchers. In the UK, this interest was stimdldte government initiatives such as the
Roberts reviewSET for Successyhich examined the general picture of postgradaate
postdoctoral researcher skills training and madememendations for a more systematic
approach. Subsequently, the Quality Assurance Agpneduced theCode of Practican
2004, which set out standards for postgraduateitigiprograms (Streatfield, Allen, and
Wilson 2010).

As Vitae postulated, a doctoral work should starthe identification of the researchers’
strengths and weaknesses: thinking about the skélg already have, which will be useful

in their doctorate, life and career, and those onaisthey will need to achieve or refine.

As a response to that, the UK GRAD Programme aedUK Research Councils have
identified a range of skills areas for postdoctoeskearchersJoint Skills Statemerf2001).

It is a good tool for the audit researchers’ skills
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This document provides a certain guideline for aes@ng: self-direction, supervisor

support and mentoring, departmental support, wansh conferences, elective training

courses, formally assessed courses and informarappties (UK GRAD Programme and
the Research Councils 2001).

Postdoctoral students should make a significantiandvative work in their area, which

means that the training provided must be conneatede needs that they have to develop

their work efficiently and effectively.

Therefore, the skills that the UK GRAD Program “egfs” postdoctoral students to

achieve are:

Research Skills and Techniques - to be able toodstirate:

The ability to recognize and validate problems;

Original, independent and critical thinking, anck thbility to develop theoretical
concepts;

Knowledge of recent progress within one's field ancklated areas;

An understanding on relevant research methodologres techniques and their
suitable purpose within one's research field;

The ability to critically analyze and evaluate erf@idings and those of others;

An ability to summarize, document, report and eften progress.

Research Environment - to be able to:

Show a broad understanding of the context, at iamaltand international level, in
which research takes place;

Demonstrate awareness of issues related to thesrigh other researchers, of
research subjects, and others who may be affectedthb research, e.g.
confidentiality, ethical issues, attribution, cojgyrt, malpractice, ownership of data
and the requirements of the Data Protection Act;

Demonstrate the positive reception of the standafdgood research practice in
their institution and/or discipline;

Understand relevant health and safety issues amorogtrate responsible working

practices;
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Understand the processes for funding and evaluatisearch;
Justify the principles and experimental techniqussd in one's own research;

Understand the process of academic or commergudigxtion of research results.

Research Management - to be able to:

Apply effective project management through the isgttof research goals,
intermediate milestones and prioritization of aties;

Design and execute systems for the acquisitiomfofnation through the effective
use of appropriate resources and equipment;

Identify and access appropriate bibliographicaloweses, archives, and other
sources of relevant information;

Use information technology appropriately for dasdeanagement.

Personal Effectiveness - to be able to:

Demonstrate a willingness and ability to learn anduire knowledge;
Be creative, innovative and original in one's apploto research;
Demonstrate flexibility and open-mindedness;

Demonstrate self-awareness and the ability to ifyeoivn training needs;
Demonstrate self-discipline, motivation, and thajioness;

Recognize boundaries and use support sources aspapfe;

Show initiative, work independently and be selfamet.

Communication Skills - to be able to:
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Write clearly and in a style appropriate to the pmse, e.g. progress reports,
published documents, thesis;

Build up coherent arguments and articulate ideaarlyl for a range of audiences,
formally and informally, through a variety of tecbues;

Constructively defend research outcomes at semamatyviva examination;
Contribute to promoting public understanding of'smesearch field

Support efficiently the learning of others whenatwed in teaching, mentoring or

demonstrating activities.



Networking and Team working - to be able to:

- Develop and maintain co-operative networks and imgrkrelationships with
supervisors, colleagues and peers, within thetutsth and the wider research
community;

- Understand one's behavior and impact on others wineking in and contributing
to the success of formal and informal teams;

- Listen, give and receive feedback and respond pvedy to others.

Career Management - to be able to:

- Appreciate the need to show commitment to a comtgqprofessional development;

- Take ownership and manage one's career progressedrrealist and achievable
career goals, and identify and develop ways to av@employability;

- Demonstrate an insight into the manageable naturesearch skills to other work
environments and the range of career opportunitigen and outside the academia;

- Present one's skills, personal attributes and expmes through effective CVs,
applications and interviews. (Joint Skills Statetr2001)

The Office of Research of the Central Queenslanidedsity in Australia is responsible for
carrying out research training for higher educatidhe program of research training
provided by this Australian University includes gan competencies to those developed by
the UK GRAD Programme: use of information technglggroject management, literature
searching, database management, statistical andltatjua data analysis, personal
effectiveness, communication skills (written, ordistening), networking and team
working, and career development should be avail§BEhoo andviazid 2009). These
competencies should be determined by a traininglshna@alysis and reviewed to ensure
that it is meeting the necessities of the studa&hhough, as already said, this practice of

pointing out what researchers need is poorly deeslo

The UK GRAD Programme also built an online datapagech records a national review
of emerging practice on the use of the PersonaleDement Planning (PDP) for

postgraduate researchers. The UK Higher Educatishtutions were invited to submit
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their current practice to help postgraduate stidentheir doctoral work. It was shown
that certain practices were put together in a wbffe level: cross-institutional, faculty,

school or department (focusing specific discipljnes

To assess personal developments mechanisms suehpaper-based resources with
electronic support, editable electronic portal, kvor groups and personal presentations -

were used.

The UK GRAD database found that the practices khigher Education Institutions (HEI)
have done focused mainly in training needs anglypsissonal reflection and review, skills
assessment, planning training, collecting CV infation, research planning, input into HEI

transcripts and institutional records, departmergedrds.

It was also perceived that there is little evide(amost a third of respondents) in assessing
training needs. But, from the responses, the foruson research specific skills
development.The majority of the practices revealed that theknaescribed is still at an
early stage, and that there is much scope for oggleiarning, and further developing the
practice.

2.7- The supervisor’s role

As in undergraduate level the role of the acadestaff is very important, in the
Postdoctoral level the role of the supervisor hasless importance, it is also very

important.

The supervisors should possess not only recogrimbgect expertise, but also the skills
and experience necessary to monitor, support aedtdhe student’s worklhe way they

do this depends on the university’s regulationsh@ugh, there are some features that are
traditional across institutions and there is onectvhs really necessary: A good relation
between both students and supervisors. Without they can’t collaborate each other in
the development of a good doctoral work (UK GRADodgtamme and the Research
Councils 2001).
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The UK organization Vitae, stated that typicallypsrvisors should:

guarantee that the student understand what is &hec

meet regularly with students for exploring idedsinking the project through,
agreeing the pre-requisites the student shouldyprin

support students with the co-ordination of the supery team responsible for the
project;

provide guidance about literature, training, resleatechniques and academic
conventions;

give a feedback on the student written work anthbrsoverall progress;

alert for courses, both specialist and concerniaugsferable skills;

help students to submit the work on time;

inform students on where they should present therk;

read and make some comments about the whole weetapeuntil the final thesis.

Summarizing, part of being an effective supervisoto identify and be responsive to the

individual needs of postdoctoral researchers andailor supervision accordingly. So,

specifically, it will be not considered importanttegrate a collaborative work between

supervisors and IL providers in planning specifioeformation Literacy training?

Supervisors can discuss with information literaapviders about the research topic,

suggest what sources have relevant informatiomedisas find out the difficulties of their

postdoctoral students in information research. @ighothis information, cannot librarians

be better able to provide tailored training fordemts and further, help them efficiently and

effectively in their work?

Although, what has been noticed is that superviapesnot yet aware of these issues of

information Literacy, its contributions and importa for students’ development and

lifelong learning. All this represents, indeed, laalkenge for all professionals in the

Information literacy area(RIN 2008).
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2.8- Examples of HE library practices: researchers traifing and support

There are a considerable number of examples ofipeacregarding research in formation
training and support, as well as, overall traingngvision for PhD researcher (RIN 2008).
The present dissertation will just be focused on &h¢l Portugal examples, as the main
goal of the work is to make a comparison betweendhta gathered by it and the data
gathered through RIN research about the HE institatin UK.

In general, at the beginning of each academic yharHE Libraries deliver introductory
presentations about the Library (RIN 2008). The ainthese presentations is to provide
students with knowledge about all resources andceey that the Library is able to deliver,
in order to create autonomous students in searchmd) retrieving information. In
Portugal, there are some examples of these practicethe HE Libraries, such as
Universidade de Aveiro, Universidade de Tras-osntds e Alto Douro, Universidade do

Minho e Universidade do Porto.

In the UK, the Oxford University History Facultyfefs introductions at two levels: one
through an “Information Fair” which is seen as at&vay to information resources” for
postgraduate students. The first event offeredtalissand was attended by 70 students (of
a total of 180, 50 of whom were new that year)lIStaere staffed by library and IT staff,
tutors and graduate students (whose stall was ¢utlge most successful) and 15 minute
inputs on various research information topics; dlieer level consists in coffee mornings
for supervisors and postdoctoral researchers, musirilar lines. Both events are supported

by workshops in information skills and electrorésources. (RIN 2008)

Therefore, these interactive presentations of médion resources and services, provided
by the academic library, are an important way toogiuce students in library and make

them aware of the importance of its access andtbawse them.

More specifically, concerning research competendies academic libraries develop some
practices of training and support for research€mne examples of good practices are

presented in the RIN Report (2009). For examplegkion University invites researchers
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to create research mind maps, in order to ensateinformation seeking sessions start
from what the researchers bring to the trainingjctviprovides training sessions more
centered in researches’ needs and also increasasténest to participate in these training
sessions. Other example is the University of Norjpin, which offers research degree
supervisor training centrally through its Knowleddexchange, is described as a
development focus providing a one-stop shop faeaesh and knowledge transfer services.
The Imperial College, London consists in other epl@nof practice in this area with the
PILOT (Post doc information literacy online tutorial) fled by a grant from the Staff
Development Unit and developed from the undergred@d.IVIA programme, but with a
focus on individual rather than group learning, Btrer, a shift of emphasis on research
topics. A ground-breaking way to attract researsherthe Information Literacy trainings
was produced by the Leeds University Library arat th a “bloody brilliant” introductory
booklet and “names its courses to attract peoplatelligent Searching Agents” instead of

“Internet Searching™.

In Portugal, regarding PhD Students, what has hegtb€éand in some cases for masters
students and undergraduates students) is thataimeng sessions are asked either by the
supervisors or by the students individually andusthdoe appointed previously. Some
examples of this practices comes from the Univadgdde Aveiro, Universidade do Minho
and Universidade de Tras-os-Montes e Alto Douro;(UM; UTAD 2011). The training
sessions go on during two or three hours, and tmtents are “always adapted to the
scientific area or researcher’s subject contexthA @011) so that students can get the best
benefit of the training. Although, through the wphages of those Universities it is not
possible to perceive how the trainings are planaed also how they are delivered to
students. A possibility is maybe training programbjch are planned through a previous
contact with PhD students, who tell IL providersawkhey would like to learn (what are
their information training needs). Also, the plamnican also be through a previous contact
with supervisors, who can tell IL providers whatCPstudents should learn, regarding IL

skills, to better develop their doctoral works.
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Summing up

This literature review provides a rationalizatiohadl the work. It will address some key
issues related with Information Literacy in HighEducation, and, more particularly,
related with the case of postdoctoral researclsenne of these are intimately linking to the

present investigation.

First of all, Information Literacy and Informatiomechnology are intimately related.
Broadly, IT competencies are a prerequisite fom@pean information literate person
because it allows individuals to access informatiesources. They include basic skills
(use of keyboard, mouse, printer, file/disk managen Standard software (word
processing, spreadsheets, databases, etc.) andorMetpplications (electronic mail,

Internet, web browsers), which are undoubtedlyrgsddo get information.

The three key models of Information Literacy hawenbers of competencies different, all
of them wants to mean the same: to provide a frasrevior assessing the information
literate individual (ACRL 2000), who acknowledgeeith need for information, and
identify, locate, access, evaluate and apply tkeelee information (Bundy 2004) in order to

solve problems.

Another issue is “curriculum alignment”, concerningdergraduate level. Planning an
information-handling training should be integram¢oi students curriculum, to ensure that
students are more centered in their problem-sohdang critical thinking (ALA 1989;
ACRL 2001; Bundy 2004; Johnston and Webber 2003;ndWaster Metropolitan
University Library Services 2001; Mokhtar and Maid08; Quality Assurance Agency for
Higher Education 1999; Thompson 2002).  The s&see can be broadly applied to
postdoctoral students. Integrate the IL progranie PPhD students’ subject context, in
order to better help them in the development ofnaovative and significant PhD work.
Although, as the literature reveals, this is §tdbrly developed. Furthermore, the activities
provided by the academic libraries are closely eoted with training key skills for
undergraduate students, as was perceived by tkeatlite review. As regards to

postgraduate and postdoctoral students, thereéed to learn more specific skills so they
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can develop their work, which means it is necesdarylevelop Information Literacy
training programs more directly to these reseaschad linked to their doctoral works.

As the RIN study reveals, there is little evidewt¢enformation literacy providers making
systematic attempts to assess researchers’ traimgads. Well, as a key finding to this
research, it is vital to focus on researchers’ negds and, at the same time, a gap between
what students expect to learn and what informatiteracy providers are training.
However, students, even in a high academic leval; not even know the key information
skills (recognize an information need, select thecdic resources and construct a research
strategy). When it happens, and librarians dontvim, a gap between the actual student’s
needs, the perception of their needs by reseaathastd the training provided can exist.
Nowadays, it has been noticed. So, it is necedsaagsess students’ needs of information

literacy skills, in order to provide information4tdling training with high quality.

An important issue to guarantee the trainings guadi very linked with the capacity of
trainers have to provide IL sessions for PhD sttsleim the postdoctoral level students
want to know more and more and information literacgviders should be well capable

with all competencies to provide appropriated irags to PhD students.

According to the UK GRAD Program, there are seveashpetencies in the area of IL that
PhD students should learn and develop in orderésgmt an innovative and significant
work. Nevertheless, are these competencies welwknby them? And are those ones

trained by librarians? This is one of the mainslgo&this investigation.

What concerns with the main difficulties of the PsiDdents, they are closely linked to the
way these students manage the large amounts afmnafmn retrieved (Jan Partridge &

Paul Genoni 1996 and (Pilerot 2004). Also RIN sttidgs that postgraduate students have
more difficult on writing research reports and joalrarticles and on preparing and submit
conference papers. So, as they becoming in dort@sspecific subject and the doctorate
degree takes so long (at least three years) inhadtiedents access lots of information and

don’t know how organize and preserve this infororatRegarding the difficulties found by
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RIN study, they were assessed in a sample of nsagtet PhD students, although which
concerns with PhD students these competencieseayamportant for them. These kind of
documents are constantly asked to experts with abéglemic level. So, having this in
mind the present study attempts to understand attgathe information training needs of
PhD students and further if they overlap with theses identified in the literature review
and RIN study.

Regarding PhD supervisors’ role, a question wasedqiwhich was: Are librarians able to
provide tailored training for students and furtedp them efficiently and effectively in

their work if supervisors work together with them®s Vitae stated, supervisors should,
among other aspects, guarantee that the studestatadds what is expected and provide
guidance about literature, training and researchriigues. The role of a supervisor is,
therefore, to know what students difficulties ambat literature they should research, what
are the specific information resources, and sdhfoktthough, striking the literature, there

is little evidence of this collaborative work of pgrvisor and IL providers because
supervisors are not aware of Literacy Informatissues, its contributions and importance
for students’ development and lifelong learningtHis investigation it is aimed to perceive

if PhD supervisors in the UP are or are not awatle tle IL issues.

Concerning with HE Library Practices in UK and Rgdl, could be perceived that they
differed significantly. The UK practices are morgeractive, centered in students’ needs
and also students’ area. In these trainings aredagk students to expose their problems
incentivizing them participate in the trainings sieas. What happens in Portugal is still
much linked to undergraduates and masters studémscontents are the same although

they are adapted to the students’ area (for exarapézific databases).

Consequently, according to this literature revighe focus of this investigation is to
identify the PhD students’ needs regarding InforamaLiteracy competencies. It is also
aimed to understand if these needs are perceivebeiysupervisors and the providers of
information literacy. And how the Information Litay trainings are planned, more

specifically what are IL providers base to delitte trainings. For example, they are based

40



on assessment needs, curriculum alignment, andbaolitive work with supervisors and

expected outcomes.

As the investigation will mirror the RIN study, tmake this investigation happen the same

data gathering methods used in the RIN study wilubed in the study too.
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY: DATA
GATHERING

Introduction

In this chapter will be designed the methodologt thill be followed to collect data.

3.1- Methodology goals

The main pragmatic goal of this research is toalisc whether information literacy needs
for PhD students are adequately met by their sugmns/and information professionals in
UP. More specifically:

- To learn about the information training needs,hea area of Information Literacy,
of PhD students in order that their informationdwean be supported;

- understand how the IL programs are planned,;

- and, understand if there is a joint effort betwesmpervisors and information

literacy providers.

As a comparative study with the RIN research, isvedso pretended to contribute to
theoretical knowledge about the information litgraeeds of PhD students and also how
the trainings are provided. So the research hasyrdheavily upon study conducted for the
Research Information Network which investigated ornfation-related training for
researchers provided by universities and otherdmigducation institutions in the UK. The
intention of the research will be to provide dathick allows comparison between the

findings from the UK Universities and findings frddmiversity of Porto.
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3.2- Methodology research

3.2.1- Characteristics of the target groups
The project goals listed above define the typeastigipants — PhD Students, Supervisors
and Information Literacy providers - of each fagulithin UP. So the results of the
research can be compared with those obtained bRItHestudy, three faculties within UP
will be studied: Arts, Economy and Engineering.tia RIN research the IT service of each
college also was studied. In UK, during last desadsn integration of information
management has been implemented by all kind of nizgdons. Thus, in academic
institutions, information technology, services amwhtents management, are provided by
the same organization unit. In Portugal, goes @antthdition of separating the unit that
manages information contents and services, frommthragement of technology. That is

the reason for not having interviewed the IT dioestin the context of this research.

An important question was raised that is: Whateaat should be used to choose
participants? By “the literature it was clear tHaimogeneity and variety were both

necessary aspects to improve a better effectivéffesgy 2002, 257).

In the case of the students, regarding to the tyartieey will be selected based on different
areas of study, so that a comparison can be madede areas. To address the need of

homogeneity, there is a selection of those wharaaePhD degree.

Will be interviewed three supervisors in each facuat least 1 Senior Academic involved
in a research group and 1 lone acadesocthe necessity of variety can be addressed. In
terms of homogeneity, will be selected PhD supersisThis distinction between a senior
academic involved in a research group and a loadeaanic it's because if a student is in a
larger team they may be provided with support bynimers of the team, whereas the
student studying with the lone scholar won't hdwe dame support network. The students’
information needs and requirements for informaskitis will be similar, however, the way

in which they are met can be very different.

44



Regarding to the IL providers, in terms of varietyl selected one in each faculty, more
specifically the Service Director because is the wmho is entirely linked to trainings in
Information Literacy. Attended to the homogeneityjll be selected information

professional linked to the area of Information Latey.

So, a total of 58 individual interviews were cadrieut with 45 PhD students, 10

supervisors and 3 information literacy providersatieges studied.

3.2.2- Qualitative research
An exploratory qualitative research approach wimisstructured individual interviews
will be used instead of a quantitative researchioligh a qualitative research it is possible
to explore not only the participants’ actions bisoao get a deeper understanding of their
meaning, the context in which they act and theugrices on their behavior (George 2006).
So, the use of that approach seems to be apprgsaice the objective of the research is

to understand the needs of PhD students regarditige tinformation literacy competencies.

The individual interviews will be conducted with Plstudents and supervisors of different

areas and also Information Literacy providers ichefaculty.

3.2.3- Data gathering method: individual interviews design
The qualitative interviews are one of the most gaized methods to data gathering in an
investigation. It involves a direct questioningwegn two participants: the interviewer and

the interviewee, which enables a detailed and obbér feedback. (Fernandes 2010)

This data gathering method, allows a better undedsivhat each sample of participants
thinks and does regarding the questions. It alldiws possibility to correct some
incomprehension of the interviewees, do follow-ugsfions for a better understanding and
get data with high quality (Fernandes 2010). Them&tages result from the interaction
between interview and interviewee. The interviewkould start by identifying himself,
saying his/ her name, the theme and objective ®fwark. He/ she also should say how

long the interview will last (approximately). An@himportant aspect that the interviewer
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should make clear is what is expected from thervigeree, so they could speak with ease.
(Ghiglione 2001)

The biggest disadvantage is also concerned witlinteeaction between interview and the
interviewee. Through this interaction can result iafluence, which provides wrong

answers and causes a negative effect on the rbsestdts. (Ghiglione 2001)

Regarding each type of interview - not structussihi-structured and structured interviews
— those used in this research were the semi-stadttand structured interviews. An
interview guide was used with the themes which waetend to focus and investigate.
When was pretended to get more information of therviewee a follow-up question was

raised.

3.2.4- Planning for conducting the interviews
Some guidelines should be planned to conduct awichal interview (McClelland 1994).

