RESPONSE TO CONSULATION ON DRAFT RDF FRAMEWORK
From RIN, CILIP, DCC, HEA ICS Subject Centre and RLUK

This response to the consultation organised by Vitae on the draft (November 2009) Researcher Development Framework has a focus on information-handling skills and competencies. The response has been drawn up by the Research Information Network on behalf of the following organisations, which have an interest in the management and curation of research information and data: 

· Chartered Institute of Library and Information Professionals (CILIP)

· Digital Curation Centre (DCC)
· Higher Education Academy (HEA) ICS Subject Centre

· Research Information Network (RIN)

· Research Libraries UK (RLUK)
In addition, the following bodies were consulted about the drawing up of the response: British Association for Information and Library Education and Research (BAILER); British Library; Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC); Society of College, National and University Libraries (SCONUL); and Universities UK (UUK).
All the above organisations have been brought together under the auspices of a newly-formed Working Group on Information Handling, under the chairmanship of Michael Jubb, Director of the RIN. In addition to the above, Vitae is also represented on this body. The Group is intended to act as a focal point for the discussion and profile-raising of matters relating to the development of information-handling for researchers. This joint response is the Group’s first collective endeavour.
We are grateful for the opportunity of commenting on this latest version of the draft. Our comments fall under two broad headings: (i) a generic reaction to the overall Framework; and    (ii) comments on the individual domains, sub-domains and descriptors from the specialist perspectives of our various organisations. 
Comments on the overall framework

We very much welcome the attention that the Framework pays to research information issues, the way that it aims to address attitudes and behaviours as well as skills. We are pleased that Vitae has already taken on board many comments made by various parties during pre-consultations on an earlier RDF draft; Vitae’s willingness to listen is commendable.

Stages of career development
At an overall level, affecting the balance and structure of the Framework, we feel that the fivefold division into career stages should be reconfigured to reflect the model set out in SCONUL’s Seven Pillars of Information Literacy
. This would imply:

(i) splitting the ‘new researcher’ stage into distinct ‘novice’ and ‘advanced beginner’ stages, where differentiation between the two is genuinely useful; we appreciate of course that this would require a redistribution of competencies between the relevant phases; 
(ii) merging the ‘advanced’ and ‘eminent’ stages into a single ‘expert’ stage – we believe that the difference between the two is forced and unnecessary,  as illustrated by the fact that in several parts of the RDF, phases 4 and 5 are covered by the same levels of competence.
The Seven Pillars are themselves founded on well-established professional competence typologies, notably that developed by Hubert L Dreyfus and Stuart E Dreyfus in the 1980s
, so there are important precedents for adhering to a recognised way of characterizing career stages.
The mapping of the RDF career stages onto the typology used by the Seven Pillars would serve as a basis for SCONUL notably to describe these in greater detail by defining specific criteria in each pillar. This could then provide a useful tool for both information staff and research support staff to help them identify synergies; and thereby enable information literacy activities to be better integrated into any research training programmes
.
Information thread running throughout the Framework

Although information issues are covered very explicitly by several sub-domains, such as information management and dissemination, we feel that they are present, albeit less explicitly, throughout the major part of the Framework. There is a danger that information handling might be perceived specifically as being relevant only to areas such as knowledge base, when in fact it permeates most of the sub-domains. The ability to reproduce experiments and to verify research findings and results over a researchers’ career depends upon sound data management and curation practice. Indeed, we firmly believe that researchers need to equate good data management and curation practice with good research practice. It therefore important to ensure that the thread is properly picked out across the different parts of the RDF.
Information literacy

There is a case for making explicit reference to information literacy. The RDF could be a good opportunity to help researchers understand what it means to be information literate. If this could be articulated at the high level represented by the Framework, there is scope for the terminology to be more widely understood and adopted. We have already expressed our satisfaction that the Framework aims to address attitudes and behaviours as well as skills, as this accords much better with a definition of information literacy as an approach to learning which encompasses a changed attitude to information related issues. Information literacy is about so much more than just information handling, competencies and skills, and we now have a good opportunity to demonstrate that.

Comments on the individual domains, sub-domains and descriptors
Sub-domain 1.1 – knowledge base:
We are broadly satisfied with this section, which explicitly covers information-handling issues. However, under ‘information seeking’, some clarification would be helpful:

· It would be appropriate to refer also to the broad acquisition and development of search and discovery skills, and corresponding knowledge of appropriate tools, as way of framing the ability to identify and access the sort of resources mentioned under phase 1. This will be increasingly important as data-driven science comes to the fore. 
· Stemming from that, we believe that researchers need to be able to assess the relevance and reputation of sources, i.e. to evaluate them in a number of ways: their currency, authority, source, possible bias, experimental validity, etc. This does not come across sufficiently in the current draft.  There is a separate ‘evaluation’ section under cognitive skills which talks of “summarises, documents, reports and reflects on progress” but this is rather vague.  Under ‘cognitive skills / analysis’, there is mention of critical analysis, but this doesn't really cover the initial evaluative selection of documents.
· Given the growing importance of open access repositories, these should be mentioned under phase 1 as an instance of another source of relevant information.
· The reference, for phase 2, to “using sophisticated bibliographic software and techniques” may be a bit too specific, since there is a wide range of information resources of which bibliographic databases are but one. We suggest substituting the phrase “using a range of information resources and techniques”.

