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1

Introduction

Alfred Bandura’s social-cognitive theory of human behaviour (Ban-
dura, 2007) is an inspiration for many scientists. He assumes that indi-
viduals with high sense of self-effi cacy ”visualize positive results of their 
actions, while those who doubt themselves most often visualize failure; 
[this assumption allows to conclude that] individuals with greater convic-
tion of their own abilities (which is not necessarily justifi ed) achieve more 
success, because they do not fear to take up ambitious tasks” (Kamińska-
Czubała, 2016, p. 58; Juczyński, 2000). This paper refers to the results 
of a data analysis conducted by Barbara Kamińska-Czubała (Kamińska-
Czubała, 2013). The analysis focuses on data presenting the level of stu-
dents’ perceived self-effi cacy in various information-related activities. The 
author comments on the information behaviours of Generation Y in every-
day life: ”high effi ciency in securing one’s information comfort (…) is a char-
acteristic feature of the information world, in which the respondents live” 
(Kamińska-Czubała, 2016, p. 71). In her research, the author proves that 
mutual relations in the information space are seen as less effi cient than 
everyday information actions. Scales designed for that research allowed the 
respondents to evaluate their competencies with respect to both collecting, 
searching, selecting, and elaborating information, and transforming it into 
new information and useful knowledge  indispensable in the decision-mak-
ing process.  On the other hand, Kamińska-Czubała devotes little space 
to the issues of personal information management and information struc-
turation, which would cast light on the methods of knowledge internaliza-
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tion in the examined environment. Therefore this paper not only presents 
students’ opinions on their level of preparation to effi cient functioning in 
the world of information; their judgments are further tested by analysing 
the results they obtained while solving practical tasks. Frequently, those 
results did not confi rm the high self-evaluation in a given area of compe-
tence.  Neither did they signifi cantly infl uence the sense of self-effi cacy; it 
was revealed in conversations with the respondents, conducted after their 
practical assignments had been completed and evaluated. 

Information competencies in personal knowledge and information 
management 

Information competencies are often analysed from the perspective of 
skills, possessed by an individual, that guarantee access to relevant infor-
mation. They are related to such activities as: preparing an individual to take 
actions that would make them aware of an information gap; specifying the 
information need, and identifying the sources necessary to satisfy it; and, in 
the next step, searching, selecting, collecting, and classifying the obtained 
records, i.e. managing data, facts, documents, etc.   In some models of devel-
oping information competencies, such actions are included in library com-
petencies, as opposed to technological competencies, which are aimed at 
decision making based on processed data (Batorowska, 2009, p. 43) and 
information use for specifi c purposes. In the latter perspective, the cru-
cial aspect is the process of creating knowledge structures, transforming 
recorded information into new-value information, which requires good skills 
in analysis, synthesis, generalization, abstraction, deduction, and interdisci-
plinary refl ection. Both these perspectives on competencies are complemen-
tary. They enable managing knowledge and information in an individualized 
manner, adequately to one’s needs, intellectual capabilities, method and 
tempo of work, and preferred techniques and methods of perception.   

Personal knowledge and information management requires not only 
the above-mentioned competencies, but also the awareness of informa-
tion culture, which facilitates situating one’s information behaviours in the 
context of current values and attitudes supporting one’s own development. 
How well we are trained in knowledge and information management (K&IM) 
determines the development of our personality, the ways of pursuing suc-
cess, and the methods of achieving it (Batorowska, 2015b, p.174).

Personal Information Management is defi ned as referring to ”the prac-
tice and the study of the activities people perform to acquire, organize, main-
tain, retrieve, use and control the distribution of  information items (…) for 
everyday use and to complete tasks (work-related or not) and to fulfi l a per-
son’s various roles” (Jones, Teevan, eds., 2007, p. 3; Sapa, 2016). Skilful and 
effi cient retrieval of a previously found, searched for, or created information 
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item in the form of a printed document, e-mail, handwritten notes, hyperlink 
collection, WWW content catalogue, book contents, abstracts, summaries, 
factographic lists, bibliographies, etc., requires forming one’s own idea of 
knowledge management and being consistent in systematic development of 
one’s personal information collection (Świgoń, 2012, s. 196). Creating such 
a collection is not possible without information competencies, like creating 
new knowledge is not possible without effi cient management of one’s per-
sonal information resources (Materska, 2012).  