In a present research some aspects were kept thtmicarry out the interviews: define for
each target group interview specific objectivesatuestions should be addressed in each
interview (according to each interview objectiviedpw to record the data gathered through

the interview, how to select and contact the pigiats in each faculty.

Specific objectives

For each interview, to each target group, were=dtapecific objectives according to the

main objective of the present research:

The main goal of the PhD students’ interviews wapérceive the information training

needs of them and how well they feel supportechbyacademic library in this area.

The PhD supervisors’ interviews aim to perceivéhdy are aware about the information
literacy programs at Library, if they work jointlyith information literacy providers in the

planning of training and what information literaskills they consider to be the most

important ones for PhD students learn in thesaitrgs.
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Regarding with information literacy providers, hgerviews’ goal was to perceive how the
training in research skills and information skitsncerning PhD students is being delivered

and what skills they consider important for PhDdstuts to learn.

Composition of questions

It was necessary to design an interview guide gteoto help to address the pretended

topics and to provide a cohesive structure tonberview.

The questions and also the methods’ structurebeilsimilar from those used by the RIN
study. Although, the present study is directed tolwanstitutions, different from the ones

used by RIN study, some questions were added &asotveren’t used.

So, the questions are developed according to tkeeifgp objectives of each interview

(referred before).

Regarding PhD students, were used structured iatesvand was asked to them to rate the
level of importance, competence and library’s supfmy each competency using a 5 point
scale (see Annex A)

During the interviews, when students are rating tbeel of importance of each
competency, was asked to them to make some cominenmtder to perceive why they are

rating competency “x” as very important or not impat.

Regarding PhD students, structured interviews wsegl and it was asked to rate the level
of importance, competence and library’s supporefch competency using a 5 point scale
During the interviews, when students are rating tbeel of importance of each
competency, they were asked to make some commentsrder to perceive why

competency “X” is been rated as very importantairimportant (See Annex B).

Concerning information literacy providers semi-stuwed interviews also took place and
they were asked to rate each competency for Philzsts by its level of importance, using

the same scale. Still, it was asked how they pldrithe Information Literacy trainings for
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PhD students, if there was a supervisor’'s collaimraon this planning, its contents, and
the main difficulties that PhD students have irsthsame competencies (see Annex C).

The interviews with PhD supervisors were semi-$tned, and each competency was rated
for PhD students according to the level of imparigrusing the same scale. Additionally,
they were asked to describe the importance of lalmmiation between supervisors and IL
providers for planning the training sessions, a#f a&®what are the main difficulties that

PhD students have in these competencies (see Adlnex

Recording the information

Recording as much information as possible, as aglitaking some notes is both helpful
and necessary for the interviewer. So, was usediee vrecorder to register all the

information.

Recording an interview provides a great deal mareerms of accuracy and recall,
however, confidentiality becomes a principal issker this reason, an advance notice of
the intent to record the interview was mentioneth®srespondent so that he/she agrees or
rejects the proposition honoured. No one, rejedtahthe interviews were recorded using
the voice recorder. Although an ethical statememis vstated in all the interviews
mentioning that the interviewees’ identity will peeserved and the data collected just will

be used for the purposes of research.

Select and contact the target groups

The selection of the people who are available ésponding the interviews was made with
the help of the Library director of academic liraf each faculty. In a first stage, the
library director of each academic library will bentacted to ask if he/she can contact three
PhD supervisors and at least twelve PhD Studentger@ay to contact the PhD students is
through director of each postdoctoral course askitggn to contact some students who
were available to respond a brief interview regagdihe competencies in research and

management the information.
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3.3- Instrument application
In an initial part, were done some interviews té@stsrder to make sure that questions were
well structured and are well perceived by the regpats. Furthermore, it was helpful to
get some experience to carry out the interviews.o8e PhD supervisor, one PhD Student
and one information provider were contacted to thetinterviews. At the end, the 4.a
question should be restructured in the informapooviders’ interview, because doesn’t
make sense: the initial question was “Please cgaoidtell me why you have selected X
Subset of skills as “very important”?” and as wakeal before to respondent to evaluate de
importance of each IL skills, this question neethéochanged to “Please could you tell me
what subset of skills do you consider “very impottaPhD students learn?”. Also, for a
better development of the interview, was perceited this question 4. should be asked at
the end of the interview, because it was for redpahanswer in the paper so to not make a

brake in the interview it was moved to end.

After this part of tests, it began to apply theemtews with the supervisors, students and
information providers. The place, where the intewws were carried out were mostly in the
offices of PhD supervisors and information prov&deRegarding PhD students, the
interview place was mostly in their classes’ rodine duration of the interviews depended
from group to group: with PhD Supervisors run betwel3 — 18 minutes, with PhD
Students lasted between 15 — 20 minutes and withnivation literacy providers took 20 —

30 minutes.

After finishing all the topics mentioned during ghthapter, was possible to pass to the
following step: data collection, data analysis #meh data discussion so a comparison with

the RIN study could be made.
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Chapter 4
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Introduction

In this chapter the data analysis process will bsecdbed to display the results of the
research. Further, a comparison, as well as asigmuabout the results obtained, will take
place. And, at the same time, an analysis of th¢ Rkults and of the previous literature

review.

4.1- Data analysis and discussion process
The data analysis process is going to be structioyeal set of competencies, used in each
interview with individual target groups: PhD stuteenPhD supervisors and information

literacy providers for each case study.

The analysis will be based on each competency dicaprto the following criterion:
importance, competence and library’s support. lea same section, a quantitative and

qualitative analysis will be used to present aarjpretation of less subjective results.

Therefore, each information literacy competencyl viné analyzed according to the
qualitative data recorded in individual intervievier, example, students’ thoughts, visions
and opinions about competency; in order to allgperception of what are the most quoted

levels for each competency.

Individual competency will be incorporated in siadfar charts, with a level of importance,
competence and library’s support in percentaganpertant to notice that the 100% of the
PhD students interviewed corresponds to 45, théal@® the supervisors interviewed
corresponds to 10 and finally, the 100% of theiserdirectors interviewed corresponds to

3(see Annex D).
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Also an analysis of the way IL trainings are plashnéll take place, having in mind the
following topics: who participates in this plannjngontents addressed, number of

attendance and training assessment.
And finally, the supervisors’ role on planning thetrainings for PhD students.

One of the main objectives of the present study teasarrange data that allows a
comparison with RIN study, which is a main goaltls topic. At the same time, it is
important to compare the data with the literateeiew. More specifically, in this topic,
there will be also a description of the main simiiies and differences between data from
the RIN study and data from the present study in &Pwell as the data from literature

review.

This comparison will be made at three levels: ingraee, library’s support and competence
levels that PhD students’ considered about infaonatiteracy skills; Planning the IL

trainings; and supervisor’s role on this planning.

4.2- Key findings and discussion

As it was already mentioned, each competence iaggtm be discussed individually,

regarding importance, competency and library’s supjopics, and data collected from the
interviews with PhD students, supervisors and mgtion literacy providers. The detailed
analysis for each competence could be accessellebgrinex E. In following topic, the

most significant responses will be analyzed.

4.2-1. Analysis of the most significant competencies
The competencies described above were selected dr@mt of nineteen competencies.
They were considered the most significant onestdixeing the most and least quoted ones

by the target groups, regarding the importancepsu@mnd competence criteria.
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a) How to do literature searches
Data analysis:

Importance level
PhD Students:

How todo literature searches
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Bar chart 1: Competence a - rating of the importane level of the PhD students

When asked about assessing the importance leviiofcompetence, regarding how to
carry out their scientific researches: 73% of tih® RBtudents said it is “very important”,

whereas 22% PhD students said it is “important”.

PhD students’ comments are closely linked to theoirtance of how to get the information
needed:

“Important because, sometimes | know what | wargdarch but | don’t know to search it”
(Respondent 2, 04.09.2011)

“This is very important, undoubtedly. Because tlis first step for our research, if we have
no information to support it we can’t do it wellRéspondent 5, 05.09.2011)

Furthermore, 4% PhD students assessed this conspetsrifairly important”. On the first
case, this assessment is linked with the PhD stsiddecademic year, as they said “gaining
some practice during my degree”, while on the sdam@se, this assessment is linked to the

fact that students are working in a team, whatames occasions is helpful, for example
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when working towards the same objective. HoweMeis ts not conventional, because
students in "8 academic year evaluate this skill as “very impatitand justify it by saying
that:

“Knowing how to do literature searches in cataloguédatabases, journal and so forth, is
always important because information is nowadayalalile through these platforms, and
more and more will be. So, knowing how to findvibat to use to find it, what terms use,

what combinations, and so forth is always importafRespondent 8, 09.09.2011)

The importance of this IL competency can be peexkivy the fact that no students rate it

as “less important” and “not important”.

Information Literacy providers:

How to do literature searches
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Bar chart 2: Competence a - Rating of importance kel of the ILP

Regarding information literacy providers, all ofeth assessed this competence as “very

important”, for PhD students learn and apply eftety. Although their justifications vary:
“Knowing how to access reliable information is vemyportant for students who are doing
scientific researches, so they can have a thealetmart well-reasoned” (ILP 1,

02.09.2011)

“Locate the information on literature is very imgant for PhD students of our faculty. The

databases that we have retrieve lots of informatsmthey need to know how to search,

54



which terms should use, in depth what search sir@sethey should develop” (ILP 2,
09.09.2011)

“The academic level where they are now — doctolatel — they already should know how
to do it well. But this is not what has been perediby library, so is very important PhD
students learn and practice this competence” (ILR205.2011)

Supervisors:

How to do literature searches
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Bar chart 3: Rating of the importance level of thesupervisors

The level of importance assigned by a supervistiitocompetence was the maximum. All
10 supervisors interviewed recognized that to kiow to do literature searches is “very

important” for PhD students.
“This is very important for sure. Even for me itusry important! For everyone who is

carry out investigations is very important know himndo literature searches” (Supervisor
5, 16.09.2011)
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Level of library’s support
PhD Students:

How todo literature searches
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Bar chart 4: Competence a - Rating of the level dibrary's support of the PhD students

To this competence, 42% of the PhD students feipp®rted” by the library and 33% of
the PhD students “very supported#.. In generaljestts said that when they have some
doubt on searching librarians help or, in a spedése, like¢don't know what are the main
information resources to search” (Respondent 40022011)they ask for\ help to their

supervisors.

Then, 16% of the PhD students considered thatdbrspetence is “fairly supported” by
library and 9% of the PhD students considered thdtess supported” by library. The
percentage of students that considered this competes less supported by library is
closely linked to some occasions that studentstd@® their need satisfied and also don't
know the existence of IL trainings in library.

Information Literacy providers:

How to do literature searches
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Bar chart 5: Competence a - Rating of the level dhe library's support of the ILP
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All IL service directors of each faculty interviedsaid that they provide the highest level

of support to this competence — “very supported”.

“We have a specific room with professionals spérgal in this area to receive students
and help them on doing literature searches or ottiéficulties that they possibly have

regarding the search information. And if they cagdt to the room they can send an email
to our service asking for help. We are always aldé to do that. ” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

“When students have some doubt on searching infiom#hey know that they can always
come to library and ask for help, to me or otheofpssional, and we can always provide
this help” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“We are always available to give help to studemsall problems that they can possible
have regarding the library” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Competence level
PhD students:

How to do literature searches
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Bar chart 6: Rating of the competence level of thBhD students

Regarding the competence level, 51% of the PhDestiscassumed they were “competent”
and 38% of the PhD students assumed they were ‘t@anpetent”. Just 11% of the PhD

students consider themselves as being “fairly caempé doing literature searches.

“I know how to do this because | already have s@maetice so this is not a difficult form
me” (Respondent 26, 19.09.2011)
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“l attended once one of the trainings provided tydry. It was helpful to have a general
vision about what | should do to search informatiRespondent 28, 19.09.2011)

No students recognized themselves as being “laspe@nt” or “not competent” on doing

literature searches for their PhD researches. Sirtieem reported that:

“Sometimes the research subject still has poorewig on literature and when it happens
is difficult to find the information needed” (Resputent 31, 20.09.2011)

Data discussion:

Importance level -Concerning the level of importance given by theugs to this

competence it can be perceived there is an agréefderge part of the students consider
this competence very important for their researclasswell as all information literacy
providers and supervisors. There is no evidencgumfents ranking the importance of this
competence and the same happens in literature. éfaybcause in some occasions,
students argued they already had the skills, sthidgsscompetence is a basic one, they
considered it not important for students in theasdgemic level.

Level of library’s support The majority of PhD students consider that librargvides a

good support to this competence, as well as consitléhe information literacy providers.
Regarding RIN findings “libraries tend to focusthreir training on information seeking”
(RIN 2008, p. 13), also in the literature this exyclear, as the professionals tend to adapt
the undergraduates trainings to PhD trainings. dtbee, in spite of in the three case
studies of this research this tendency not beingools (only one faculty - 5.2-2 topic), all
of them consider important for PhD students to le,ebecause it is the basis for learning
other competencies.

Competence levelln general, regarding this competency, students'didport difficulties

doing it, because they have been gaining practic aready know the information
resources that they commonly used on their PhDareBeOn the subject of the RIN study
there is no evidence of students having difficuit @pplying this competence in their

researches. Although, in the literature review #swnentioned that, in some occasions,
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PhD students don’t know the basic Information latr competencies, so they don’t know
how to do literature searches.

Summing up these results, this competence was rieewnich had the highest levels of
guotations: it was the most important for all greufhe most supported for professionals
and students and the majority of students congidér@mselves as being “very competent”

on doing this competence in their researches.

b) How to use wikis and blogs in your research

Data analysis:

Importance level
PhD students:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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Bar chart 7: Competence b - rating of the importane level of the PhD students

As was well demonstrated, this competency is mastegl as “less important” by 31% of
the PhD students and really close is “fairly impatt with 29% of the PhD students. Then
18% of the PhD students considered this competérateimportant” to their researches.
Finally, 13% of the PhD students considered this\metence “very important” and 9%

“important”.
This competency is most quoted as being “less itaptr because students defended that

“a scientific research cannot be supported withomfiation from blogs and wikis”
(Respondent 41, 25.09.2011)
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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Bar chart 8: Rating of the importance level of theLP

All of the 3 professional interviewed consideredsthompetence “important” for PhD

students. Their justifications go around the foliogv

“This is not an essential competence, but it isangnt to know about at least.” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)

“Nowadays exist lots of blogs produced by expend hthis is an important resource to
find important information. But it is necessarydgats know who are an expert and who
are not of course” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011 and ILP 3,022011)

Supervisors:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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Bar chart 9: Competence b - Rating the importancedvel by supervisors

The importance level given by supervisors to thesnpetency is divided: 30% of the
supervisors considered this competence “very inaptttand “important”, and 20% of the
supervisors considered this competence “fairly irrgpd” and “less important”. The

comments vary as can be perceived:
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“Yes, is very important to know how to use it.ihkhblogs are much more important than
wikis, because in wikis everybody can participatesame topic and we don’'t know who
they are. In case of blogs this doesn’'t happensthadlog creator could be someone who
works in an area and wants to share their knowle®jadents can take it” (Supervisor 4,
13.09.2011)

“In my area we don’'t do investigations based ongsloand wikis!” (Supervisor 8,
23.09.2011)

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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Bar chart 10: Competence b - Rating of the level dibrary's support by PhD students

PhD students assessed the library support to timgetence as mainly “fairly supported”

(33% of the PhD students) and “less competent” (81%e PhD students). Then, 24% of

the PhD students said that they are “not supporbgdlibrarians about this competence.

Just 9% of the students considered to be “very auieg’ on it and 2% considered to be

“supported”. The PhD students’ comments to thigsuipare a bit inconsistent, let’s see:

“l do not usually use these platforms to get infatimn for my research. So | never ask
help to librarians to use it, and | think they wan like it!” (Respondent 10, 11.09.2011)

“I think they can help us but | think that everylyddhows how to do that, so they shouldn’t
be concerned with this” (Respondent 14, 16.09.2011)
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“Yes, maybe they can provide some help to us,'lmundt sure if they are requests for help
for this” (Respondent 24, 18.09.2011)

Students don't feel supported, as they think thaaity shouldn’'t be concerned with that,
because everybody knows how to do it, and alsadtiee fact that they think librarians do

not consider platforms reliable.

Information Literacy Providers:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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Bar chart 11: Competence b - Rating of the level dibrary's support by ILP

The services’ directors assessed their supporthte tompetence as being “fairly
supported” (67% of the ILP) and “less supported%s3of the ILP).

“Actually we don’t provide this support so well. Bim sure this is not a difficult for
students, they already are in a PhD degree” (IL®2,09.2011)

“Until now we didn’t felt the necessity of providelp in this competence. No students
asked us anything about that” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“We consider that is not as important as the otbempetencies that we spoke about here”
(ILP 3, 19.05.2011)
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Competence Level
PhD students:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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Bar chart 12: Competence b - Rating the competendevel by PhD students

PhD students assumed themselves as being “fairhpetent” (38% of the PhD students)
and as being “less competent” (33% of the PhD siis)le Then, 13% PhD students
assumed themselves as “competent” and 9% as beerg tompetent”. Still, 7% of the
PhD students are not competent when using infoomatiom these platforms on their

researches.

Despite these results, great part of PhD studessisnaed a lowest level of competence, not
because they don’t know how to use these platfdsoisbecause they argued that that
information could not be used in a scientific resbaSo they assumed not to be competent

or less competent.

Data discussion:

Importance level The importance level of this competence, PhD stisdassessed mostly

as being “less important”, information literacy piders as being “important” and
supervisors as being “very important” and “impottaso, in this competence, what PhD
students consider is far from what professionats upervisors consider. This gap, could
be mostly due to the fact that students delibetta#ee resources (blogs and wikis) could
not be used to access information in spite of mtmals and supervisors (some of them)
see these resources as possible tools to get sesfid information (mostly blogs) if they

meet the blog owner. The same happened with ther&3dNlts: not all students considered
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such resources as important for their work. Inltfegature review there is no evidence of
the importance rated by PhD students about thigpetence.

Level of library’s support The support the library gave, concerning this skithis assessed

by the students as weak. Plus, the competentesntiggree, as their own backup towards
this skill is not the best one. As such, thereagap in this skill, because both groups agree
in their evaluation. On the topic of RIN study, WK academic libraries there is also no
evidence of this competence being covered in tii@rmation literacy trainings. In the
literature review this competence was also notidensd important libraries support.

Competence level Great part of PhD students assumed a lowest tdvampetence, not

because they don’t know how to use these platfdsotsbecause they argued that that
information could not be used in a scientific resbaSo they assumed not to be competent
or less competenin relation to RIN results, students also recoghileey were weak,

when concerning the use of wikis and blogs in thesearch, also because most of them

don’t recognize this resources effectiveness iratlea of research.

A brief conclusion about this competence: it wasl#ast important for all groups; the least
supported for professionals and students, as theritgeof students think of themselves as

not being able to do this competence in their neses.

Besides the competence which students assumed betso competent they also assumed
not to be so competent in two others (although JWeds quotation). In this context PhD
students also recognized having difficulty licensing and copyright issué¢49% of the
PhD students assumed to be “fairly competent”) @mndpen access to research reports
(60% of the PhD students).

In relation to RIN results, the information liteyaskills, recognized by postgraduate
students as not being so competent, e to write research reports and journal articles
and how to prepare and submit conference papémsaddition, they also recognized
themselves relatively weakly in use of digital rejparies, in licensing and copyright
iIssues, in developments on metadata and in usék &and blogs in their research (not all
of them considered such things so important forirtheork). So, it doesn’t vary

substantially from the results in UP.
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In the literature review, what has been shown & BhD students have strong difficulties
on handling large amounts of research informatiQunsequently, the information
management was the principal difficult of the Prildents (Jan Partridge & Paul Genoni
1996). This complexity was not identified in theywous studies, what is weird, since PhD
students interviewed also retrieved lots of infaiiora and did not recognise the
information management of the weakest competerMagbe because, when asked, they
would refer to tools, such as EndNote and Zotemrg@anise their information.

c) Licensing and copyright issues
Data analysis:

Importance level
PhD students:

Licensing and copyright issues
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Bar chart 13: Competence c - Rating the importancéevel by PhD students

This competence was most rated as “fairly impottésd% of the PhD students) and as
“very important” (33% of the PhD students). The#k 6f the PhD students considered this
competence “important” and just 2% of the PhD stdiess important”.

Great part of the students argued that:

“To carry out a research | don’t need to know thesgues of licensing and copyright, |
could always check them” (Respondent 32, 20.09.2011

These ratings are justified by students with tlot flaat they don’t need to know exactly the
licensing and copyright issues. Some students sdgb that to carry out a research this

iISsues are not so important.
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Information Literacy Providers:

Licensing and copyright issues
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Bar chart 14: Competence c - Rating the importancéevel by ILP

As the chart bar shows, 67% of the professionatsidered this competence “important”
and 33% considered it “very important”. Although plofessionals in general considered

this competence important, everyone said thatribtsessential for PhD students.