· To address the particular challenges relating to data management, we suggest the inclusion of an additional task under phase 2: ‘Recognises the value of effective data management and curation over time to facilitate information seeking and retrieval’.
· For phase 3, it would be better to say “Uses a range of specialist print and online resources, as appropriate”, rather than “Uses a range of specialist library and online resources”, since the latter misleadingly suggests a separation between online and library resources.
· Also for phase 3, it would be prudent to replace “…to best advantage” with “…with a high level of proficiency”, so as to avoid any implied suggestion that the framework is encouraging the use of self-citation or the formation of citation clubs.

We also suggest the following for the other key descriptors:

· Under ‘research methods (knowledge)’, for phase 2, include standards along with methods and techniques for data collection and analysis.
· Under ‘research methods (practice)’, for phase 1, add ‘Adequately documents research activity’; for phase 2, add ‘Adequately documents design and implementation of research methods as evidence base for integrity and authenticity’; and for phase 3, make a reference to data management as well as data collection.
· Under ‘literacy’, for phase 3, it would be logical to refer to “written and oral text” (as opposed to just “text”), to mirror what is stated for phases 1 and 2.

· Under ‘information management’, for phase 2, two additional tasks should be added: ‘Recognises that there are risks that threaten access to digital data access and analysis over time’ and ‘Understands that curation and preservation processes and actions may impact the long-term usability of digital data and be subject to legal restrictions’. Also, between sharing and curating data, there is logically need for a reference to storing.
Sub-domain 1.2 – cognitive skills:
In light of what we have said above about an information thread running throughout the RDF, we feel that this sub-domain is one where the implicit place of information-handling skills needs to be brought out most.
We would like to see more information-related examples to add to the skills already listed in this sub-domain. This is not simply a matter of raising the profile of information competencies; it genuinely is the case that these skills are typically developed through interacting with and handling information. For instance, relating to ‘evaluation’, there is a vast quantity of data available for analysis and re-use. However, the quality of these data varies greatly. With an increased emphasis on interdisciplinary and data-driven science, researchers' ability to evaluate the relevance and quality of these data as the basis of new research is becoming an essential aspect of research activity.  

A few specific points:

· Under ‘analysis’, for phase 1, add ‘Able to assess aspects of authenticity and integrity of datasets’.
· Under ‘synthesis’, for phase 2, add ‘Able to assess the authenticity of a range of digital information’; and for phase 3, add ‘Understands the technological and semantic challenges of conducting interdisciplinary research’.

· Under ‘problem solving’, for phase 1, add ‘Able to identify suitable data formats fit for purpose of research aims’.
Sub-domain 1.3 – creativity:
Something should be said here about research information as a basis for creativity. The ability to make use of an enquiring mind can have a strong impact on information-seeking strategies. Information literacy enables researchers to take forward their research and indeed to identify research questions and problems in the first place. For instance, predictive and/or data-driven science focuses upon the analysis of data – e.g., simulations and models – to define new research questions. Accordingly, researchers' ability to locate, visualise, understand, and evaluate data will be crucial for their creativity in identifying and working through new research problems.
We would add one specific point, for phase 2 under argument power: ‘Able to provide evidence via sound data management and documentation’.
Sub-domain 2.1 – personal qualities: 

Arguably, the more relevant areas under this heading are self-reflection and integrity; for the latter, there is a relationship with the professional conduct and ethical issues covered under sub-domain 3.1. Phase 2 under integrity could also usefully include a reference to ‘Able to provide evidence of integrity through ongoing management of research activity and outputs’.
It is worth noting also that perseverance could be an important attribute in information-seeking, in contexts where researchers may tend to give up if they do not find what they are looking for quickly. In fact, several UK funding bodies now require some evidence that researchers have surveyed existing research data sets and have determined that they are not duplicating research effort. As such, the ability to find, access and evaluate research data will be an increasingly vital skill for researchers to acquire so that they make competitive bids for new research grants.  
Sub-domain 2.2 – self-organisation:

response to change is the most relevant issue here.
A couple of particular points:

· Under ‘strategic approach’, for phase 2, add ‘Able to identify retention periods and adequately plan for management and preservation of data over required period of time’.
· Under ‘response to change’, for phase 2, add ‘Awareness of risks facing access to and understanding of data over time due to changes in technology’.