Supervisors:

Licensing and copyright issues
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Bar chart 15: Competence c - Rating the importanceevel by supervisors

This competence was divided by supervisors: 40%idened it “important”, 30% “very
important”, 20% “fairly important” and 10% supereis‘not important”. They also argued
that PhD students don’t need to know this.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

Licensing and copyright issues
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Bar chart 16: Competence c - Rating of the level dhe library's support by the PhD students

PhD students think that library provides less suppt2% of the PhD students) or fairly
support (40% of the PhD students). Then, 9% ofRhB students were not supported by
librarians, 7% of the PhD students said they wesgy \supported and 2% of the PhD

students considered to be supported by library.

PhD students, when answering this question, jdstrexl that they didn't feel this support.

Information Literacy Providers:

Licensing and copyright issues
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Bar chart 17: Competence c - Rating the level of thlibrary's support by ILP

All information literacy providers said they giveudents the support on this competence.

Their comments were as follows:
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“When PhD students need help regarding these isstesre always available to help
them” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011 and ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

“We could help them consulting the appropriated davior these issues” (ILP 2,
09.09.2011)

Competence level
PhD students:

Licensing and copyrightissues
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Very competent Competent Fairly competent Less Competent Not competent

i Com petence level (35)
Bar chart 18: Competence c - Rating the competendevel of PhD students

Concerning the level of students’ competence, 49%ePhD students said that they were
“fairly competent”, 24% “competent”, 18% “less coetent”, 7% “very competent” and
just 2% of the PhD students not competent on tlssses.

The students’ comments were mostly linked to tlot flaat students didn’t feel completely

integrated in these issues:

“I need to consult this” (Respondent 34, 23.09.2011

“I don’t know this without having the law with méRespondent 42, 26.09.2011)

Data discussion:

Importance level Regarding the importance level of this competeitauld be perceive

that there is a gap between results: PhD studemtsidered it “fairly important” and the

information literacy providers and the supervisoosisidered it “important”. All groups
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found it non essential for PhD students to knowualadl the issues related with licensing
and copyright, but supervisors and professionaladat important to have some idea about
it. Although this was the least important competenopgesrisors have quoted; students
recognized it as important for them. Regardingditiere review specifically, no evidence
on this competence was found.

Level of library’s support As such, this level of library’s support, could fperceived as a

considerable gap between ratings. PhD studentsgltiotnat librarians provide fairly
support in this competence and librarians in yamn tgave support to students. This gap
could be due to the fact that librarians don’t hamgthing explicit that shows students they
could have support. Concerning the RIN study it Yeasd that academic libraries in the
UK usually covered this topic in their trainingstexsively. Again in the literature review
with this competence there was no evidence of awadgbraries importance on giving

support to this topic.

Competence level Basically PhD students assumed not to feel conlglatéegrated in

licensing and copyright issues. About RIN findintigre is no gap between students from
the three case studies in UP and the studentseirJth universities, because this study
reveals that students also feel poorly competeotiaicensing and copyright issues. In the
literature review, specifically on this competeribere was no evidence found of students

having difficulties.

Summing up the results of this competence, as degd#ie percentages of supervisors, it
could be perceived that it was the least importamhpetence considered by them, and,
further it was also one of the competences consitély students, where they feel not

competent.
It is important to notice that information literapyovideres didn’t rated any competence as

“fairly important”, “less important” or “not impoaint” because all of them stated that PhD

students must to know using all these competereidsnany others.
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4.2-2. Planning of the Information Literacy trainings for PhD students

Data analysis:

Another topic, which aim was to focus in the pressody, was the way the information
literacy providers of each faculty plan the reskast trainings, in the area of Information
Literacy. It allows recognition of the practiceedsby these professionals, to educate PhD
students with IL competencies. The whole picturs feav or none variation amongst the
studied case faculties:

» The staff of one of the faculties revealed not &wéhthis training integrated in its
institution, but said they were working on it. Tefare, what they have been doing
to promote and encourage Information Literacy is faculty consists of:

o in the beginning of each academic year, librariprevide a library tour,
allowing all students to have access to the inféionaesources library, that
is available for them, as well as to the libranysbsite;

o Specifically for PhD students, they have their ggssplanned, according to
academics/supervisors requests. So, its aim ighbdtainings’ contents are
related to the PhD students’ area.

0 Some previous information is gathered by supersisnracademics, who
have made the training request;

o The delivery of the trainings to a small group tisat students can receive a
greater support by the trainer;

o0 None assess to the trainings. They just want tavstodents where they can
search for information, demonstrate how to do #ach resource, and where

they can ask for help when they need it.
This institutions’ IL service director also addeche interview that:

“The best way to educate students in these comgeters through the integration
of these trainings in their curriculums, being ass&d as part of a discipline to
incentive students in participates effectivelyhiede trainings” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011)
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* Now, concerning one other faculty, which was alsalied, the service director,

who was interviewed, explained that the planningti@se trainings was divided in

three levels and carried out in the following way:

o

The first level consists in providing a library towallowing information
resources in the library available to all studeatsl also the library’s’
website of the;

The second level is divided in two sublevel®:EindNote training and"2
information resources and online catalogue trainifiggse trainings consists
in seminars of mandatory attendance for PhD stggent

The same trainings take place if students and/derics make a request to
the library. Therefore, the contents are concemiéid each student’s area.
An effort is made to have some information, givenshipervisors, as they
are“the ones who better knows the PhD students inftonaneeds” (ILP 2,
09.09.2011)

Group or individual trainings occur (if student& &ar it).

This service provides an assessment at the enchaf gaining session:
through individual questionnaires to students,ritieo to do an analysis and

understand if the work is or isn’t good, in orderconstantly improve.

The professional, who was interviewed, didn’'t addything, but it could be

perceived that the mechanism used in undergracitiatients is the same for PhD

students: trainings happen when librarians havegaest and are specific to the

students’ area, but for PhD students it is mangator

The other case study service director also expdiahwv they provided IL training

for their PhD students:

o

o

The trainings are planned having in mind the arffeth® PhD students, as
they take place when an academic or a superviséesna request to a
library;

An attempt is made, in order to try and presensttmlents contents more
concerned with their research area: informatioousses, how to use or to

evaluate them, the information retrieved, or whatdkiey need to learn;
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0 The specific trainings for PhD students happenshen collaboration with
supervisors or academics (who request it);

o0 The aim is to integrate these trainings in all Rf\Driculums, but at this
level this is not developed enough. At undergragkiaind masters this
integration is more developed. At a doctorate latvstill isn’t: “we need to
be well capacitated to give these trainings to tatademic level” (ILP3,
19.05.2011)

o0 The contents are presented to students and themiththe practical part, in
which there are some exercises about the contezgeed;

o These trainings are assessed through a web questierat the end of each
session. Its goal is to know the real impact ofs¢hérainings through
supervisors, although it would be necessary torohte what are the

indicators for its assess.

Moreover, regarding the IL practices of each cdsdys it could be perceived that the

developments for PhD Students are still poorly aded.

As can be perceived in two of the previous caseéistuthe practice is the same for
undergraduates, masters and doctorates: the aiteke place when there is a request by
academics, supervisors or students. As for therathse study (the third one), these
trainings are already more integrated in the stigdenrriculum and less happen through a

request by these academic levels.

Concerning the training contents, there is an agee¢, as all the people interviewed,

assumed to address specific contents to the Plu@r#isl research area.

According to the way the contents are given to Riilents, only the third interviewee

thought of dividing the training in a theoreticarp (where the contents are presented to
students) and a practical part (where studentsaasked to do some practical exercises).
The first interviewee talked about presenting thrmation resources to students and

teaching them by using these resources in thedarekes.

Finally, regarding the trainings assessment, ohky tirst case study doesn’'t have a

mechanism of assessing trainings. The other twayght of a questionnaire at the end of
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each training, so they can tell if the training waspful or not for students. But what

concerns with outcomes assessment, still now nacase study provides this.

Data discussion:

Providing some discussion of the data gathered ttwerthree case studies of UP and the
RIN study and further literature review regardimg tway information literacy providers
plan the trainings of Information Literacy for Phddudents, could be perceived that it

doesn’t vary significantly between studies.

The way IL trainings are planned in the three dadies of UP was already described. As
a result the practices don’t vary significantlyaifings just happen by appointment, the
contents are as specific as possible in the ardahbf researchers, and to present these
specifics contents professionals argued that tiribation of the supervisors is essential

(which doesn’t happen in reality).

In one of the case studies the contents were $peiiformation resources, how to use
these resources, how to evaluate the informatibreved, or whatever they need to learn
and ask to the information literacy provider. Tlwmtents are given to students through a
theoretical part followed by a practical part (ineocase study faculty) or just through a
theoretical part (two others case study facultiea$tly, one case study doesn’t provide any
training assessment; the other two access thengairthrough individual questionnaire.
Furthermore, in just one case study, the faculsyineegrated some doctoral curriculums IL

trainings, but still they are not enough.

In what concerns RIN results, in many universitianings delivered by librarians, it just
takes place by appointment or an ad hoc basisc®hgents are also according to the area
of PhD researches and tend to focus on informatéwking, citation of sources, and the
portfolio of services that the library itself proeis. There is much less issues coverage,
such as, evaluating, organizing, managing, trangfay or communicating information, or
of key underpinning issues such as copyright areh @zcess.

Their practices were mostly based on demonstrafpegific information sources and tools,
which could adopt an approach considered by congeyinformation instead of

constructing learning experiences. In this studgréhwas also little or no evidence of
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information literacy training provision systematwaluation. Due to many things, for
example: the range of sessions sorted out by diffemembers of the library team; events
are open, but not confined, to researchers, andogh. There are similar gaps in
approaches on how to assess the impact on resesrcinéormation skills and
competencies for those who attend training sessihrst three libraries described ran pre-
and post-event questionnaires in an effort to iflerdhanges carried out through their
training, while one library has undertaken systéenalbservation of researchers as part of

their evaluation process.

Subsequently, both studies about the PhD IL trgsyiproviding in scheduled time, and the
contents, that are as specific as possible inioelé the research area of the students. The
contents do not vary considerable, although in thé they tend to focus more on
information seeking, citation of sources, and liessvaluating, organizing, managing and
communicating the information, so in the three csisglies of UP this doesn’t happen.
What was perceived in the three case studies ofisUfhe third one faculty library -
provides trainings about evaluating and commumgatthe information and about
information seeking and information management; $seeond - provides training in
information management (through teaching EndNatel) information seeking and doesn’t
provide trainings about evaluating and communicpatine information; the first one -

provides training about information seeking.

The way contents are delivered to students aresafsitar, because both studies revealed
that librarians tend to demonstrate the contentsttments (for example information
resources): how they work, what they are abouir gpecificities, and not much else. In
UP, just one case study revealed there was alsactiqgal part present, where students can
put in practice what they have learnt in the theomé part and clarify their doubts. The

other two also tend to demonstrate the sourcesoarsl

As regards training assessment in UP, professipaalthe end of each session, want to

know if it was helpful or not. If the contents expsd by students, in order to improve in
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the next training session. Although in the UK,aedn’t seem well evidenced, due to all the

factors mentioned above.

Moreover, in UP, these factors don’t occur, aslittrarians’ teams are too short and, in all

case studies, the faculty for each kind of traingglways the same.

Concerning the assessment of the impact on resgafclinformation skills and

competencies for those who do attend training sessthe outcomes assessment is still not

very clear in any study. In the UK, some libraries/e been developed and some efforts

were made, although not systematic ones (in URetieemno evidence of it in any case
studied).

Through the literature review, all good practickes:

IL trainings for PhD students are not integrated their curriculums, they occur by
means of an appointment ;

Supervisors lack collaboration;

Contents are as specific as possible to the staides¢arch area;

Information literacy providers should be capablegfing these trainings to PhD
students and what happens is that they are stilafed are carrying the first steps in
this Information Literacy area

Finally, regarding the good practices of assessnmritomes enlighted by
literature, it is necessary to make two decisiavisat level of assessment is aimed
(institutional, course, specific discipline or trmg activities provided by the
library) and what assessment tools will be selexdsdys, pre- and posttest,
seminars, portfolios, projects, reports, group @méstions, quizzes, professional
experiences, observations, questionnaires). Thestllilittle evidence by librarians.
What they are doing, in a very superficially wayhe training assessment, through
individual questionnaires, after each training,order to understand what they

should change or intensify in the next training.

On the subject of literature review, the plannifighe IL trainings to PhD students is still

too far of what is expected.
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4.2-3. Supervisors’ role

Data analysis:

To understand how supervisors see the IL trainfiogsPhD students and if they work

together with information literacy providers was@ahn objective for the present study.

Regarding the way supervisors see the IL trainifagsPhD students, all of the ten
supervisors interviewed answer that this is velpfaéfor students who are carrying out a
scientific research. For various reasdigseat part of them don’t know where to search
information” (Supervisor 3, 06.09.2011), othefdon’'t know what to do to find the
information they need’(Supervisor 5, 17.09.2011), still others don’t wnéhow to
separate the information essential for their resdarof the additional information”
(Supervisor 9, 23.09.2011) and finally other studdrave difficulty in“writing documents

to communicate their findings, for example jourasiicles” (Supervisor 6, 17.09.2011).
So, these are the main difficulties that supergis@cognized in PhD students on the
subject of the IL competencies and it is becauséhisf they say it is so important for
students to have these trainings. One supervisar allded about the importance these
trainings have for the supervisors themselveshey tan receive some training in these

competencies.

Although all supervisors interviewed consideredséheainings important for PhD students,
no one gave the idea of collaborating with the rnimfation literacy providers on planning
the trainings. Some of them answered that:

“This could be important but for sure the infornati literacy providers know what to
address in the trainings” (Supervisor 1, 03.09.2p11

“No, | don’t collaborate with professionals becauksealready know the contents and are
very appropriated for what | want students learnit B/hen necessary | will be available”
(Supervisor 9, 23.09.2011)

“I don’t think this collaboration essential becaugs the same provide training in the area
of history or sociology since students learn howuste the resources” (Supervisor 8,
23.09.2011)
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“Yes and no. There were some conversations aboat wiould be more important to
address in the training but nothing in concreteuffervisor 10, 25.09.2011)

What could be observed by these comments is thagreisors don’t collaborate with
professionals, because they are not aware abautiation Literacy issues. They know it
is important, but don’t help information literacyopiders to improve the trainings for PhD

students.

Data discussion:

As it has been already said, the supervisors offtte® case studies say it is important for
PhD students to receive further training in thisaaof Information Literacy competences.
They have a substantial resistance in collaboragiffigctively with information literacy
providers, when planning the IL trainings for Phiddents. Their justification for that, as
was already mentioned, is concerned to the fadt ttey are not so aware of these
Information Literacy issues for students and/oo decause they think this association it is

not necessary.

On the subject of the RIN results, these onesrd#fhit from the results expressed before.
In this case, some supervisors have a widespreacegi®n not to recognize the
importance of IL trainings for postgraduate studemflost of them were overtaken by
developments in research information and they area@mpletely aware of the
consequences of these changes. So, most of thevsgpe don't collaborate with
information literacy providers in the planning df trainings. Their help would be very
helpful in explaining professionals about the maiformation needs that students can
have, but aren’t aware of these issues.

Through the literature review the important rolattBupervisors play in the planning IL
trainings for PhD students was perceived. Theytteeones who better know how difficult
PhD students feel on carrying about their resea®tipervisors can discuss the research
topic with information providers; suggest what sm# have relevant information, as well
as, finding out the difficulties of their postdob students in information research.
Although this is important in the literature, thaseno evidence of a collaborative work

between supervisors and information literacy prexsd
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After this description a similarity could be iddrgd: in any case evidence of a participative
role of the supervisors exists in the planningha tL trainings. The difference concerns
the justification for not participating effectively the planning of the IL trainings for PhD
students. What happens with supervisors from UtRds they are not outdated about the
developments in research information, becausekhew the implications that this new era
of new technologies and the overload of informatg@am cause in students. They don't
associate these issues to Information Literacy,somde of them don’t know well what is
been talked about if just was said “Informationek#tcy”. As such, some supervisors lack
collaboration with professionals, because of nabvking. Still, other supervisors, who
think they known Information Literacy issues andaasate this with the developments in
research information, don’t collaborate with preiesals because they mostly séidey
know what they should do to provide a well trainitg students” (Supervisor 1,
03.09.2011). Therefore, they don’t know how thénirags are processed and how they can
collaborate with professionals in the IL traininganning.
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FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions and futures recommendations and work

Some final conclusions could be taken, having indrthe initial objectives of this study,
stipulated to answer the research quesi®ihere a gap between PhD students, regarding
information literacy needs, and the way in whichitmeeds are perceived by supervisors

and IL providers in the University of Porto?

To answer this question, individual interviews wedeveloped (semi-structured and
structured interviews) in each one of the groupse Tonclusion achieved was that all
groups agree that knowingow to do literature searchewvas the most important
competence for these students. Although, the twwerst competencieHOw to write
research reports and journal articlendHow to prepare and submit conference papers)
also considered by students are also seen as theingost important overlap with others

also considered important by information literacgyiders.

On the topic of the library’s support, there alscan agreement: the information literacy
providers presented support on the competehoesto do literature searchesdhow to
use specific subject databasasd PhD students recognized they receive this stdpioD
students also agree with information literacy pdevs not receiving support about the

competencéow to use wikis and blogs in your research.

Then, another comparison takes place, regardindetlet of competence of PhD students
and the library’s support: about the competencas students considered, all of them are
well supported by library (according to library essment). However, not all of them were
considered by PhD students well supported by brawo of them KHow to do literature

searchesandHow to use specific subject databgsesre and could contribute to this level

of students’ competence.
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Therefore, when answering the research questidhese three case studies, was not found
a significant gap between the Information Literaweds of PhD students and the way

these needs are perceived by supervisors and iafanmliteracy providers.

To accomplish generic objective of this stugrovide data which allows comparison
between the findings from the RIN research in U &indings within three case studies
faculty in UP” some specific objectives were stipulated:
() identify the PhD students’ information literacy dege regarding three
different faculties, within University of Porto;
() contrast PhD students’ needs with the way in whibbir needs are
perceived by their supervisors and informatiorrdity providers;
() understand how the IL programs are planned;
(IV) understand if there is a joint effort between suers and information

literacy providers.

In an initial part a literature review was carriedt, in order to better know the core
concepts of the research area, what has been dgnehom, and what is necessary to
improve in order to provide effectiveness of théotmation Literacy linked to the PhD

students. The biggest limitation carried out irsthirst chapter was the poor evidence on
literature of developments about Information Litgrdor PhD students. There is much
more evidence of developments for undergraduatésrasters students. Although, all the

main topics were addressed on the research ground.

Although RIN study focus on all postgraduate stislémasters and doctorates students),
the present study has its focus on PhD studentarbygreement between tutors and
students. Furthermore, the RIN study also focugse@ight case studies and again by an
agreement between tutors and student, and havingnid the objective mentioned, in the
present study three case studies were focused.in UP
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The first objective (I): through the PhD studentgérviews it could be perceived that they
have more difficulty on usingvikis and blogs in their researcfibecause most of them
don’t recognize this resources as important to ®wei@d on the research ground), in
licensing and copyright issuesd inopen access to research repoiits.the UK reality,
students assumed to have more difficultyvaiting research reports and journal articles
and how to prepare and submitting conference papdns.addition, they recognized
themselves relatively weakly in use of digital rejparies, in licensing and copyright
issues, in developments on metadata and in usék &nd blogs in their research (not all
of them considered such things so important foir thwdrk). So, students in UK and

students in UP differ on the competencies theylé=s competent.

The second objective (Il): it was also taken intinsideration through interviews to
supervisors and information literacy providers. Séenterviews aim to know what
competencies they considered essential for PhDestadn order to make a contrast with
those competencies thought important by PhD stsddnt this context, it could be
perceived that supervisors and PhD students justeaigg one competencehow to do
literature searchesand information literacy providers agree in threenpetencieshow to
do literature searches, how to write research reépcand journal articlesand how to
prepare and submit conference papess. could be perceived that in general don’t exist a
complete agreement between assessments but atsoigheot a substantial gap between
them because all of the interviewed people agreedthe most important quoted
competencehow to do literature searche$o, although meeting the information literacy
needs of PhD students might be a difficult task, pabfessionals try to have this
knowledge. In the RIN study many universities pdavirainings following the Roberts
initiatives instead of attempts to identify studgmeeds. This seems to be little training

needs assessment work being carried out by professi

The third objective (Ill): it was considered thrduthe individual interviews to the service
directors of Information Literacy in each case gti@culties the way the IL trainings for
PhD students are planned. These ones, as couleroeiyed, don't differ significantly

from each other. To sum up, in faculties, the PhRlents’ trainings just happen by an

appointment, the contents are as specific as gessilthe research area, and it's always
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expected that supervisors collaborate with profesds, in what contents should be
addressed, so the information literacy needs afestis could be answered. In the UK
context, as the RIN study shows the trainings eassijust happen by a previous
appointment, the contents are also according toatea of PhD researches and tend to
focus on information seeking, citation of sourcasd the portfolio of services that the
library itself provides. There is much less issoegerage, such as, evaluating, organizing,
managing, transforming or communicating informationof key underpinning issues such
as copyright and open access, which also happethénthree case studies in UP.
Concerning with supervisors (the fourth objectiid) (of this study also gains through the
individual interviews technique) could be perceivédtht supervisors recognize the
importance of the Information Literacy skills fohP students. Although, they still seem
not to be completely aware about the IL importardmut the way trainings are processed
and how they can collaborate with information Bi®y providers to carry out these
trainings for PhD students. So, as happens in UMect, in UP context supervisors also

assumed don't collaborate with librarians on tlanings planning.

As could be perceived, these objectives are alhected to answer the initial research,
which is connected PhD students’ information litgraeeds assessment. In this context, a
joint conclusion could be taken. As was perceivadeting the information literacy needs
of PhD students is a difficult task for IL providerhowever it is the only way to offer
appropriate trainings for PhD students. As the RibMly recommends after their findings:
UK libraries should adopt more systematic and vative approaches to identifying and
assessing the needs of researchers to enhancedh®etencies (RIN 2008). In Portugal,
regarding the three case studies in UP, it seerhs &lso important because in spite of the
professionals’ ratings don't diverge a lot fromdstats’ ratings, they don’t mentioned in
their planning trainings strategies for assessingents’ needs (see topic 5.2.2). What they
mostly said was that supervisors were the best ¢meselp professionals doing this
assessment since they know students’ informati@ds@lthough as was identified they
didn’'t provide this help effectively. In the RINusly this was also explicit, although the

supervisors also didn’t collaborate with profesaisn So, concluding the key objective of
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this study, it could be said that between the RilMlyg and the three cases studied in UP

faculties, results don’t differ significantly.

Some concerns and limitations were felt during shely. One of them is about the data
gathering method selection. Choose the most apptedrmethods to get data was a big
concern, because there was an intention to contpanesults with the RIN Study, so were
the data needed that allows it. As such, betweeb-vased questionnaire, individual

interviews and a focus group a selection was nacgss

A web based questionnaire, in the three case stuthieorder to cover the data gathered
with more PhD students was carried out. However disadline was coming and it was not
possible. Other limitation was concerned to the Bhidents. Unfortunately, in some of the
faculties studied a lot of their time was not sgarfaculty, consequently contact with them
was very difficult. Furthermore, PhD students anthe supervisors don’t speak a lot, or
don’t speak as much as it would be desired. Sgetoinformation from them was very

difficult. Regarding this limitation it was recogeid that, very likely, it was due to the poor

practice of the interviewer.

Despite all of my concerns and limitations, thisdst was considered well achieved and
provides a significantly contribution to the dey@ieent of the Information Literacy in HE,
regarding PhD students. There is now a perceptioth® main difficulties for PhD
students, what the important competencies are amdthey feel, concerning librarians
supports in these competencies. Moreover, thisysh&lps understand how information
literacy programs are planned and delivered to Bhidlents. Regarding what literature
review considered to be the “good practices” festntrainings the level in these three case
studies is trying to be increased. It is also usied that this study contributes to alert for
the importance of the collaboration between sugersi and information literacy providers
in the trainings planning. Supervisors are the omles better know the information PhD
students’ needs, so working together with providersssential for the effectiveness of the

trainings.
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These findings have a role on reminding librariemgrovide an effective assessment, on
what concerns information literacy training neeststhey can provide information literacy

programs, according to students’ requirements.

Regarding PhD students information literacy nedtiss study contributes to a new
knowledge, because the needs identified in theeptegudy differ from those identified in
the literature review and in the RIN study. Thisame that there is no standard, and
information literacy needs vary according to unsiees, research areas, and academic year
(and so forth) and must be assessed to provideirtgs capable to answer these needs.
Unfortunately, the way professionals provide tlanings for this study confirms what was
already known: In Portugal, they differ from thaeehe UK, but three case studies in UP
faculties identified that training sessions arenpkd and delivered in the same way.
Besides, the contents are as specific as posgiblstddents’ research area and only take
place by a prior arrangement. Also, on what corssupervisors role, this study confirms
that supervisors are still not completely awarelmdbrmation Literacy issues and don'’t

collaborate with professionals on planning thenirags.

After finishing the present study, some recommendatcan be given to the services of
Information Literacy in each case study in facslti€he first one regards the supervisors:
Information Literacy providers should work clos&hth supervisors. It seems to be a good
practice for supervisors become more aware ab@utvdy information literacy trainings
could be helpful for PhD students. Incentive thenwbrk together with professionals in
planning the IL trainings and integrating thesenirags into PhD students curriculum adds
significant value to the students. Regarding theoseé recommendation, professionals
could give some workshops jointly with supervis@ierting them to the Information
Literacy issues for PhD students. Also, througts tbollaboration, professionals could
provide more specific contents to PhD students @rsequently provide PHD students
more capable to develop their researches. The taadmmendation is linked to the level
of each student regarding these competencies. her avords, the information literacy
providers should be aware about the uniformityhef $tudents in these competencies so the
trainings are helpful for all audience. Finally,darry out these trainings it's not an easy

task for professionals, as they must be well pegphao provide training to PhD students.
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So, information literacy providers should provideermnselves with all the competencies
necessary to be able to provide IL training for Rtidents.

Finally, for a future work the same study coulddeseloped, but not with three case study
faculties only, but in all faculties within UP, exder to understand in what level the area of
Information Literacy has been developed in all nsity. Or even, doing the same study,
but in all Universities in Portugal (or the biggestes) to understand at a national level of
development of Information Literacy for PhD studerih these cases individual interviews
are not enough to reach the target groups, theynare distant from each other, so maybe

using a web based questionnaire seems to be thgonoper.
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ANNEXES

Annex A - Emergence of Information Literacy

Since 1974, Information Literacy has been an afgaaneasing interest to librarians and
information professionals, in education, sociallitmal, and economical areas. Most
publications come from the United Sates, AustrdNaw Zealand, Southeast and South

Asia and Europe (especially United Kingdom) (Virlkag93).

In this section the emergence of Information Litgras divided in three parts. In addition,
American Library Association (ALA) represents adamark, because it is the world's oldest
and largest national library association (establisin 1876)and alsowas the first one to
alert people for Information Literacy, especiallgademic libraries and information
professionals, to its importance in the Informatiage.

Information Literacy — pre-ALA
The term “Information Literacy” first appeared imO74, and the author was Paul
Zurkowski, while President of the Information Inthys Association (I1A). During a
presentation to the National Commission on Libsagad Information Science, he pointed
out that concept for a national program of insinrct So, for Zurkowski, “information
literacy” is defined as:

“People trained in the application of informatiogsources to their work can be called
information literates. They have learned technicares skills for utilizing the wide range
of information tools as well as primary sourcesmolding information-solutions to their
problems.”(1974, 9)

There is an obvious link between IL and the skibeded to locate information, and also its
use for problem solving and decision making. Inndoso, Zurkowski had an important
breakthrough in the linkage between informatiomréty and developing information

technologies and networks - “Information tools” noweans “Information Technology”.



As new technologies made their appearances ind86s] new perspectives on technology
started to come up, as well. Network technologespecially with the “birth” of internet,
made it possible for anyone to create, store, aedss information from anywhere in the
world. This originated an exponential rise in tineocaint of information.

A few examples are: the personal computer, CD-ROénsl cellular phones. Therefore,
computers are now synonymous to information hagdéind increasingly changed their
role to become tools for locating, retrieving, amdnipulating information. Epitomizing
these new developmenfBime magazine chose the microcomputer as its “Machinthef
Year” in 1983. This drew significant public attemti to computers and related
technologies. Previously, computers were discusseetrms of how they worked and/or on
aspects of programmingTime’s “award” focused attention on using computers to
accomplish tasks and perform specific functions. these reasons, it is not surprising to
find that definitions of “computer literacy” begam include references to information and

that the term “information literacy” began to acleeascendancy.

In this “new age,”computer literacyis no longer considered as being the same as
information literacy but rather a prerequisite. In the areas of liteeaand popular press, to

satisfy the need for a change, the term “infornralit@racy” started to show.

William Demo (1986) talks about the importance wformation literacy outside of the
library and of the new emergent communication tetdgies (e.g. email). He wrote about
the new technologies and the need for new skills. tbb speaks about the fact that
information was no longer solely the domain of ditbees and librarians. Information is
available for everyone, everywhere, at all timesgd @ould now be accessed with a
computer. For Demo, information literacy was edsdigta new intellectual skill that
enables people to be masters of new communicatiodsnformation technologies (Demo
1986.). That same year, it was observed that ldmmameed to accept that there were many
sources of information outside the library and #radwledge of these resources and how to

use them was essential. As a result, librariank tbe role of not only being responsible



but also having the opportunity to take part onvahg how information systems and

services work.

As a result, along with the new important role givee technology, accessing and
manipulating information, gave the opportunity fmany libraries to carry on internal

reviews. To become part of the reform movementy thegun to look ahead and develop
services, collect resources, and create policidspaocedures to deal with the challenges

and opportunities presented by this new era.

Information Literacy —ALA

In 1987, the American Library Association formed #residential Committee on
Information Literacy to explore the role of infortia in education, business, government,
and everyday life and to put forth models for hoformation literacy could contribute to

informal and formal learning at all levels. The Igoaf the final report in 1989 were to:

1. Define information literacy within the highattieeation and its importance
to student performance, lifelong learning, andvactitizenship;

2. Devise one or more models for information lisgralevelopment, which
are appropriate to formal and informal learningiemments, throughout people's
lifetimes;

3. Determine implications for the continuing edumatand development of
teachers (ALA 1989).

The report was defined information literate peoate “those who have learned how to
learn. They know how to learn because they know koewledge is organized, how to
find information, and how to use information in Bua way that others can learn from
them” (1989, 2). They are people prepared fordifigl learning, because they can always
find the information needed for any task or decisad hand (ALA 1989).This report was
the first to present recommendations that emphasieeimportance of information for

learning, careers, business, and citizenship.



This basic ALA definition becomes the foundatiom fiearly all contemporary definitions
and understandings of information literacy. Thdlskiresented by the report were then
evolved into a series of standards which were spssdly reviewed and approved by the
Association of College and Research Libraries (ALBbard of Directors in 2000.

Information Literacy — post-ALA
Since the publication of the ALA definition, on tleme hand, there have been several
developments which have impact on definitions amedrpretations of information literacy;
and, on the other hand, the provision of instruciio information literacy. What's left of
this section can be summarized by key developrmarmsmportant publications in relation

to the development of the notion of informatioedécy among the world.

In 1989 the American Library Association (ALA) Pidential Committee on Information
Literacy defined four competencies for informatigeracy: the ability to recognize when

information is needed and to locate, evaluate @edeffectively the needed information.

Also in 1989, as a direct result of the ALAmal Reports recommendations, the National
Forum on Information Literacy (NFIL) begun. Pataic&enn Breivik, a member of the ALA
Presidential Committee on Information Literacy, whe NFIL’'s first Chairperson. This
group represented more than seventy-five natiorgarozations and groups, surrounding
three important areas — business, government amcagdn. The group’s purpose was to
identify trends in information literacy and to kgigroups together. Since then, NFIL has
grown considerably. Today’s NFIL is a coalition a¥er 90 national and international
corporations and organizations, as well as, members business, government, and
education. Included in this list are important lesdi(National Forum on Information
Literacy 2010).

In 1991, the Association for Supervision and Cutuon Development (ASCD)a
membership organization that develops programgjyats, and services essential to the
way educators learn, teach, and leagproved a resolution of Information Literacy
demonstrating its commitment to the importance rdbrmation literacy.This action

required each of its units to report annually onatvivas done to support and promote



information literacy. Among its activities to datee featuring information literacy in its
journal, Educational Leadership, two newslettens, the establishment of a special interest

group.

In the following year, 1992he ERIC education database established “informaiieracy”
as a research term, whitlas also sponsored several publications on infoomaiteracy
including the 1992 Libraries for the Education Godély Christina S. Doyle (National

Forum on Information Literacy 2010).

By 1993 the Commission on Higher Education (CHE)hef Middle States Association of
Colleges and Schools became the first real agenpyoimote Information Literacy skills as
an essential undergraduate learning outcome (NadtiBorum on Information Literacy
2010).

In 1994, The Australian Government Report, whiclvega huge contribution to the

information literacy debate in Australia, was theveloping Lifelong Learners through

Undergraduate Educatiqnor the Candy ReportInformation literacy allows students to
achieve lifelong learning, and the librarians’ ra¢eto develop efforts to help create a
university community of lifelong experiences (Nat@ Forum on Information Literacy

2010).

In 1997, the National Education Association (NEA) WS incorporated information
literacy into its Teacher Education Initiative Pra allying higher education and K-12 as
partners, in order to support both school and taebucation reform. In 1998, NEA also
published a book about information literacy thataigyeted at elementary school principals
(ACRL 1998).

Also, in 1997, Christine Bruce did her PhD worktie area of Information Literacy. It was

entitled The Seven Faces of Information LiteraByuce's work was a critical analysis of

the theoretical foundation of information litera@jthough it had a turn. By applying a

relational model to information literacy educati@amd research, as opposed to the
traditional behaviorist model, Bruce presents aHrapproach to the study of information

literacy and its place in education (ACRL 1998).



In 1998,Progress Report on Information Literagyoduced by the Association of College
and Research Libraries, mentions the efforts ofesagiucational organizations to create
National Forum on Information Literacy (NFIL), wiid¢he goal is to promote information

literacy as a means of allowing individuals andréasing the educational potential and

economics goals of communities everywhere (ACRL8)99

In 1998 The American Association of School Librarad the Association of Educational
Communications and Technology publisheformation Literacy Standards for Student
Learning for students in K-12.These Associations’ work listed standards detail

competencies for students in K-12 (National Forumrdormation Literacy 2010).

In 1998, Allen Bundy produce an Information Liteydcamework: Information Literacy:
The key competency for the*2tentury presented at the Annual Conference of the
International Association of Technological UnivéysLibraries in South Africa (Bundy
1998).

In 1999, the National Research Council’'s Commitirenformation Technology Literacy
(CITL) produced a report, entitleBeing Fluent with Information Technologwhich
introduced the term “Information Fluency’. This oep argues that people “fluent with
information technology” (FIT people), are able tthbacquire and adapt more knowledge
in all life contexts. So, through this report, timeportance of knowing how to use the

information technologies or to be an informatiderate person, was recognized.

In 2000, the American Association of Higher Edumat(AAHE) endorsed the ACRL'’s
Information Literacy Competency Standards for HigBducation,with the following call:
“With societal well-being so dependent upon how ctizens find, review, and use
information, institutions must help students becanfiermation literate, in the fullest sense
of the term” (Breivik 2000).

In 2001 the Council of Australian University Librans (CAUL) revised the ACRL
standards and produced the Australian versionnmdtion literacy standards. Their version
takes a broader approach to information literagntthe US original, talking about the

information literategperson(rather than student) and adding two new standards:

\



...recognises that lifelong learning and participaticitizenship requires
information literacy;

...expands, reframes or creates new knowledge bgretiag prior knowledge and new
understandings individually or as a member of aigr¢CAUL, 2001)

Also, these Australian Standards are reflectechen Australian Library and Information
Association’s (20015tatement on Information Literacy for all Austraig which stated

the importance of information literacy for persoeatpowerment, participative citizenship
and social inclusion. It also agrees with the Nald_ibrary of Australia’s commitment to

Equity of Access tmformation Literacy Skill§Alston, 2001).

In 2002, the Joint Information Systems Committee through #®&C Committee for
Awareness, Liaison and Training (JCALT) fundé&tie Big Blueproject, which was
managed jointly by Manchester Metropolitan Univgrdiibrary and Leeds University
Library (Manchester Metropolitan University Librar$ervices 2001).In this report,
“Information Skills” and “Information Literacy” wer understood as synonyms and
surveyed current practice in information skillsiniag for students in higher and post-16
education. The project concluded that there is antglatively small amount of published
literature, which relates to the UK experiencerdbrmation skills. Besides, most literature
describes approaches to the introduction of Inféionaliteracy programs adopted by

individual institutions.

However, the “Big Blue project”, carried out thrdug review and case studies, revealed
good practice in individual institutions. Nonethsdeit was pointed out that without the
national recognition of information skills, as amportant attribute to graduates, the
concept will not be included in a Curriculum Vitelgnchester Metropolitan University
Library Services 2001).

In 2003, NFIL, UNESCO, and NCLIS held the firstamational information literacy
experts meeting in Prague, resulting in Brague Declaration This meeting of experts
was a great success, as it accomplished its gegésding the definition of the information
literacy concept, the recognition of its role inaolging communities worldwide and the

creation of action plans. In this meeting InforraatLiteracy was intended as a prerequisite

Vil



for well participating in the information societgnd is part of the basic human right of

lifelong learning.

Also in 2003, NFIL established the Internationaligice on Information LiteracyThe
general purpose for the Alliance is to ease therirshpaof information and provide
information literacy skills across regions and oasi of the world. The ultimate goal of the
Alliance is to simplify people’s participation ihe Information Society, as part of the basic
human right of lifelong learning. The Alliance casts of several organizations around the
world. Member organizations will be regional orioatl organizations. They will include
representation from the economic development, ddugahealth, human services,
librarianship, public policy, and information anenemunications technology sectors

(National Forum on Information Literacy 2010).

In 2003, Society of College, National and Univerditbraries presentsinformation Skills
in Higher Education: a SCONUL position pap@hese paper’'s main goals were to define
the information skills for higher education in U&nd stimulate the debate about the place
of information skills within the context of curreactivity, surrounding ‘key skills’ and
lifelong learning. The outline model for informatigkills in the briefing paper has become
known as theSeven Pillars ModelAn interactive process is present in the pillaisthat

progress of the information user is carried oupkgcticing its skills (SCONUL 2003).

In 2004, The Partnership for 21st Century Skills,arganization that provide tools and
resources to help the US education system, idedtififormation literacy as a key student
learning outcome. To keep up with the educatioresysthis organization aims to relate
critical thinking and problem solving, communicatjocollaboration, and creativity and

innovation in the students’ works (National Foruminformation Literacy 2010).

In 2004, Alain Bundy produced an adaptation of A#@RL’s framework update to the
Higher Education in AustraliaAustralian and New Zealand Information Literacy
Framework: principles, standards and practicéhis framework stated the principles,
standards and practices that can sustain informdiieracy education in all education

sectors in Australia (Bundy 2004).

VIII



In 2004 the Research Information Network (RIN) wset up by the four UK higher

education funding councils, the British Libraryethational libraries of Scotland and Wales
and the seven UK Research Councils. It establishstems from the recommendation of
the Research Support Libraries Group Final Repor2003 where were found that a
cohesive and strategic leadership was missedndggether a national framework to meet
the information needs of researchers. So, a new Wwas formed to improve, highlight and

lead a UK-wide strategy for the provision of resbanformation.

In 2005, UNESCO/IFLA/NFIL sponsored symposium oformation literacy experts in
Alexandria, Egypt, producing The Alexandria Procidiion on Information Literacy and
Lifelong Learning. On this meeting it was declatbdt Information Literacy lies at the
core of lifelong learning, because it allows peoplall sets of life to seek, evaluate, use
and create information effectively to achieve thpérsonal, social, occupational and
educational goals. It is a basic human right ingital world and promotes social inclusion

of all nations.

In 2006, First National Information Literacy Sumnmitthe U.S. — Co Sponsored by the
National Forum, Committee for Economic Developmelmistitute for a Competitive
Workforce, National Education Association, EducaséibTesting Service, and the National
Forum. This summit presentethformative and appropriate discussions between
government, education and business leaders omatan literacy and its impact on the
global society, workforce readiness in the Unitedtés (National Forum on Information
Literacy 2010).

In 2007, UNESCO published the report entitled Ustlerding Information Literacy: A
Primer by Dr. F. Woody Horton, one of the converdrthe 2003 Prague and Alexandria.
This publication helpedenior and middle level public and private sect@ocatives to find,
retrieve, organize, evaluate and use informatioevén has a special section (Part II) that is

especially for readers with very little time (UNESQ007).

In 2008, UNESCO also publishéitbwards Information Literacy Indicatpia conceptual
framework for measuring information literacy. It swdesigned to serve as a reference to aid
the elaboration of information literacy indicattdNESCO 2008).



Also, in 2008, the American Association of Communiiolleges (AACC) published a
Position Statement on Information Literacy. It sélyat effective curricula of Information
Literacy offer both current and classic contentistiplines through: a design that engages
students meets their learning needs, supports fugicess in courses and retention in
academic programs. To design a curriculum and aistent it's necessary to include
practices such as active learning techniques, ttabkshment of a context, real life
importance, the integration of technology, sigmfit assessment, and an integration of
critical thinking, that stimulates the questionargd discussion of ideas. The Faculty should
work together with library teachers to create mstional groups to encourage information
literacy outcomes in education. In this report, &&CC also states that “Information
literacy, which encompasses information fluency afdrmation technology mastery, is

critical to success in higher education and lifglégarning”.

From this literature brief overview on the emergent Information Literacy it is clear that

the amount of information produced each year kgepsing at an incredible rate.