Sub-domain 2.3 – career development:

Dissemination is the obvious key factor under this heading, but we are seriously concerned that this is framed exclusively around journal publication, to the detriment of other forms of research output – to name just a couple of examples, datasets and the sort of report-based grey literature that could demonstrate notable social/economic impact. In a rapidly-developing scholarly communications environment, it is important for researchers to understand and appreciate the relative merits or otherwise of these different types of output. It is hugely important also for the ‘dissemination’ descriptor to reflect this. 
In addition, references such as ‘the most prestigious publication outlets’ and ‘targeting the right journals’ are not helpful. There is often much ambiguity about what constitutes the most appropriate vehicle for formal publication, with researchers and their institutions not necessarily taking the same view
.

We are also uncertain about whether career development is the most appropriate sub-domain to cover dissemination – although we understand the relationship between journal publishing and professional development / career-building. We suggest that this section of the RDF might be framed so that it relates more clearly to the later sub-domain on communicating effectively.
A couple of particular points:

· Under ‘portfolio’, for phase 2, alter the second sentence to read ‘Maintains a well documented portfolio of research achievement and experience’; and for phase 3, add ‘information’ between people and resources.
· Under ‘authority’, for phase 2, add ‘Ability to demonstrate authority through adequately managed access to research portfolio and outputs’.
Sub-domain 3.1 – professional conduct:

Integrity in information-handling is an essential attribute at every level (including researchers at the very earliest stages of their career). Several descriptors are relevant here, notably ethics, attribution and copyright/IPR. This sub-domain could carry a reference to compliance with relevant institutional and funders’ requirements, such as deposit in open-access repositories and compliance with data sharing policies, as an integral part of researchers’ professional responsibilities – although it is not immediately clear to us which descriptor could most appropriately cover this; perhaps an additional descriptor is required?
The Framework could usefully highlight the relationship between the ‘legal requirements’ and ‘copyright/IPR’ descriptors, as copyright embraces both legal requirements and moral rights; it would make sense to place these two descriptors consecutively in the table. In addition, the reference to creative commons should be linked to licensing – something about managing re-use and attribution. There could also be explicit mention of facilitating appropriate levels of access through the different stages of the dissemination lifecycle.
One small specific comment: under ‘copyright/IPR’, for phase 1, the basic understanding should cover information as well as data ownership rules.
Sub-domain 3.2 – project management: 
We have two specific comments under this heading:

· Under ‘project management & delivery’, for phase 2, add ‘Understands funding body requirements for managing and preserving access to research data’.
· Under ‘risk management’, also for phase 2, add ‘Aware of risks facing access to research data over time (technological, semantic, etc.)’
Sub-domain 4.1 – communicating effectively:
This is clearly another extremely important section for information-handling, related closely to the earlier descriptor on dissemination – particularly since we have suggested that dissemination should not simply be about journal publishing. Awareness of target audiences (from specialists in the field to interdisciplinary researchers to policy makers, business and the general public) is not really covered at the moment, and there is a case for adding another descriptor to address such issues.     

The ‘media’ descriptor seems to describe three types of process: effective use of resources; use of tools to enhance the quality of networking/communication; and actual global impact. The distinction between these needs to be more clearly made, to reflect rapidly-evolving practices in a world increasingly dominated by e-research, interoperable systems, Web 2.0 approaches, etc.
We suggest that an understanding of legal issues associated with communication (for instance, what information or data can or can’t be shared) could usefully figure here; this would be related to the descriptor on copyright/IPR.
Sub-domain 4.2 – working with others and leadership: 
This is a relatively less important section for information-handling purposes.
Sub-domain 4.3 – relating to the broader context:
As above, we have no particular comment at this stage.
Sub-domain 4.4 – application of research and knowledge exchange: 
There is more relevance in this sub-domain to information-handling issues, but again, we have no particular comment.
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� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.sconul.ac.uk/groups/information_literacy/sp/model.html" ��http://www.sconul.ac.uk/groups/information_literacy/sp/model.html� . 


� A useful description of the typology can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.doceo.co.uk/background/expertise.htm" ��http://www.doceo.co.uk/background/expertise.htm� .         H L Dreyfus and S E Dreyfus were respectively a mathematician/systems analyst and a philosopher, and brought their own distinct perspectives to bear to set out a typology of developing expertise made up of the following fives stages: novice, advanced beginner, competent, proficient and expert.


� There are instances of local initiatives aimed at fleshing out the criteria outlined in the Seven Pillars, e.g. the information literacy framework used for undergraduates at the University of Newcastle – see � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncl.ac.uk/library/staff/infolit/toolkit/" ��http://www.ncl.ac.uk/library/staff/infolit/toolkit/� .


� The confusion stemming from these different views of what constitutes and appropriate publication is documented in the RIN report Communicating knowledge: how and why UK researchers publish and disseminate their findings (September 2009) – see � HYPERLINK "http://www.rin.ac.uk/communicating-knowledge" ��www.rin.ac.uk/communicating-knowledge� 