Annex B: PhD students’ interview

Faculty

Introduction
Identification: Ana Mesquita, 2nd year student of the Master farmation Science.

Dissertation themdnformation Literacy in Higher Education: The cadeesearch staff and students in the Univerdity o
Porto.

Interview goalPerceive the information training needs of the Bhdlents and how well they feel supported by tlzaelamic
library in area of research competencies — Infoionaliteracy Skills.

Ethical statemenifhe interviewees’ identity will be preserved ahd tlata collected just will be used for the purpase
research.

1. Could you tell what is your academic year of thetdmte course?

2. How is the research carried out?

Individually
Work in a team

Associated with a project



3. Could you please mark, in a 5 point scale, how intgmd do you consider the following IL skills fohB Students?

Very
Important
1

Important
2

Fairly
Important
3

Less
Important
4

Not
Important
5

for locating the
information:

1. How to do literature searches
2. How to use specific subject databases

3. How to use appropriate search engines (moviggrzk
Google)

Locate and access the Construct strategies

information:

4.How to find research material in the Library

5. How to find and obtain research evidence frotside the
university

6. How to obtain published research papers




information:

7. How to use subject-based electronic portalsgatelways
8. How to use wikis and blogs in your research
9. How to use electronic repositories in your resiea

10. How to evaluate published research papers

Organise, apply and communicate the information:| Compare and evaluate the

11. How to manage the information generated thrguagin
research

12. How to retain and preserve the information getiee
through your research

13. How to cite journal articles, books and reptots
demonstrate that you have covered the ground

14. How to cite information on websites

15. How to write research reports and journal ksic
16. How to prepare and submit conference papers

17. How to avoid plagiarism




18. Licensing and copyright issues

=]
c
©
2E
D2
S =09 19. Open access to research reports
28
41 0.9
a. Please could you tell me what subset of skills do gonsider “very important” PhD students learn?
4. Could you rate your skill level regarding the feliog skills:
Very Competent Fairly Less Not
Competent 2 Competent | Competent | Competent
1 3 4 5
3
'05)3 1. How to do literature searches
T o
55 . 2. How to use specific subject databases
5 286
é '*§ kS 3. How to use appropriate search engines (moviggrize
@ o £ Google)
o =L
OLEc




information:

4.How to find research material in the Library

5. How to find and obtain research evidence frotside the
university

6. How to obtain published research papers

Compare and evaluate the | Locate and access the

information:

7. How to use subject-based electronic portalsgatelways
8. How to use wikis and blogs in your research
9. How to use electronic repositories in your reslea

10. How to evaluate published research papers




Organise, apply and communicate the information:

11. How to manage the information generated thrguagin
research

12. How to retain and preserve the information gatee
through your research

13. How to cite journal articles, books and reptwts
demonstrate that you have covered the ground

14. How to cite information on websites

15. How to write research reports and journal ksic
16. How to prepare and submit conference papers

17. How to avoid plagiarism

Licensing and

copyright
issues

18. Licensing and copyright issues

19. Open access to research reports

\




5. Would you classify how well are these skills supported by the Academic Library?

Very
Supported
1

Supported
2

Fairly
Supported
3

Less
Supported
4

Not
Supported
5

for locating the
information:

1. How to do literature searches
2. How to use specific subject databases

3. How to use appropriate search engines (moviggrize
Google)

Locate and access the Construct strategies

information:

4.How to find research material in the Library

5. How to find and obtain research evidence frotside the
university

6. How to obtain published research papers

Vil




information:

7. How to use subject-based electronic portalsgatelways
8. How to use wikis and blogs in your research
9. How to use electronic repositories in your resiea

10. How to evaluate published research papers

Organise, apply and communicate the information:| Compare and evaluate the

11. How to manage the information generated thrguagin
research

12. How to retain and preserve the information getiee
through your research

13. How to cite journal articles, books and reptots
demonstrate that you have covered the ground

14. How to cite information on websites

15. How to write research reports and journal ksic
16. How to prepare and submit conference papers

17. How to avoid plagiarism

VIII




Licensing and

copyright
issues

18. Licensing and copyright issues

19. Open access to research reports

6. Is there any training aspects related to this tra@bwe haven't talked about, but could be impdftan

Thank you for your time and assistance on the ptoje




Annex C: Information Literacy Providers’ interview

Faculty

Introduction
Identification:Ana Mesquita, 2nd year student of the Master farmation Science.

Dissertation themdnformation Literacy in Higher Education: The cadeesearch staff and students in the Univerdity o
Porto.

Interview goalPerceive how the training in research skills arfidrmation skills concerning PhD students is beiativéred
and what skills the providers of information liteyaconsider important for PhD students to learn.

Ethical statemeniThe interviewees’ identity will be preserved ahd tata collected just will be used for the purpaxfe
research.

Planning
To begin with, can we talk about the way reseakillssand information skills training is conducted generally?

1. How is the delivery of Information Literacy trairgs for PhD students planned?
a. For example, is it based on expected learning owso
b. Is there agreement on what areas are to be covered?

2. Is there any joint training plan by PhD supervisamd library staff?
a. Do you consider this joint planning important? Why?

3. Does itfeellike planned provision? Are there any gaps?



4. Could you please mark, in a 5 point scale, how i@ do you consider the following IL skills fohB Students?

Very
Important
1

Important
2

Fairly
Important
3

Less
Important
4

Not
Important
5

for locating the
information:

1. How to do literature searches
2. How to use specific subject databases

3. How to use appropriate search engines (moviggrzk
Google)

Locate and access the Construct strategies

information:

4.How to find research material in the Library

5. How to find and obtain research evidence frotside the
university

6. How to obtain published research papers

Xl




information:

7. How to use subject-based electronic portalsgatelways
8. How to use wikis and blogs in your research
9. How to use electronic repositories in your resiea

10. How to evaluate published research papers

Organise, apply and communicate the information:| Compare and evaluate the

11. How to manage the information generated thrguagin
research

12. How to retain and preserve the information getiee
through your research

13. How to cite journal articles, books and reptots
demonstrate that you have covered the ground

14. How to cite information on websites

15. How to write research reports and journal ksic
16. How to prepare and submit conference papers

17. How to avoid plagiarism

Xl




18. Licensing and copyright issues

=]
c
©
e
D .2 g
c 5o 19. Open access to research reports
Qa>
299
- o .2
a. Please could you tell me what subset of skillyaio consider “very important” PhD students leard aat are
the ones library provide support?
Delivery

Now we have some questions on the way the traisidglivered.

5. In FEUP as a whole, what is the mix of genericlskiaining vs. subject-based training (e.g., usipgcialised databases)
or resource-type-based training (e.g., in archivalerial)?

6. What methods of delivery do you or your team favor?

X



7. Are there situations in which teaching to groupagpropriate, vs one-to-one or smaller tutoriaugss

8. Is any virtual learning environment used in thevsion of training, by any unit in the faculty?

No__ Yes

Can you describe the environment and the teachatgmals, briefly?

9. Is any virtual learning planned for this kind cditring?

10.What is the general feeling on the efficacy of soethods?

Evaluation and impact

11.How is the training evaluated?

XV



12.What is done with this evaluation?

a. Which are the most frequent obstacles in infornmatesearch and management for PhD students?

Support

13.How well, do you believe, are the target audiermsiag served (through training and other meansglation to research
and information skills training?

14. Is there any training aspects related to this #irabwe haven't talked about, but could be impdfa

Thank you for your time and assistance on the ptoje
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Annex D: Supervisors’ interview

Faculty

Introduction

Identification:Ana Mesquita, 2nd year student of the Mastersfiorination Science.

Dissertation themetnformation Literacy in Higher Education: The caskeresearch staff and students in the Faculty of
Engineering of the University of Porto.

Interview goal:to perceive if PhD supervisors are aware abouintfloeemation literacy programs at FEUP Librarythey work
jointly with information literacy providers in th@lanning of training and what information literaskills they consider to be the most
important ones for PhD students learn in thesaitrgs.

Ethical StatementThe interviewees’ identity will be preserved ah@ data collected just will be used for the purgosk
research.

1. Do you know about the Information Literacy servatd.ibrary?
a. If YES:

- Do you consider it useful for PhD students? Why?

- Do you recommend it to your students?

If YES - For what? (e.g. Search engines, citatioefgrences etc.) Students were clarified?

XVI



b. If NOT:

- Why? Perhaps poor dissemination of the service?

2. Do you consider important having a joint plannirigndormation literacy training by PhD supervis@nsd providers of

information literacy?
a. Why?

3. Could you please mark, in a 5 point scale, how i@ do you consider the following IL skills fohP Students?

Very
Important
1

Important
2

Fairly
Important
3

Less
Important
4

Not
Important
5

Construct strategies

for locating the
information:

1. How to do literature searches
2. How to use specific subject databases

3. How to use appropriate search engines (moviggrzk
Google)

XVl




information:

4.How to find research material in the Library

5. How to find and obtain research evidence frotside the
university

6. How to obtain published research papers

Compare and evaluate the | Locate and access the

information:

7. How to use subject-based electronic portalsgatelways
8. How to use wikis and blogs in your research
9. How to use electronic repositories in your reslea

10. How to evaluate published research papers

XVl




Organise, apply and communicate the information:

11. How to manage the information generated thrguagin

research

12. How to retain and preserve the information gatee
through your research

13. How to cite journal articles, books and reptwts
demonstrate that you have covered the ground

14. How to cite information on websites

15. How to write research reports and journal ksic

16. How to prepare and submit conference papers

17. How to avoid plagiarism

Licensing and

copyright
issues

18. Licensing and copyright issues

19. Open access to research reports

a. Please could you tell me what subset of skillyaio consider “very important” PhD students learn?

XIX




4. Are there any aspects of training in this area yoatwould like to see developed?

Thank you for your time and assistance on the ptoje
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Annex E - Key findings

Competencies analysis

1. How to do literature searches

Level of importance
PhD Students:

How todo literature searches
100
90

80
70

60 ——

50
40

30 T
20

10 i 4
o T : . 4
Very Important Im portant Fairly Important Less Im portant Not Important

{53 O

i "Importance level (25)"

When asked about assessing the importance levidiofcompetence, regarding how to
carry out their scientific researches: 73% of th® RBtudents said it is “very important”,
whereas 22% PhD students said it is “important”.

PhD students’ comments are closely linked to thgoitance of how to get the information
needed:

“Important because, sometimes | know what | wargdarch but | don’t know to search it”
(Respondent 2, 04.09.2011)

“This is very important, undoubtedly. Because tlis first step for our research, if we have
no information to support it we can’t do it wellRéspondent 5, 05.09.2011)

Furthermore, 4% PhD students assessed this conspessrifairly important”. On the first

case, this assessment is linked with the PhD stsidecademic year, as they said “gaining

XX



some practice during my degree”, while on the séaase, this assessment is linked to the
fact that students are working in a team, whatames occasions is helpful, for example
when working towards the same objective. HoweMeis ts not conventional, because
students in "8 academic year evaluate this skill as “very impatitand justify it by saying
that:

“Knowing how to do literature searches in cataloguédatabases, journal and so forth, is
always important because information is nowadayalalile through these platforms, and
more and more will be. So, knowing how to findvibat to use to find it, what terms use,

what combinations, and so forth is always importafRespondent 8, 09.09.2011)

The importance of this IL competency can be peexkivy the fact that no students rate it

as “less important” and “not important”.

Information Literacy providers:

How to do literature searches

100
20
80
70

50
50
a0
30
20
10

O O O o

T T T T
Very supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

i Lewve | of library's support ( 38)

Regarding information literacy providers, all oeth assessed this competence as “very

important”, for PhD students learn and apply eftety. Although their justifications vary:

“The academic level where they are now — doctolavel — they already should know how
to do it well. But this is not what has been perediby library, so is very important PhD

students learn and practice this competence” (ILRR05.2011)

“Locate the information on literature is very imgant for PhD students of our faculty. The

databases that we have retrieve lots of informatemthey need to know how to search,
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which terms should use, in depth what search sir@sethey should develop” (ILP 2,
09.09.2011)

“Knowing how to access reliable information is vemyportant for students who are doing
scientific researches, so they can have a thealetmart well-reasoned” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)

Supervisors:

How to do literature searches
100
90 -

80 ————
70 ——
50
50
a0

30

20
10

O O O o

Wery Important Im portant Fairly Important Less Important Not Important

i "Importance level (2)"

The level of importance assigned by a supervisthisocompetence was the maximum. All
10 supervisors interviewed recognized that to kiow to do literature searches is “very
important” for PhD students.

“This is very important for sure. Even for me itusry important! For everyone who is
carry out investigations is very important know himndo literature searches” (Supervisor
5,16.09.2011)

Comparison:
Concerning the level of importance given by theugso to this competence it can be
perceived there is an agreement. A large partetthdents consider this competence very

important for their researches, as well as allrimfation literacy providers and supervisors.
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Level of library’s support
PhD Students:

100
S0
80
70O
B0
50
40
30
20
10

How todo literature searches

ia

1 I g

- BT 5

T
Wery supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

i Level of library's support (2:)

To this competence, 42% of the PhD students feipperted” by the library and 33% of

the PhD students “very supported#.. In generabestts said that when they have some

doubt on searching librarians help or, in a spedése, like¢don't know what are the main

information resources to search” (Respondent 40022011)they ask for\ help to their

supervisors.

Then, 16% of the PhD students considered thatdbrispetence is “fairly supported” by

library and 9% of the PhD students considered ihdtess supported” by library. The

percentage of students that considered this competes less supported by library is

closely linked to some occasions that studentstdm® their need satisfied and also don’t

know the existence of IL trainings in library.

Information Literacy providers:

100
S0
20
70
50
50
40
30
20

10 -

How to do literature searches

o o o o

T
Wery supported supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

i Leve | of library's support (%)
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All IL service directors of each faculty interviedsaid that they provide the highest level

of support to this competence — “very supported”.

“We have a specific room with professionals spérgal in this area to receive students
and help them on doing literature searches or ottiéficulties that they possibly have

regarding the search information. And if they cagdt to the room they can send an email
to our service asking for help. We are always aldé to do that. ” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

“When students have some doubt on searching infiom#hey know that they can always
come to library and ask for help, to me or otheofpssional, and we can always provide
this help” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“We are always available to give help to studemsall problems that they can possible
have regarding the library” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Comparison:
A big difference between these two groups: the ntgj@f PhD students consider that
library provides a good support to this competeasewell as consider all the information

literacy providers.

Competence level
PhD students:

How to do literature searches

100
o0
80
70
60
50
40
30

20 - =
= — - -

Wery competent Competent Fairly com petent Less Competent Mot competent

51

38

W "Competence level (%)"

Regarding the competence level, 51% of the PhDestiscassumed they were “competent”
and 38% of the PhD students assumed they were ‘a@npetent”. Just 11% of the PhD

students consider themselves as being “fairly cdempé doing literature searches.
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“I know how to do this because | already have s@maetice so this is not a difficult form
me” (Respondent 26, 19.09.2011)

“l attended once one of the trainings provided tydry. It was helpful to have a general
vision about what | should do to search informatiRespondent 28, 19.09.2011)

No students recognized themselves as being “laspe@nt” or “not competent” on doing

literature searches for their PhD researches. Qirtieem reported that:

“Sometimes the research subject still has poorevig on literature and when it happens
is difficult to find the information needed” (Resputent 31, 20.09.2011)

In general, regarding this competency, students’diéport difficulties doing it, because
they have been gaining practice and already knawvitformation resources that they
commonly used on their PhD research.

Regarding this topic — competence level — all &f titainings provided by the information

literacy providers are integrated contents for imgstudents doing literature searches. As
all of the information literacy providers mentiondtie trainings for PhD students are
generally specific to their area, and happen whesdemics, supervisors or doctoral

directors ask to library.
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2. How to use specific subject databases

Importance level
PhD Students:

How to use specific subjectdatabases
100

90
80
70

60 ——

s0 —

a0 —
30
20

A=)

7
i o O
i T

10 1

i

Wery Important Im portant Fairly Important Less Important Not Important

i Im portance level (26)

In relation to the importance level, this competemas considered by 64% of the PhD
students as being “very important” and by 29% & BhD students as being “important”

for their researchers. PhD students’ justificatiaresthe following:

“Knowing the databases that have specific informatiegarding the area of research is a

very helpful tool to get information” (Respondest 16.09.2011)

Others PhD students (just 7% of them) recognize $kill as important, but comparing

with the first skill they said that is “fairly imptant” because:

“Even searching inside these kind of databasegopwmals, | need to know what | want to
find specifically, so | always need to know howddditerature searches”(Respondent 19,
17.09.2011)

In further cases, students referred that:

“These databases may be even more difficult toigfermation, because they have so

information concerned with an area that for instancould be difficult to get the
information that | real need” (Respondent 11, 12204 1)
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Still others say that:

“If 1 don’'t know the existence of these databases b know searching on general
databases, | can retrieve the information that édie(Respondent 11, 12.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to use specific subjectdatabases
100
100

o0
80
70

60

=1
40
30

20
10

o o o o

wvery Important Important Fairly Important Less Important Not Important

i Importance level (25)

All of the information literacy providers intervied in each faculty categorised this
competence as “very important” for PhD StudentiTbomments don’t vary significantly
from the first competence. Therefore, regarding dbademic level, it was expected that

they knew where they should go to search for in&drom.

They also said that this knowledge, about whatthee specific databases, linked to a
specific area, should also be indicated by theiesusors, as they already are doctors of

that area.

Supervisors:

How to use specific subject databases

100
90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10
107 L d o o o
T

T
“ery Important Im portant Fairly Important Less Important MNot Important

ke importance lewvel (25)
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The importance level assigned by supervisors te ttompetency varies, but not
significantly: 90% of the supervisors said thastbompetence is “very important” and 10%

said that it is “important”.

“Meet these information resources give them a bdtteowledge about what have been
produced in their area not only for their researgtocess but also during their career”
(Supervisor 3, 13.09.2011)

Comparison:
Regarding the importance level rated by all groitpsould be perceived that an agreement

between them exists, all groups find this competemery important”.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to use specific subjectdatabases
100

20

80

7o

50

s0 x
40

7

20 ]
20 - 1 16 if

10 ’41 I I i JI : i ‘I , o

Very supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

i Leve | of library's support (38)

Regarding PhD students interviewed, 42éfisidered that this competence is “supported”
by library, and 27% of théPhD students considered that this competence isy “ve
supported”. While, 16% of the PhD students consdehat this competence is “fairly

support” and “less support” given by the library.
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Much PhD students argued that:

“Library has available information resources vergaful and when | need some help | ask
them to help me finding it. | don't feel differerare support provided on generic resources
and specific resources” (Respondent 41, 25.09.2011)

“Until now consider that library has fantastic resices and they're very, very helpful in
finding resources. | think they're good becauseg/'thetough on you and make you learn

how to use it” (Respondent 42, 26.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to use specific subjectdatabases

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

O O O O

wery supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

i Level of library's support (26)

Again, all of the information literacy providersfeered that they give students’ support in
this competence in a high level, as can be perddiyehe chart.

Their justifications for having said this are cllysknked to the fact that the trainings for
PhD students are planned specifically, in otherdsdhe contents delivered are always
concerned to the area of research. Therefore, ikeaepreoccupation related to present

students with this kind of information resourcesjraplicit in these trainings.

“In cases like those ones the participations of shipervisors are essential, to better meet
the information needs of PhD studen(d”P 3, 19.05.2011)
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Comparison:
Regarding the level of library’s support there ist m huge difference: PhD students
considered to be “supported” by library and libtargrofessionals rated it as highest level

of support.

Competence level
PhD Students:

How to use specific subjectdatabases

100
90
80
70
80
50
40
30 -+

a7

Z0

g =

Wery competent Competent Fairly competent Less Competent Not competent

Wi Competence level (35)

Regarding this competency, 47% of the students uatedl themselves as being
“competent”,33% of the students as “very competent”. Just 20%h e students assumed
to be “fairly competent” and, as was the competehejore, no students recognized

themselves as “less competent” or “not competentiising specific subject databases.

Some PhD students said to have difficulties onguspecific databases, but in some cases,

students pointed out that

“Till now, I didn’t find any specific subject databe concerned with my research theme,
but | think |1 can use it well, if I know how to ueae | know how to use everyone”
(Respondent 30, 20.09.2011)

“For me, the specific databases in my research aeavery easy to use now, for example
the Compendex Database. But | recognize that irbdggnning of my degree search on it
was very very difficult. With the time’s pass | vgasning practice and now | can use it

well.” (Respondent 35, 23.09.2011)
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“Well sometimes is difficult to find informationezvin these databases, but yes | consider
myself competent on using this kind of databasesspondent 15, 16.09.2011)

This reveals that all students think they know howse specific databases, despite their
disciplines.

3. How to use appropriate search engines (moving le@nogle)

Importance level
PhD Students:

How to use appropriate search engines (moving beyond Google)
100
Q90
80
70

60
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40

31

> T e = s
— E— e

Very Important Im portant Fairly Important Less Important Mot Important

i Importance level (2]

This competence, as can be perceived by the bar, chdivided by levels of importance.
Some students (the higher quotation) consideradctimpetency “very important” (31% of
the PhD students). Then, 24% of the PhD students that this competence is “fairly
important”, 20% of the PhD students said that itimsportant”, while 16% of the PhD
students assessed this competence as “less imfatah9% f the PhD students as “not

important”.
PhD students do not consider this competency tashienportant, because they intend that

it is the same for the first competency: how toliterature searches. And some of them
said that:
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“Yes, knowing how to use appropriate search endiegend Google searches is important
for a PhD research, but this competency means éneesof doing literature searches.”
(Respondent 1, 03.09.2011)

Interpreting student’s words means that they knosy tcan’'t use the same search engines,
used in Google, when they are searching on datapgsarnal. Students that find this
competency very important or just important didmake this comparison with the first

competency, and most of them said that:

“Using Google search engines on databases is netulisl know, I've do it before. So it is
necessary use the key words and relates them” (Relgmt 9, 11.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to use appropriate search engines (moving beyond Google)
100 100
90
80
70
50
50
a0
30
20
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o o O o

Wery Im portant iImportant Fairly Important Less Important Not Important

d Importance level (28)

Once more, all professionals recognized providingr@at support to this competence.
Information literacy providers for each faculty asged that this competence is very

supported by their services. In general, all pmifasals said:

“Of course! This is one of the first concerns tiv¢ have in our trainings: incentive

students doing search engines effectives and neéethsed in Google” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)
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Supervisors:

How to use alggprapriate search engines (moving beyond Google)
100
S0
80
70
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50
40
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Very Important Im portant Fairly Important Less Important Mot Important

i Importance level (28)

As can be perceived by the bar chart, all supersisgssessed this competence as “very

important” to PhD students, arguing that:

“Mainly in a first year, students have a lot thishmaviour. Some ones still not are sensitized
to this search problem” (Supervisor 8, 23.09.2011)

Other supervisors pointed out an interesting aspect

“It is very possible, because having in mind thevpo that Google and Google Scholar
have been acquired during the years, the “intimaéy”so much that for instance they
could not doing search engines moving beyond Godgts say “simple and generic
searches engines” (Supervisorl0, 25.09.2011)

Comparison:

So, all the groups assessed this competence asmpoytant” which reveals don't exist

any gap in this rating.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to use appropriate search engines (moving beyond Google)

100
o0
80
70 5
60
50
40
30
20

10 —41 =
= = EY 4

Wery supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

27

wiLevel of library's support (25)

The level of library’s support most quoted by Phiddents to this competency was
“supported” (62% of the PhD students). Then 27%hef PhD students considered having
“very support” by the library, regarding this congrece. And finally, 7% of the students
assessed this competency as “fairly supported”28aaf the PhD student said having less
or no support by librarians.

As much of the PhD students considered this competeaimilar to the first one, the

support they assumed, is also high.

“At least, when | ask help to librarians they arga#lable to help me doing information
searches” (Respondent 12, 13.09.2011)

“Yes, | feel supported by library regarding thisngpetence. It is similar to the first one,

and | think that librarians do not use Google sd®wms engines!”(Respondent 16,
16.09.2011)
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Information literacy providers:

How to use algopropriate search engines (moving beyond Google)
100
90
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Wery supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

i Level of library's support (%)

All of the 3 professionals interviewed recognizdéardry provides to be support to this
competence. They argued that help students doisitid of search engines is one of their

main objectives.

Comparison:
Regarding the level of library’s support there esdifference: PhD students considered to
be “supported” by library and library’s professitsaated it as giving support to students

about this competence.

Competence level
PhD students:

How to use appropriate search engines (moving beyond Google)

100
a0
80
70
&80
50
40
30
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20
20

] i | s
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Very competent Com petent Fairly competent Less Competent Mot competent

s Competence level (35)

Regarding this competency, 38 % of the studentsuated themselves as being “fairly
competent”,33% of the students as “competent”. Just 20% ofsthdents assumed to be
“very competent” and 9% of the PhD students ass“tgsnpetent”.
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Although students know that using information fr@oogle could be a risk and it's not
appropriated for a scientific research, the fitgtpsthey take is going to Google when
researching their subject, using simple enginesneSetudents spoke and said that it is
“easier and faster”. Then, when they use databgm@sials or other kinds of information
resources the first search engines used are tiseuseel on Google.

“I usually start doing generic search engines an tGoogle engines are by default
generic searches, so firstly | use generic engares then | start doing more specific and
elaborated search engines.” (Respondent 14, 16009.p

“I use firstly Google, just to have an open viewndfat subject is and what has had done
about it. But when I'm going to use specific datsgs of course | create appropriated
search engines” (Respondent 19, 17.09.2011)

4. How to find research material in the Library

Importance level
PhD students:

How to find research material in the Library
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This competency generated some interpretationstumests: some of them understood
“research materials in the library” as being, faample, books; and others as being books
and information resources online. As can be ségmcompetence was rated by 53% of the
PhD students as “very important” and by 29% ofRh@® students “important”. Then, 13%
of the PhD students rated this competence as yfamportant” and just 4% of the PhD
students rated it as “less important”.
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For some PhD students, it is important to havelalig some library information sources,
like books, literary and old works, for example tamties’ students. Commonly, these
students fundament their doctoral works in antiqaeelopments. However, in cases like
engineering and economy students, this may not démportant because the recent
developments are always more important (this inédrom was got through an interview

with a PhD supervisor of the Engineering College).
No students rate this competency as “not importamtiich means that even when having
different interpretations, all of them recognizédttfinding research material in library is

important.

Information Literacy Providers

How to find research material in the Library
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Regarding the total of the information literacy yiders interviewed, 67% of them
considered this competence “very important” and 28%em “important”. In general they
said that:

“Students should know firstly what their facultpriary has available for them” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)
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Supervisors:

How to find research material in the Library
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Not Important

Generically, PhD supervisors considered this coemstimportant for their students: 80%

supervisors considered it “very important” and 2€8asidered it “important”.

“PhD students should be able to know what researatterial their faculty library has.

But, when they don’'t know they can always ask teelpe or to librarians” (Supervisor 3,

13.09.2011)

Comparison:

Regarding the importance level of this competeRt®) students referred that it is “very

important”, information literacy providers ratedstcompetence as “very important” and

supervisors rated it as “important” (genericallyhis is not a considerable gap in this

rating, everybody considered this competence “irtgmtf.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to find research material in the Library
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The level of library’'s support most quoted by PhiDdents to this competence were
“supported” and “fairly supported” with 31% of tihD students each one. Then, 22% of
the PhD students assumed to be “very supportedibbgry and 16% assumed to be less

supported on improving this competence.

So, there is not a level which is more highlightudgnts, who said that this competence is

“very supported” and “supported” in general refer t

“When | ask help to librarians to find me some doemts, even online articles or books,
they always help me so | consider to be suppor(B&spondent 36, 23.09.2011)

Students who said that this competence is “faidpp®rted” and “less supported” in
general refer to:

“Library don’'t communicate their resources jointetin students. 1 know what it has
because | search on catalogue. But if they commatmiwhat are their new acquisitions or

online resources subscriptions, it could worksdrétfRespondent 27, 19.09.2011)

Information literacy providers:

How to find research material in the Library
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The 3 services’ director of each faculty preseritigh level of support, concerning this

competence to students. They argued that

“We are always available to help students on figdtheir information needed” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)
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“We have been felt students’ asks about where thdyeok or x magazine, or also inside
catalogue. In other words, students ask us to tlem on finding their material research

in library and we can always try to do it well” (R-2, 09.09.2011)

Comparison:

The PhD students’ most quoted level to library suppvas “fairly supported” and
“supported” and the services’ directors was “venpmorted”. So, the perception that
professionals have is a bit above of what PhD stisdassessed, which for instance do not

correspond to the reality.

Competence level
PhD students:

How to find research material in the Library
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PhD students, mostly rate themselves as being “etang’ on finding research material in
the library (49% of the PhD students). Then, 27%tle¢ PhD students considered
themselves as being “fairly competent” and 20%heiht as being “very competent”. Just

4% of the PhD students revealed to be “less competa carry out this competence.

Furhtermore, PhD students assume to be capabladifid research material in Libraries,
because they already know the library since theteugraduate, or when gaining practice

during their doctorate.

“I made my undergraduate and my master degree hete,using Library to find
information is not difficult. Sometimes is possinde find what I'm searching but | can ask
for help” (Respondent 14, 16.09.2011)
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“Sometimes it is not easy, but | have practice datrand | already know library because

I’'m on third year of my doctorate” (Respondent 28,09.2011)

For knowing how to do that is necessary be famwigth library resources. | am but the
library online catalogue in my opinion should besiest to use because at first sight is a bit
confused because it has a lot of information” (Resjent 28, 19.09.2011)

5. How to find and obtain research evidence from detshe library

Importance level
PhD students:

How to find and obtain research evidence from outside the university
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This competence was most quoted by PhD studeriisiag “important” (44% of the PhD
students) and then “very important” (31% PhD stuslerMost of these students argued
that:

“When library doesn’t has the document, book, olatvélse that | need | try to find it in
some other place, for example in local public lityrain others libraries inside the
university, etc” (Respondent 31, 20.09.2011)

Finally, 22% students referred that this competemas “fairly important” and just 2% of
the students categorised it as being “less imptrténnumber of students can find the
information needed through library, when for soraason they find in some other place

what they are looking for, they said that:
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“l can find the information but cannot obtain it ide the library, or because the book
cannot be consulted or borrowed, or because theumeat online doesn’t are in open
access.”(Respondent 40, 25.09.2011)

So, students consider this competence importarth&r researches but it is not essential.

Information literacy providers:

How to find and obtain research evidence from outside the university
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The information literacy providers assessed thimmetence as being “important” (67 of
the ILP) and “very important” (33% of the ILP). Reesionals think the first place to search
for information to PhD students is in their acadetirary. If library doesn’t function as

the resources that students need, in this caseyaicessary to find it in other places.

Supervisors:

How to find and obtain research evidence from outside the university
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Regarding this competence, 50% of the supervisaitsis “very important” and 30% just

“important” (Annex D — Bar chart 27).
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“PhD students should search information in all pacthat possibly have information

reliable to well fundament their research” (Supeii 3, 13.09.2011)

Only 20% of the supervisors categorise this commueteas a “fairly important” one for
PhD students to acquire, because comparing it ettiers competencies this one is not so

important.

Comparison:

Regarding the importance level of this competeriReD students referred that it is
“important”, information literacy providers ratedhis¢ competence as “important” and
supervisors rated it as “very important”. This ist m considerable gap in this rating,

everybody considered this competence “important”.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:
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PhD students defend this competence is “fairly sagg” by library (40% of the PhD
students) and also “less supported” (33% of the RBhiRlents). Still, 9% of the PhD

students said that was “not supported”. The PhBestts’ justifications go around:

“I never receive any support by library to find anitain research evidence from outside
the library” (Respondent 4, 04.09.2011)

“Until now, | have not felt this support” (Responmde21, 18.09.2011)
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Information literacy providers:

How to find and obtain research evidence from outside the university
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Librarians agree to some extent with students. @f%hem provide “support” to this

competence and 33% “fairly support”. They said:that

“Until now this is not the biggest concern” (ILP 22.09.2011)

“When they need information about other countriesglways suggest them to search
information in the online catalogue of the nationidrary, for example” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)

“Despite we don’t provide any training with thisropetence, we can suggest them where
they can search information” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Comparison:

The PhD students’ most quoted level to library swppvas “fairly supported” and the
services’ directors was “supported”. So, the pefoapthat professionals have is a bit
above of what PhD students assessed, which famostdo not correspond to the reality.
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Competence level
PhD students:

How to find and obtain research evidence from outside the university
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Regarding this competence, a great number of sted@md themselves to be “fairly
competent” (56% of the PhD students). Then, 20%thef PhD students said to be
“competent” and “very competent”. Finally, just 496D students considered themselves

as “less competent”.

When needed, resources are not available in thegeolibrary, PhD students supplement
by using the libraries' interlibrary loan servidesborrow from other libraries. Some of

them, only a few, reported using local public lityra

“Yes, | know how to do that. Sometimes library aesave information resources that |
need so | start searching in other libraries. Bigahappens I’'m working in my PhD theses
in a local public library and find an important doment.” (Respondent 25, 19.09.2011)

“Until now | didn’t need much of it. Sometimes Iggest or ask library to by a book or

obtain a scientific article that is not available full text.” (Respondent 33, 23.09.2011)

“Sometimes when | perceive that the document thaédded is in other library | ask

library to do an interlibrary loan” (Respondent 430.09.2011)

“Some organizations produced important documenggréing my area, so as | am doing
a PhD research in Economy it is important to knowatvthey have been produced,

national and international way” (Respondent 45,(812011)
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6. How to obtain published research papers

Importance level
PhD students

How to obtain published research papers
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This competence is most quoted as being “very itapdrby 53% of the PhD students and
as being “important” by 36% of the PhD studentse;ht was quoted as “fairly important”
by 9% of the PhD students and “less important” just2% of the students. Some PhD
students commented:

“I should know what exists regarding my researchjsat. Try to perceive if it is outdated
or not, and try to perceive what was done and wiestds to be improved” (Respondent 2,
04.09.2011)

“Obtain these papers is important for students vaine carry out a scientific research, but
sometimes this is difficult because documents ateamailable in full text or in open

access” (Respondent 11, 12.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers
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In general, information literacy providers of edelaulty find this competence important
for PhD students: 67% of them said that this coeme is “very important” and 33% of
them recognized it as being “important”. The prefesals’ comments go around the

following topics:

“This is a very important competence because stisdgimould be able to find information

that answers their research problems” (ILP 1, 0221¥.1)

“This is almost the same of the first one competemning literature searches they are

searching for published research papers so thiery important too” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“Of course this is important because PhD studehisugd know what has come to develop
regarding their research” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Supervisors:

How to obtain published research papers
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Regarding the total of the supervisors interview#¥o of them said that this competence
is “very important” and 10% said it is “importantdr PhD students. The supervisors
comments focus always on the fact of “knowing whaen developed” in the students

research area.

“I consider this competence very important becaBe® students should know what have

been published in their research area” (Supervispi6.09.2011)
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Comparison:

Regarding the importance level of this competeRt&) students referred that it is “very
important”, information literacy providers ratedgtcompetence as “very important” and
supervisors rated it as “very important”. So, thisr@o gap in this assessment, all groups

considered this competence “very important” for Ftidents acquired.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:
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As can be perceived by the bar chart, most patiektudents — 36% of the PhD students -
consider to be “supported” by library in this cortgyee and 33% “fairly supported”.
Through the PhD students’ comments it's possiblendtice that students feel having

support by library but in some occasions it doekajipened as they expected:

“Yes | feel supported by librarians when | ask tkisd of help to them” (Respondent 8,
09.09.2011)

“Yes | feel supported but | think librarians shouteélp us with this with more depth and
explain better how to do it” (Respondent 17, 162091)

Other PhD students considered to be “very suppbdad “less supported” by library in

this competence (13% of the PhD students). Sél,of the PhD students considered to be
“not supported” by library in this competence. Htedents’ comments diverge, as follows:
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“l feel librarians are very attentive with studenémd until now | was always very well
attended” (Respondent 21, 18.09.2011)

“All I found until now was by my one, librarians wWd help students on using databases
and so forth but with that | didn’t feel any supgigRespondent 22, 18.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to obtain published research papers
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All of the 3 professionals interviewed recognizéutdry provides to be a well support to
this competence.

“This is one of the principal competencies for PefDdents and we are available to help
them with that” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011)

“They should know how important it is and alwaysytmeed help to do it they can ask help
to us” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“Yes we give students support on it, for sure” (IBP19.05.2011)

Comparison:

The PhD students’ most quoted level to library swppvas “fairly supported” and
“supported” and the services’ directors was “venpmorted”. So, the perception that
professionals have is a bit above of what PhD stisdassessed, which for instance do not
correspond to the reality.
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Competence level
PhD students:

How to obtain published research papers
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A great percentage of PhD students recognized toctmnpetent” obtaining published
research papers (49% PhD students). Then, withmdasiquotation, 27% of the PhD
students assumed to “very competent” and 24% ofRhB “fairly competent”. This

guotation is very similar.

Most students said thdit is the principal objective of doing literaturesearches”
(Respondent 38, 24.09.201When a scientific research is initiated, it is resagy to know
what has been published and developed about tearadss subject. So students assumed
themselves competent doing, whereas no studengliai himself “less competent” or

“not competent”.

7. How to use subject-based electronic portals anewgats

Importance level
PhD students:

How to use subject-based electronic portals and gateways
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In a total of 45 PhD interviewed, 49% of them s#ht this competence is “fairly

important” for their researches, arguing that:

“I don’t consider this is one of the very importasampetencies that PhD students should

acquire to carry out a research.” (Respondent 2509.2011)

When doing judgment of these words, this competescgot essential for these PhD

students.

Then, 27% of the PhD students assessed this conggess “very important”, saying that:

“In my area of research there are some informati@sources of this kind that my
supervisor advice it to me and they are very us@iuky have specific information and I'm
sure that | find information concerned to my subjecea there” (Respondent 13,
13.09.2011)

Nonetheless, with the lowest quotation are studevite considered this competence
“important” (13% of the PhD students) and “less artpnt” (11% of the PhD students).
A considerable part of students revealed thatishi®t an essential competence to carry out

their researches.

Information literacy providers:

How to use subject-based electronic portals and gateways
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The information literacy providers of each facudtydied find this competence important:

67% of them said it is “important” and 33% saidsitvery important”.
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“This is, in my opinion, a good source for helpthéo get information. But they need to
use other resources too” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011)

“I think this is very helpful for them to get spciinformation regarding their research
area” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“Well even if they didn’t find any information irathbases in these portals and gateways

they can, as they are specifics to a subject” (8,A9.05.2011)

Supervisors:

How to use subject-based electronic portals and gateways
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Regarding supervisors, 60% of them consideredciispetence as “very important”, and
30% of the supervisors considered this competemogdttant”, because students can
specify information from there. Then, just 10% bé tsupervisors do not consider this

competence as important as the others, sayingf isafairly important” for PhD students.

Comparison:

To sum up, there is a bit of difference on the ingmace level assessed by PhD students,
information literacy providers and supervisors.dgts quoted it as being more “fairly
important” and information literacy providers asnportant” and supervisors as “very

important”. So, there is no huge gap between assa# although
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to use subject-based electronic portals and gateways
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As the bar chart shows, 56% of the PhD students‘fi@iely supported” by library, when
refering to this competence, 20% feel “less sugutirand 7% feel “not supported”. PhD

students commented that:

“I don't feel well supported about it | even thitikat library just has available databases
and journals, not resources like that” (Respond2®t20.09.2011)

“I never ask library help to search on resourcedto$ kind, not even to find them. And as |
said, this is not so important, so in my opinidrdiry do not has to provide support on it”
(Respondent 36, 23.09.2011)

Other students said to be “supported” by librar@%lof the PhD students) and “very
supported” (4% of the PhD students). Usually adapart of the students interviewed

doesn’t ask this kind of help to librarians, soittemments go around the following:

“I think library do a good job on support their stants in spite of | never asked this kind of
help. But if | asked I think they will provide {Respondent 40, 25.09.2011)
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to use subject-based electronic portals and gateways
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Regarding the information literacy providers infemwed, 33% of them assessed his
library’s support to this competence as “very sufgmi and 67% of others as “supported”.

So, generically libraries provided a good suppothis competence.

Two of them said that for every kind of doubt tsi@tdents may have library is always
available to help them, and this case is not areption” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011 and ILP 3,

19.05.2011)

“We don't have this well implicit in our service totm sure we can help students with it”
(ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

Comparison:

The PhD students’ most quoted level to library swppvas “fairly supported” and the
services’ directors was “supported”. So, the peioapthat professionals have is a level
above the PhD students, which for instance do mwespond to the reality.
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Competence level
PhD students:

How to use subject-based electronic portals and gateways
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Concerning PhD students’ competence level, 42%ePhD students are “competent” and

“fairly competent”.

Then, with lowest quotation, 986 the PhD students assumed to be

very competent” and 7% “less competent”. PhD degugdents assumed having enough

competence to use subject-based electronic patalsgateways in their researches. As

some of them argued:

“Knowing how to use these kinds of information rgses is not so important for a PhD

research. Sometimes the information could not watgal. But, using it is not difficult so |

consider myself competent” (Respondent 36, 23.09)20

8. How to use wikis and blogs in your research

Importance level
PhD students:
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As was well demonstrated, this competency is mastegl as “less important” by 31% of
the PhD students and really close is “fairly impatt with 29% of the PhD students. Then
18% of the PhD students considered this compet&rateimportant” to their researches.
Finally, 13% of the PhD students considered this\metence “very important” and 9%
“important”.

This competency is most quoted as being “less itaptrbecause students defended that
“a scientific research cannot be supported withomfiation from blogs and wikis”

(Respondent 41, 25.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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All of the 3 professional interviewed consideredstbompetence “important” for PhD
students (Annex D — Bar chart 44). Their justificas go around the following:

“This is not an essential competence, but it isangnt to know about at least.” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)

“Nowadays exist lots of blogs produced by expend hthis is an important resource to
find important information. But it is necessarydgats know who are an expert and who
are not of course” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011 and ILP 3,002011)
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Supervisors:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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The importance level given by supervisors to thesnpetency is divided: 30% of the
supervisors considered this competence “very inap¢ttand “important” and 20% of the
supervisors considered this competence “fairly irrgpd” and “less important”. The
comments vary as can be perceived:

“Yes, is very important to know how to use it.ihkhblogs are much more important than
wikis, because in wikis everybody can participatesame topic and we don’'t know who
they are. In case of blogs this doesn’t happensthadlog creator could be someone who
works in an area and wants to share their knowle®jadents can take it” (Supervisor 4,
13.09.2011)

“In my area we don’'t do investigations based ongsloand wikis!” (Supervisor 8,
23.09.2011)

Comparison:

The importance level of this competence, PhD stisdessessed mostly as being “less
important”, information literacy providers as beifigiportant” and supervisors as being
“very important” and “important”. So, in this contpace, what PhD students consider is
far from what professionals and supervisors comsitleis gap, could be mostly due to the
fact that students deliberate these resourcesqladad wikis) could not be used to access
information in spite of professionals and supemaggome of them) see these resources as

possible tools to get some useful information (hydsbgs) if they meet the blog owner.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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PhD students assessed the library support to timgetence as mainly “fairly supported”
(33% of the PhD students) and “less competent” (81%e PhD students). Then, 24% of
the PhD students said that they are “not supporgdlibrarians about this competence.
Just 9% of the students considered to be “very @tipg’ on it and 2% considered to be

“supported”. The PhD students’ comments to thigsuipare a bit inconsistent, let’s see:

“l do not usually use these platforms to get infatimn for my research. So | never ask
help to librarians to use it, and | think they wan like it!” (Respondent 10, 11.09.2011)

“I think they can help us but I think that everylyddhows how to do that, so they shouldn’t
be concerned with this” (Respondent 14, 16.09.2011)

“Yes, maybe they can provide some help to us,'lmundt sure if they are requests for help
for this” (Respondent 24, 18.09.2011)

Students don't feel supported, as they think thaaity shouldn’'t be concerned with that,

because everybody knows how to do it, and alsaaltiee fact that they think librarians do

not consider platforms reliable.
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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The services’ directors assessed their supporthte tompetence as being “fairly
supported” (67% of the ILP) and “less supported%s3of the ILP).

“Actually we don’t provide this support so welluBI'm sure this is not a difficult for
students, they already are in a PhD degree” (IL®2,09.2011)

“Until now we didn’t felt the necessity of providelp in this competence. No students
asked us anything about that” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“We consider that is not as important as the otbempetencies that we spoke about here”
(ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Comparison:
The support the library gave, concerning this skiths assessed by the students as weak.
Plus, the competent entities agree, as their owkupatowards this skill is not the best one.

As such, there is no gap in this skill, becausé lgobups agree in their evaluation.
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Competence Level
PhD students:

How to use wikis and blogs in your research
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PhD students assumed themselves as being “faihpetent” (38% of the PhD students)
and as being “less competent” (33% of the PhD siis)le Then, 13% PhD students
assumed themselves as “competent” and 9% as beery tompetent”. Still, 7% of the
PhD students are not competent when using infoomatiom these platforms on their

researches.

Despite these results, great part of PhD studessisnaed a lowest level of competence, not
because they don’t know how to use these platfdioisbecause they argued that that
information could not be used in a scientific reskaSo they assumed not to be competent

or less competent.
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9. How to use electronic repositories in your research

Importance level
PhD students:

How to use electronic repositories in your research
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i Importance level (26)

This skill is most quoted as being “important” (42#the PhD students). Then, 27% of the
PhD students assessed this competence as “faiplgriemt” and 24% as “very important”.
Finally, just 7% of the PhD students assessedctingpetence as “less important” for their

researches.

In spite of the rating of this competency, manydstits don’t know what electronic
repositories there are. So, it is because of thég they considered this competency as
“fairly important”: they don’t know what electronicepositories exist, but after an
explanation they perceive that maybe these resswmad be important for their research.

The others, who knows it, said that

“yes, it helpful | already find there some infornaat to my research.” (Respondent 34,
23.09.2011)
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to use electronic repositories in your research
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Concerning this competence the 3 professionalsvietged rated this competence as “very
important” for PhD students learn. They argued fbaexample the UP’ repository allows

students to know what have been produced institatip.

Supervisors:

How to use electronic repositories in your research
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Some supervisors didn't know very well what repmsés are, and for 40% of them this
competence is “very important” or “important” arat 0% of them it is “fairly important”.

Their justifications are similar to those of thef@ssionals:
“Yes... | don't consider it essential because fotanse could not have nothing related to

my area, and to the area of my students, but yesoine occasions it could be helpful”
(Supervisor 6, 18.09.2011)
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Comparison:

Regarding the importance level of this competeriReD students referred that it is
“important”, information literacy providers ratedis competence as “very important” and
supervisors rated it as “important” (genericallyhis is not a considerable gap in this

rating, everybody considered this competence “irtgmbf.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to use electronic repositories in your research
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Regarding the level of support provided by libraBhD students feel they are mostly
“fairly supported” in this competence (47% of théCP students). Then, 29% of the
students are said to be “supported” by library, a8é “less supported”. Just 2% of the
students classify themselves as “very supported’libsary in this competence. The

students’ comments do not differ from the followimgge:

“Librans do not give support to students on usitgctonic repositories, at least | don't
know about nothing.” (Respondent 37, 24.09.2011)
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to use electronic repositories in your research
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As can be perceived in the bar chart, 67% inforomatiteracy providers give support to

students in this competence, and just 33% a largpast.

“Although we didn’t received any doubt about thésed of resources, we are always
available to give it to students” (ILP 2, 09.09.201

Comparison:

In this case there is a considerable gap betwesssaments: PhD students are considered
to have “fairly support” in this competence andfpssionals assumed to present a very
high support to it. This is maybe due to the faett tibrarians are always available to give

support in any case, but instead PhD students tknoov it or don’t use it.

Competence level
PhD students:
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Concerning with PhD students competence level, thegtly rated themselves as being
“competent” on using electronic repositories (36B4he PhD students). Then, 31% of the
PhD students considered themselves “fairly comp&t@0% as being “very competent”
and 13% of the PhD students as being “less comgieten

In spite of some of them not knowing what electcamisources are, the others who already

used, it said that:

“It is not difficult to use so | consider myself mpetent using it” (Respondent 43,
27.09.2011)

10.How to evaluate published research papers

Importance level
PhD students:
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As could be perceived, through the bar chart, spiecific competency was considered
“important” for 44% of the PhD students’ researchad “very important” for 42% of the
PhD students. Most students said that:

“This is very important for us and for everyone wdi@ doing a research. Know how to

evaluate the information retrieved to know what do with it is very important”
(Respondent 3, 04.09.2011)

LXV



“This means know how to separate the essential tteeradditional, is that right? So, yes
is very important” (Respondent 14, 16.09.2011)

“This is so difficult to do in some cases, but hsmlered it important” (Respondent 24,
18.09.2011)

Then, 9% of the PhD students rated this skill agl§f important” and 4% “less important”.
Regarding these students, there was a perceptbrhtty weren't sure about what it really

means, because they didn’t ask or comment its mgani

Information Literacy Providers:

How to evaluate published research papers
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In what concerns the importance level given byisets directors, 67% of them considered

this competence “very important” and 33% “importaitheir opinion was that:

“It is very important they do. Not all the informamh retrieved is important for their
research, and they need to know how to do it” (1,@9.09.2011)

“Evaluate the information retrieved is essentialr fE@hD students. Using the most
appropriated information to fundament their resdarcs very important” (ILP 3,

19.05.2011)

The other information service director commentedarding the information literacy plan,

that he uses in faculty:
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“This essential for these students, but is a coempet that depends much more from
themselves and not so much from our help” (ILP2L09.2011)

Supervisors:

How to evaluate published research papers
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In general, all the supervisors interviewed congdehis competence indispensable for
research students. So, 90% of the supervisordgtsaidvery important” and 10% said it is

“important”.

“Is unthinkable they don’t do this, so this is arwamportant competence for these
students” (Supervisor 5, 16.09.2011)

“This is essential, not all is retrieved is relevao research so is necessary select this
information” (Supervisor 9, 23.09.2011)

Comparison:

As for the importance level of this competence, P$tDdents mostly assessed it as
“important” and “very important” (only 1 student kes the difference), information

literacy providers, as well as supervisors, categdrit as “very important”. Therefore,

there is not a consideredable difference in thimgaAll groups think this competence is

essential for PhD students.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to evaluate published research papers
100

a0

80

70

&0 55
50

40 1
30 27

20

11 i
7 i

) | - k | - : ]

Very supported Supported Fairly Supported Less Supported Mot Supported

10 1

i Level of library's support (%)

The level of library’s support that PhD student8%bof the PhD students) most quoted
was “fairly supported”. Moreover, the following lely quoted by 27% of the PhD students,
was “less supported”. Only 11% of the PhD studesd®l this competence is “very
supported” by the library and 7% “supported”. Afidally, 2% of the PhD students said
that this competence isn't supported by librargilat

In general, students argued that:

“I don't feel well supported by library about thompetence. But this is because | think
should be me knowing how to do it. I'm doing theesrch and | know what the research
scope is so this evaluation could be difficult fdararians to help me to do. It's my

opinion!” (Respondent 26, 19.09.2011)

“They could teach us some techniques to do itutit now | don’t have perceived nothing
about this support so | this is less supported’ggRendent 32, 20.09.2011)

“I never ask this kind of help to librarians but ifask them | they could help me”
(Respondent 35, 23.09.2011)
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to evaluate published research papers
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All 3 of the information literacy providers saideth give support to PhD students. Despite
not having anything effective about this competenas has been said during this
competencies’ support, they are always availableetp students in all cases related to the

information.

Comparison:

Regarding this level of library’s support, a corsatlable gap between ratings could be
perceived. PhD students said it was “fairly supgaittand library understood to give
support to PhD students in this competernidas gaps” origin is related to the fact that
students never ask any help to professionals anid kiwow if it's possible or not to present

support to this competence.

Competence level
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The competence level, regarding this competenc®hty students are as follows: 44% of
the PhD students categorise themselves as “conthedéfo of the PhD students as “fairly
competent”, 18% of the PhD students as “very coeg&t4% of the PhD students as “less

competent” and 2% of the PhD students as competéet; evaluating the information.

A great majority of students, as could be perceivgdhe bar chart, are considered to be

competent on evaluating published research papeysing that:

“This is very difficult do to in some specific casenostly in a beginning of the research,
because we don’t know well what are we lookingafwd identify the information pertinent

is not an easy task. But now, | think | could devéll, | was gaining practice with the

years” (PhD students on thé%academic year) (Respondent 45, 31.09.2011)

“Yes | could do it, don’t have doubts or difficeli doing it” (Respondent 30, 20.09.2011)

“This is something subjective, select what is int@or and what is not, because what could
be important for me could not be important to mgesuvisor and vice versa. | considered
myself able on doing this evaluation” (Responde)t221.09.2011)

To sum up, students are capable, in what conceensampetence level.
11.How to manage the information generated througbareh

Importance level
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Regarding the way PhD students manage the amountfoofation, they reveal that it is
“important” for 58% of the PhD students and “vempiortant” for 36% of the PhD
students. Only 7% of the PhD students evaluatecitmspetency as “fairly important” for
their researches.

Some students mentioned that knowing how to mamdgemation is “very important”, as
during their doctoral degree they have to do létwark and they must know how organize

the information according to each work. Most ofrtheaid that:

“Knowing how to use specific software to manage the infaonatetrieved is very
important for us, to access information in our cangps rapidly. | use Zotero for
example.” (Respondent 27, 19.09.2011)

Although, others students considered this compgtdairly important”, justifying that:

“Yes, is important knowing that, but it is not seportant because manage the information
could be put the information inside specific foklen the computer and give them names.

So, this everyone knows.” (Respondent 33, 23.02)201

Information Literacy Providers

How to manage the information generated through your research
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When asked to rate the level of importance for tumpetence, 67% of them rated it as
“very important” and 33% as “important”. The readonthis could be perceived from the

excerts below:
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“This is a competence that also depend much mamselves then the professionals, we
could help them with that presenting them somenigades but they should know the better
way to do it” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011)

“This is very important for students so they cod@ind the information easily and
quickly” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“Yes, is very important because they should know o organize the information
retrieved in order to found it” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Supervisors:

How to manage the information generated through your research
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All of the 10 supervisors interviewed rated thisnpetence as “very important” for PhD
students to acquire. Their comments on this didrdry significouldtly from the
professionals’ comments. They also spoke abouirtip@rtance in how to manage their
information, in order to access it easily and qglyick

Comparison:

Regarding this competence importance level, PhDestis, as well as information literacy
providers and supervisors mostly assessed it asy “iwaportant”. So, there is not a

consideredable difference in this rating. All greubink this competence is essential for
PhD students to carry out their scientifical resbar
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Level of library’s support
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In this competence, 36% of the PhD students saithetdfairly supported” and 29%
“supported”. Other PhD students receive less suppyrlibrarians (20% of the PhD
students), while some admitted that this competénteery supported” (13% of the PhD
students). Just 2% of the students said that {ibdain’t provide any kind of support for
this competence.

A consideredable part of the students’ comments goeund the fact they didn't feel this
support by librarians, so they mostly rated thismpetence as “fairly supported”. Others
said that:

“I'm not sure if library provide help to this compnce” (Respondent 41, 25.09.2011)

And others mentioned that:

“Yes | feel well supported by library in this congece. Library has available EndNote
and when | have some doubt | could go there agK ljiekespondent 26, 19.09.2011)
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to manage the information generated through your research
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The level of support presented by library to stisieconcerning this competence: 67% of
the information literacy providers rated it as ‘ysupported” and 33% as “less supported”.

Their comments are as follows:

“We don't have anything really effectively to tliesmpetence, but when students need our
help to it we are available” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011)

“We provide trainings about EndNote and we try teegthem orientations to use this tool
on managing their information” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“We provide trainings about EndNote (basic and aalsed) for students. They just need to
register in their trainings. In these trainings wéve them orientations to use this tool”
(ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Comparison:

When considereding the level of library’s suppartonsideredable gap could be perceived
between ratings. PhD students said it is “fairlpgarted”. This gap could be related to the
fact that students considered library doesn't pl@gupport to this competence.
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Competence level
PhD students:
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Regarding the competence level, 42% of the PhDesiisdsaid to be “competent” and 29%
“very competent”. Then, 27% of the PhD studentsirffacompetent” and 2% “less

competent”.

“I use EndNote to organize all the information rietred through my searches and | know

how to do it well until now” (Respondent 7, 09.(EL2)

“Yes | know how to do it well, | have all organizbg folders well entitled and | could

organize myself in this way” (Respondent 12, 12091)

“Sometimes is difficult and became a bit confubegause is so much information that |
don’t know what to do with it. But this is normaidal should be able to found a way to

organize my work well” (Respondent 15, 16.09.2011)

“Zotero is optimum. | use it and considered myselinpetent to manage my information
with this tool” (Respondent 18, 17.09.2011)

Therefore, students, using or not using some tmolselp them manage their information

are considered competent and, despite having foisf@mation, could always found a

way to organize their work.
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12.How to retain and preserve the information gendrdieough your research

Importance level
PhD students:
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Regarding this competence, 53% of the PhD studesgsssed it as “very important” and
38% as “important”. Following, 7% of the studentssidered it “fairly important” and 2%
of the students “not important”. Many PhD studes#sd that this is a very important

competence. Some of them said:
“When | finished my PhD degree I'm sure that I'beuall the works that | have been
carrying out now but how am | preserve it? Wherestill don't know. ” (Respondent 45,

31.09.2011)

“Yes, this is very important. We could’t discardrthavork from these years” (Respondent
42, 26.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:
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The professionals interviewed considered this caemme important for PhD students:
67% of them said this competence is “important” @8é said it is “very important”. Their

comments are:

“Despite this competence just could be applied wheerents finished they PhD degree,
they should be aware about it, and if they know tioey will gone do it this is great for
them” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

Supervisors:
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Also the supervisors considered this competencengat for PhD students: 80% of the
supervisors rated it as “very important” and 20%iagortant”. Their arguments for this

competence are:

“Knowing what to do with the information generatédrough a research is a very
important question for these students. Lots of warere done and lots of information
retrieved, so to not discard this they should bke @b retain and preserve it” (Supervisor
7,19.09.2011)

Comparison:

Regarding this competence importance level, Phldestis mostly assessed it as “very
important”, information literacy providers as “impant” and supervisors as “very
important”. There is no consideredable differencehis rating. All groups assumed this
competence to be important for research students.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:
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When analysing the level of library’s support tesstbompetence, 38% of the PhD students
said it to be “fairly supported” and 33% “suppoited2% of the PhD students as “less
supported”, 4% of the PhD students as “very sugpdrand 2% of the students as “not
supported”. Therefore PhD students, although threynat sure, felt few or none support
from librarians, in relation to this competence, iass perceived by the following
comments:

“Regarding this competence | don’t think librariapsovide any support but | never asked
help to them about it” (Respondent 28, 19.09.2011)

“I'm not sure about it, but | think library doesndupports this competence because this is
just when students finished their researches” (Redpnt 30, 20.09.2011)
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The level of support rated by all information laey providers was the highest one for this
competence — “very supported” (67% of the ILP) émaest for 33% of the ILP.. Their

justifications were that thegre always available to give it to students.

Comparison:
When considereding the level of library’s suppartzonsiderable gap could be perceived
between ratings. PhD students assumed it is “fairfyported”. This gap could be related to

the fact that students considered library doesaitige support to this competence.

Competence level
PhD students:

How to retain and preserve the information generated through your research
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Although students have recognised this competamperntant but a big problem for their
future, most of them considered “competent” on daihat (49% of the PhD students).
Others said they are “fairly competent” (24% of #eD students) and “very competent”
(20% of the PhD students). Only 7% of the PhD sttelehink of themselves as “not

competent”. They justify it as follows:

“l could retain it in some CDROM and when | needl itould take the information”
(Respondent 13, 13.09.2011)

“I'm sure | will found some way to do it” (Respondet5, 31.09.2011)
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13.How to cite journal articles, books and reportsdeononstrate that you have
covered the ground

Importance level
PhD students:

How to cite journal articles, books and reports to demonstrate that you have
covered the ground
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As could be sawn through the bar chart, 62% of Bt students considered this
competence as “very important” for their researchdsle 20% of the PhD students saw it

as “important”, 16% as “fairly important” and ju8% of the PhD students saws it as “less
important” for his research. These results areifjedt by students with the following

comments:

“Is very important in our work have references aperts in the area. This provides work

some credibility and some grounding” (Respondentl7909.2011)

“Having references and citations on research pafgevery important, so is necessary to
know how to do it well” (Respondent 22, 18.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to cite journal articles, books and reports to demonstrate that you have
covered the ground
100
100

90 ———

70
60

ao
30
20
10

o o o o

T T T
Very Important im portant Fairty Important Less Im portant Not Important

wiimportance level (35)
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All information literacy providers for each facultgated this competence as “very
important” for PhD students to know. They all halie same view about this competence.
They argued that knowing how to cite journal aes;lbooks and reports is essential for

them, because it has high influence in their redéaiquotation.

Supervisors:

How to cite journal articles, books and reports to demonstrate that you have
covered the ground
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Regarding supervisors, 90% of them consideredctimspetence “very important” and 10%

as “important”. Their comments to this competeneeas follows:

“Well, is unthinkable a PhD student deliver a resgawithout references and citations of
authors or institutions well known in the area. yishould be able to do that” (Supervisor
1, 03.09.2011)

“Students in this academic year must know they nusst references and citations to
demonstrate that they have covered the ground. Theld have some doubt on doing it,
but this normal. But they could ask library howdim the reference or citation” (Supervisor
5,16.09.2011)

Comparison:
All groups rated this competence as “very impofta®o, there is no gap in this case, as all
agree that knowing how to cite journal articlespk® and reports to demonstrate that

student have covered the ground is essential fsareh students.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to cite journal articles, books and reports to demonstrate that you have
covered the ground
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i Level of library's support (%)

Refering to the level of library’s support, 42% thfe PhD students said it is “fairly
supported”, 27% of the PhD students “supported”%20f the PhD students “less
supported” and 11% of the PhD students “very suppdr

What most students said is that librarians prowdeport to students in this competence,
but, in some occasions, they don't feel enlightertemt example, using EndNote to make

references and citations, or using the standadeévelop these references and citations.

Information Literacy Providers:

How to cite journal articles, books and reports to demonstrate that you have

covered the ground
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All services’ directors said that in this casesitmportant to provide support for students in
a highest level. In order to justify it they argubdt:

“Students could always ask us these doubts, wealvays available to do it” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)
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“Yes we provide support to students about thesedopeferences and citations” and we
should be able to do it in all kind of standardattthey use” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“Of course, as this is essential for students weagis try providing a very qualified

support for them and until now we do it” (ILP 3,.09.2011)

Comparison:

In this level of library’s support, a consideredabbp could be perceived between ratings.
PhD students understand it is “fairly supportedd &hrarians understand it is necessary to
give a high level of support for PhD students iis tompetence. This gap could be related
to the fact that students, in some occasions, dofew completely enlightened and

professionals could not perceive it.

Competence Level
PhD students:

How to cite journal articles, books and reports to demonstrate that you have
covered the ground
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PhD students’ competence level citing journal dticbooks and reports to demonstrate
that they have covered the ground, mostly ratethsleéves as “competent” (49% of the
PhD students). Moreover, other students rated thles as “very competent” (27% of the
PhD students) and as “fairly competent” (24% of B students). No students assumed

they had difficulties in this competence, as tHefes comments show:

“At my faculty the standard used is the NP 405 {(NarPortuguesa) and sometimes, in the

beginning was a bit confused because it has lotspetificities, regarding the author’s
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name, it vary from country, and other things. Batvnwell | was gaining practice doing
this” (Respondent 7, 09.09.2011)

“I use EndNote to do my citations and referencesioh’t feel difficulties it's easy”
(Respondent 15, 16.09.2011)

“EndNote is great to do citations. Having the refece done, tan is just necessary to press
a bottom and citation appears on document words Mery easy” (Respondent 19,
17.09.2011)

14. How to cite information on websites

Importance level
PhD students:

How to cite information on websites
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In this competency, some students categorised #iragar to the previous competence:
concerned with knowing how to do citations. Therefothe results don't differ
significantly from the previous competency: 42%tbé PhD students rated it as “very
important”, 31% of the PhD students as being “ingoat’, 24% of the PhD students as
being “fairly important” and just 2% of the PhD dants as being “not important”.

The biggest difference, from the previous resudtshat these ones are distributed by level
and only 1 student said this competence was “nportant”. In the competence before this

one, this didn’t happen.
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In spite of students’ comments not varying from tmmpetence before, some of them
considered that:

“This competence is not so important because somestiwebsites don’t are good sources
of information, they are outdated and sometimedosget to check it” (Respondent 12,
13.09.2011)

“It in depth means the same from the previous lmmgaring both I think the previous
more important than think one, because | think Bogdurnal articles and reports have a

character more scientific” (Respondent 24, 18.0220

Information Literacy Providers:

How to cite information on websites
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All professionals considered this competence ingoarfor PhD students: 67% of them
considered it “very important” and 33% “importantheir comments don’t vary that much

from the competence on the point above, as theycalssidered it similar:

“Yes it is also important but | considered the catgmce before more important” (ILP 1,
02.09.2011)

“Yes it is very important to, moreover as the cotapee before” (ILP 2, 09.09.2011)

“Well this is the same from the competence befenewing how to do citations, so it is
very important too” (ILP 3, 19.05.2011)
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Supervisors:

How to cite information on websites
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As could be perceived through the bar chart, supery were divided: 50% of the
supervisors rated this competence as “very imptirtand the otherrs 50% rated it as
“important”. As such, this competence was perceivgdupervisors as being important for
PhD students. Although, this balance was most tinkethe comparison made with the
competence before: the great majority of supersismnsidered knowing how to cite
journal articles, books and reports as more impottzan knowing how to cite information

on websites, in order to demonstrate that studeadscovered the ground.

Comparison:

In relation to the importance level, all groupsethathis competence as “very important”. In
fact, someof the respondents compared this competeith the previous one and thought
of it as the most important. Despite this, all m@sgents agreed that knowing how to cite

information on websites is an essential competémcehD students.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to cite information on websites
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Again the rating doesn’t vary significantly frometltompetence before: 44% of the PhD
students rate it as “fairly supported” by librasarPlus, 33% PhD students considered
librarians “supported” them in this competence, l&i20% of the PhD students “less
supported”. Only 2% of the PhD students said td"lmey supported” by librarians on
citing information on websites.

PhD students did not comment anything especificqallgted to this competence, regarding
the level of library’s support, because they comd the support was the same from the

category analysed before.

Information Literacy Providers:

How to cite information on websites
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All professionals provide an important support tadents, arguing the same as in the
competence above, for they considered it to be sienyar.

Comparison:

Through this level of library’s support, considerbg PhD students and information
literacy providers, it could be observed that Philents receive support from the library
and the library considereds giving them a good ettpp this competence. This is due to
the same reason as in the previous competencesrgsuth some occasions do not feel
completely enlighted and professionals do not peedé
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Competence level
PhD students:

How to cite information on websites
100

90

80
70
80

S50 &=
ao &

30
20

10 -—‘ o o

Wery competent Competent Fairly competent Less Competent Not competent

i Competence level (24)

Well, regarding this competence, most of the sttglesaw themselves as “fairly
competent” (42% of the PhD students), 36% of thB Btudents as “competent” and 22%
as “very competent”.

In this case, students have a different level ofjgetence than in the previous topic, mainly
because of:

“Sometimes web sites are confuses which diffidaldifig the specific data to use on
citations” (Respondent 38, 24.09.2011)

“Doing web pages references/ citations could beifmtance difficult because sometimes
the author's name or even the web page title do aret explicit” (Respondent 45,
31.09.2011)
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15.How to write research reports and journal articles

Importance level
PhD Students:

How to write research reportsand journal articles
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This competence was mostly rated by PhD studeniteiag “very important” (71% of the
PhD students). Then, 16% of the PhD students ragsibeing “important”, 11% as being
“fairly important” and just 2% of the PhD studest‘éess important”.

The majority of PhD students recognise that legriow to do it is important for their
careers, for communicating with their investigaioand achieving new foundings.

Although, they know they need to learn it beforeytiengage in their career.
“Communicate our foundings through research repoatsd journal articles are very
important for our doctorate and further for our ears. This is one of the principal

requests to us” (Respondent 44, 30.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to write research reportsand journal articles
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All professionals rated this competence as beimgy'vmportant” for PhD students to learn
justifying that:

“This is crucial PhD students know” (ILP 1, 02.0921, ILP 2, 09.09.2011 and ILP 3,
19.05.2011)

Their justifications are concerned with the facttRhD students are becoming doctors and

it is required for these people to write journdices about their investigations.

Supervisors:

How to write research reports and journal articles
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In a general basis, all supervisors found this cetemce “very important”, as could be

perceived by the chart bar.

All supervisors considered this competence essdotidhD students. Although, in some
situations, supervisors said that they don’t exfibcarians to teach students how to do it,

because they should be able to teach this to shedents.

Comparison:

Concerning the importance level, all groups ratesl tompetence as “very important”. As
such, there is no gap, all agree that knowing howtite research reports and journal
articles is essential for research students.
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Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to write research reportsand journal articles
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The level of library’s support is most rated bydgnats, regarding this competence as
“fairly competent” (38% of the PhD students), whilee middle levels of quotation are

“less supported” by 27% of the PhD and “supporteg24% of the PhD students. Finally,

the lowest levels of quotation are “very supporteg’7% of the PhD students and “not
supported” by 4% of the PhD students.

As could be perceived, this rating is divided, ahgdents’ comments are:

“I think library could give some help to this buttil now | don’t have perceived anything”
(Respondent 25, 19.09.2011)

“I don’t feel any support by library on this compete” (Respondent 29, 20.09.2011)

“Yes, | think library provides some support to thiRespondent 34, 23.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:

How to write research reportsand journal articles
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As the chart bar show in general professionals igeowsupport to students in this

competence. Their comments were as follows:

“Yes, we provide very support to this because weefan online tutorial for students know
how to structure these documents, and always theg difficulties they could ask us “(ILP
3, 19.05.2011)

“We are always available to present help to studér{tLP 1, 02.09.2011 and ILP 2,
09.09.2011)

Comparison:

In what concerns this level of library’s supportca@nsideredable gap between ratings was
created. PhD students understand it to be “faulypsrted”, while librarians give a high
level of support to PhD students in this competeiites gap could be related to the fact
that students don’'t know librarians and could iegm doing it, or simply not ask to help

them, or, in other cases, they receive this sugpart their academics and supervisors.

Competence level
PhD students:

How to write research reports and journal articles
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PhD students are mostly rated as being “compet@#% of the PhD students) and as
“fairly competent” (33% of the PhD students). Th@0% of the PhD students said they

were “very competent” and 4% “less competent”.
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“I considered myself competent doing this kind efwments, | Know they should follow a
structure and they should be very precisely. 1t¢ simple, but | could do it” (Respondent
2,04.09.2011)

“Well, 1 have be competent doing it, is essentiat $tudents in a doctorate level”
(Respondent 8, 09.09.2011)

“It's complicate to elaborate a journal article. Ehwriting should be very precisely and
sometimes we could’t do this it's very very diffit(Respondent 21, 18.09.2011)

“It's hard, very hard doing it! And | think we calilacquire very practice but is always
difficult because the subject is different” (Respemt 34, 23.09.2011)

Therefore, PhD students are considered to be cemipe&triting research reports and
journal articles. However, they recognized thatnst an easy task, because of the

specificity and objectivity of the writing.

16.How to prepare and submit conference papers

Importance level
PhD students:

How to prepare and submit conference papers
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This competency results are related with the coemmst before. Students are similar, so

the level of importance is the same. 71% of the Bhudents found this competence “very
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important”. Then, just 16% of the PhD students atered this competence “important”
and 15% as “fairly important”.
The PhD students’ comments didn’'t vary from the petance before, as they considered

very similar.

Information Literacy Providers:

How to prepare and submit conference papers
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All three information literacy providers interviedi@lso considered this competence very
similar to the previous competence, as both conitermvriting of scientific documents. So,
all rated it as being “very important” for PhD stundis to learn. Their comments are the

same as in the competence above.

Supervisors:

How to prepare and submit conference papers
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Also supervisors considered this competence sinbdathe competence before. So, the

results, as could be perceived through the chartadra the same: 90% of the supervisors
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considered this competence “very important” and i8% considered it “important” for
PhD students.

They also considered this competence essentiaPF students and again, in some
specifics cases (the same from the competenced)efaupervisors said that they don’t
expect librarians to teach students, because theuld be able to teach this to their

students.

Comparison:
Concerning the importance level, all groups ratesl tompetence as “very important”. As
such, there is no gap here and all agree knowing tooprepare and submit conference

papers is essential for research students.

Level of library’s support:
PhD students:

How to prepare and submit conference papers
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The level of library’s support rated by PhD studentthis competence was very similar to
the competence before: 38% of the PhD studentd rases “fairly supported”, 27% of the
PhD students as “less supported”, 22% of the PhBesits as “supported”, 9% of the PhD
students as “very supported” and finally 4% of B students as “not supported”.

PhD students didn’t vary their comments in relatiorthe previous competence. Some of

them also think librarians could provide some hwighis.
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Information Literacy Providers:
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All professionals thought of present support to Rthdents in a higher level. As they

argued in the competence befdtwee are always available to present help to studént

Comparison:

In this level of library’s support, a consideralgiap between ratings could be perceived.

PhD students are said to be “fairly supported” Bm@rians give a high level of support to

PhD students in this competence. This gap couldeimed to the same fact of the

competence before as they considered both sinsitadents don’t know librarians could

help them doing it, or simply they don’t ask thesid) or in other cases, they receive this

support from their academics and supervisors.

Competence level

PhD students:

100
o0
80
70
80
50
40
30
20
10

XCVI

How to prepare and submit conference papers

38

=1

i

7

Very competent

Competent

A d

O

Fairly competent

ki Competence level (25)

Less Competent

Not competent



The results of the PhD students’ competence lenehait different from the competence
before. In other words, the results are more dividg levels, let's see: 38% of the PhD
students said it was “fairly competent”, 31% catespnl as being “competent”, 24%

assumed to be very competent and 7% of the studssitsned to be less competent.

When comparing with the competence before, thexaraare competent students preparing

and submitting conferences papers.

17.How to avoid plagiarism

Importance level
PhD Students:

How to avoid plagiarism
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It could be perceived that this competency is “vargortant” for 51% of the PhD students,
“important” for 24% of the PhD students and “fairijportant” for 22% of the PhD
students.

On the one hand, some students argued that it impartant competency, on the other
hand, every PhD students already knows that mportant and must be avoided”. As such,
this is not a crucial competency for PhD studersisice they assume having this

competency.
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Information Literacy Providers:

How to avoid plagiarism
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All information literacy providers considered tliempetence important for PhD students:
67% of them considered it “important” and 33% “vémyportant”. Their comments don’t

diverge a lot:

“Being aware of the risks of doing plagiarism is'yémportant for them. They know they
should avoid plagiarism but when it happens they punished and most of them don’t
know they should be punished because of doingLiP (, 02.09.2011)

“This is an important competence for students, tansidered their academic level they
already should know how to do that” (ILP 2, 09.0812)

“PhD students already know that could’t do plagsm, although for sure some of these
students don’t are so aware about it” (ILP 3, 1921%11)

Supervisors:

Open access to research reports
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All the 10 supervisors interviewed, considered ttosnpetence very important for PhD
students. Their arguments were, as follows:

“This is very very important PhD students do ifytlveant their work be recognized and has
a good classification” (Supervisor 8, 23.09.2011)

Comparison:

Concerning the importance level, all groups ratesl tompetence as “very important”. So,
there is no gap in this case, all agree that kngwiow to avoid plagiarism is essential for
research students.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

How to avoid plagiarism
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Regarding the level of library’s support about tb@npetence, 40% of the PhD students
considered to be “fairly supported”, 31% of the P$tDdents to be “less supported”, 13%
of the PhD students to be “supported” and 9% “\a&rgported” by librarians. Finally, 7%

of the PhD students considered not be supportdidbiayy about this competence.

What PhD students most argued, regarding librappst, is that they don’'t have any

specific training about avoiding plagiarism.

Information Literacy Providers:
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All of the information literacy providers intervied considered that they give support to

PhD students about this competence. They encousagents on writing their own

sentences, on using citations and referring alktheces they consulted.

Comparison:

Therefore, in this level of library’s support, anstderable gap between ratings could be

perceived. PhD students said that librarians pegigbport to them about this competence

and librarians, on their turn, considered to giupport to students about their competence.

This gap could be due to the fact that studentsi@tobenefit librarians and don’t know

what help librarians could provide them.

Competence level
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Regarding the competence level of PhD students, #iéd themselves as “competent”,
29% as “fairly competent”, 22% of the PhD studeags'very competent”, 7% of the PhD

students as “less competent” and just 2% of the $thBent as not competent.

Comments:
“I know | should use my own words and when | dos@ it | must cite the author's name”
(Respondent 10, 11.09.2011)

“This is not difficult, we just know how to writhe same idea but with our words”
(Respondent 16, 16.09.2011)

“To avoid plagiarism what | do is citations or tto write by my own words” (Respondent
29, 20.09.2011)

So, what PhD students most argued is to do to gdaiarism and write their own words

or citations.
18. Licensing and copyright
Importance level

PhD students:

Licensing and copyright issues
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This competence was most rated as “fairly impottéss% of the PhD students) and as
“very important” (33% of the PhD students). The#k 6f the PhD students considered this

competence “important” and just 2% of the PhD stdiess important”.
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Great part of the students argued that:
“To carry out a research | don’t need to know théssues of licensing and copyright, |
could always check them” (Respondent 32, 20.092011

These ratings are justified by students with ttoe flaat they don’t need to know exactly the
licensing and copyright issues. Some students sdsb that to carry out a research this

issues are not so important.

Information Literacy Providers:
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As the chart bar shows, 67% of the professionafsidered this competence “important”
and 33% considered it “very important”. Although pdofessionals in general considered

this competence important, everyone said thatribtsessential for PhD students.

Supervisors:

Licensing and copyright issues
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This competence was divided by supervisors: 40%idened it “important”, 30% “very
important”, 20% “fairly important” and 10% supereis‘not important”. They also argued
that PhD students don’t need to know this.

Comparison:

Regarding the importance level of this competeitasuld be perceive that there is a gap
between results: PhD students considered it “famgortant” and the information literacy
providers and the supervisors considered it “imgoait All groups found it non essential
for PhD students to know about all the issues edlatith licensing and copyright, but

supervisors and professionals found it importaritetee some idea about it.

Level of library’s support
PhD students:

Licensing and copyright issues
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i Level of the library's support (28]

PhD students think that library provides less suppt2% of the PhD students) or fairly
support (40% of the PhD students). Then, 9% ofRhB students were not supported by
librarians, 7% of the PhD students said they wesgy \supported and 2% of the PhD

students considered to be supported by library.

PhD students, when answering this question, jdstrexl that they didn't feel this support.
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Information Literacy Providers:

R Licensing and copyright issues
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i Level of the library's support (28]

All information literacy providers said they giveudents the support on this competence.
Their comments were as follows:

“When PhD students need help regarding these isstesre always available to help
them” (ILP 1, 02.09.2011 and ILP 3, 19.05.2011)

“We could help them consulting the appropriated davior these issues” (ILP 2,
09.09.2011)

Comparison:

As such, this level of library’s support, could perceived as a considerable gap between
ratings. PhD students thought that librarians mtevairly support in this competence and
librarians in your turn gave support to studentsisTgap could be due to the fact that

librarians don’t have anything explicit that shastsdents they could have support.
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Competence level
PhD students:

Licensing and copyrightissues
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i Competence level (%)

PhD students assumed themselves as being “faimpetent” (49% of the PhD students)
and as being “less competent” (18% of the PhD stis)le Then, 24% PhD students
assumed themselves as “competent” and 7%% as heaingcompetent”. Still, 2% of the

PhD students are “not competent” when using inftionafrom these platforms on their

researches.

The students’ comments were mostly linked to tlot flaat students didn’t feel completely

integrated in these issues:

“I need to consult this” (Respondent 34, 23.09.2011

“I don’t know this without having the law with méRespondent 42, 26.09.2011)
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19. Open access to research reports

Importance level
PhD students:

Open access to research reports
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i importance level (35)

Regarding the importance level of this competed@8p of the PhD students rated it as
“fairly important” and 38% as “very important” arfithally 20% of the PhD students rated

it as “important”.

The students’ justifications for their rating werencerned to the fact that this could be a

vital issue, in order to carry out a research. T¢ed that:

“Of course it will help a lot. If all documents weeiavailable in open access will be very
helpful for us” (Respondent 29, 20.09.2011)

“Well, having the access to all research reportsudobe a very good help to us”
(Respondent 37, 24.09.2011)

However, they know they don’t have open access,vemat they think when improving
this, is, for example, academic library or univgrsubscribe information resources with
maximum of information resources in full text, dwat students could have access and
retrieve the information needed.
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Information Literacy Providers:

Open access to research reports
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In general, all 3 information literacy providerdaa this competence as important: 67% of
them rated it as “very important” and 33% as “intpat”. What professionals most argued
was this essential for PhD Students. They neeedoch lots of information and for sure
lots of them are not available, because it's ndulhtext. Having open access to scientific

information resources is very helpful for PhD stuige

Supervisors:
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This competence was considered by supervisorsiag lmeportant for PhD students: 60%

of the supervisors rated it as “very important” @86 as “important”.

Open access has lots of implications and stillas poor developments. Due to this,
supervisors recognized that PhD students shouldnbeenore and more capable of using
the information resources available by the libramyprder to access and retrieve as much

information as possible, so they can avoid thiblam of opening access to documents.
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Comparison:

It could be perceived that these ratings coulda'tcompared: PhD students rated this
competence as “fairly important” and the informatliieracy providers and the supervisors
as “very important”. This gap is because of the wagh group sees the problem of the
open access to information. In other words, PhDdesits know that having this is
important, but as they don't think their acadentiraky should subscribe more information
resources, they could have more options for sedfdnthermore, information literacy
providers argued that it is essential for thenspite of it still being poorly developed; and
supervisors also argued this is important, but aslli is poorly developed, students should
become more and more capable of using the infoomasources available by library, in

order to access and retrieve as much informatiqgroasible.

Level of Library’s support
PhD students:
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Regarding the level of library's support, 47% o thhD students considered to be “fairly
supported”, 33% of the PhD students “less supptitge of the PhD students “very
supported”, “supported”, and “not supported” bydibans.

Through the website of each library, students tigefceive any resource in open access,

as the follows comments demonstrates:
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“l think library don’t has any information resourcen open access, at least that I've
perceived” (Respondent 15, 16.09.2011)

Information Literacy Providers:
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What the librarians interviewed said, regardingirtis@ipport, is that this competence is
supported by library. In other words, PhD studewtsld ask librarians to help them in this

issue.

Comparison:
So exist a considerable gap between these assdssofidPhD students and information
literacy providers. This gap could be due to thet &udents don’t know what information

resources library has in open access.

Competence level
PhD students:
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Regarding the level of students’ competence, 60%thaim said they were *“fairly
competent”, 22% of the PhD students were “comgetard 9% of the PhD students “very

competent” and “less competent”. What students miagied about was that:

“This is not a competence that just depends of imgon’t are information resources in
open access in my area what could | do? Nothingsifpondent 24, 18.09.2011)
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