It is because new knowledge is also created as a result of organizing 
already stored information, and noticing associations and discovering links 
between stored pieces of information.  Without information competencies, 
it is diffi cult to form external knowledge structures, which, as Mariusz 
Kąkolewicz emphasizes, “serve to extend internal structures: to memorize, 
consciously organize, and expand internalized knowledge” (Kąkolewicz, 
2002, p. 186). His concept of learning through creating External Struc-
tures of Knowledge (ESK), whose purpose is to support learning in the era 
of information society, refers to the concepts of information literacy by Ch. 
S. Bruce and Ch. S. Doyle, in which information skills are connected with 
the realization of the information process (collecting, searching, selecting, 
processing, organizing, storing, presenting, sharing, and utilizing informa-
tion). These skills facilitate learning mainly through developing personal 
strategies of K&IM. In the ESK concept, Kąkolewicz combines classical 
learning techniques with the possibilities offered by modern information 
and communication technology,  stressing the importance of the ability to 
create notes and include them in the existing structure through creating 
links, to add new links to existing notes, and to transform them, taking 
into account various aspects  (Kąkolewicz, 2002, pp.189–190). From the 
assumption about the great importance of developing external knowledge 
structures in the process of knowledge internalization stems the postulate 
addressed at teachers. Kąkolewicz suggests that their main task should 
be training young people in note editing, data structuring with the use of 
recent IT tools and techniques, and all other activities related to obtaining 
information and managing information resources.  

Over almost fi fteen years since that publication, we witnessed a revolu-
tion, e.g. in the teaching process being supported by ICT. We saw the intro-
duction of new concepts and teaching methods, adapted to the digital environ-
ment, and a dynamic growth of IT infrastructure, yet problems with personal 
K&IM still constitute the weak link in the education of the young generation. 
Development of one’s own data storage, organization and ranking systems, 
which would  best match one’s individual knowledge structures, should be 
fostered by training in e.g. mind-mapping, knowledge quantifi cation, or cre-
ating analytical reports and information synthesis.  The signifi cance of con-
tent quantifi cation technique and its use in realizing cognitive and practical 
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tasks is discussed in a series of articles by Adam Wojewódzki and Tadeusz 
Wojewódzki. The researchers note the value of a quantum of knowledge as 
a result of intellectual work, which allows them to construct a practical tem-
plate for information  recording (Wojewódzki, Wojewódzki, 2015, pp. 353-
356). The quantum is tagged for the problem that initiated the information 
search; it contains a quote crucial to understand the problem (Wojewódzki, 
2014, pp. 423-426), and associations with the quote and with the problem 
to be solved.  Preparing such tags requires that the author of the quantum, 
apart from being intelligent, should possess specialist information compe-
tencies, mainly in analysis and synthesis.  Creating a knowledge quantum 
is similar to working on analytical documents, the so-called “information 
bricks”; their construction and creation technique is presented by Krzysztof 
Liedel (Liedel, Piasecka, Aleksandrowicz, 2012, pp. 94–99). Messages of this 
kind are created  basing on the model of ”reversed triangle”; in each para-
graph the authors must concentrate on the most important content fi rst, 
and then conclude the paragraph with secondary information. Creating two-
paragraph analyses, multi-thread analyses, quanta of knowledge, or record 
cards facilitates building the tree of knowledge. Students usually build the 
tree basing on the knowledge structures visualized as mind-maps and info-
graphics. Other, more formally specifi ed and refi ned forms, e.g. based on 
organization schemes, hierarchies, and faceted structures, are not so popu-
lar, due to the requirement to follow strict rules of grammar and controlled 
vocabulary, compulsory in indexing languages (Batorowska, 2015a, p. 20; 
Batorowska, 2016).

Research methodology

The present article presents the results of a research study on the per-
ceived self-effi cacy in working on and processing information collected by stu-
dents, and including it in one’s own knowledge structures. The research tool, 
designed for this purpose, was a survey questionnaire. It contained 42 state-
ments of the type ”I am convinced that I can…” The questions were supposed 
to help recreate the impressions that the respondents had while solving tasks 
in real problematic situations. The statements concerned seven areas of infor-
mation competencies connected with: dividing a set into elements according 
to given criteria; labelling and naming sets of elements; assigning elements 
to a set;  content synthesis in the form of conclusions, inferences, generali-
zations, etc.; creating  knowledge structures (mind-maps, hierarchies, etc.); 
developing informative documents (publications, communiques) that require 
analytical-synthetic skills; searching for and selecting information. In each of 
the seven groups of competencies there were statements referring to specifi c 
competencies. Statements were coupled with a 6-degree scale of frequency: 
1 – I almost never can, 2 – I usually cannot, 3 – I often cannot, 4 – I often 
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can, 5 – I usually can, 6 – I almost always can. In the questionnaire, the 
statements were presented in a random order, which allowed the surveyor to 
notice a potential lack of consistence in the respondents’ choices and in their 
evaluation of their competencies in specifi c areas. 

The research was conducted at the end of the academic year 2015/2016 
among 186 students of the Jagiellonian University and the Pedagogical Uni-
versity of Cracow, enrolled in the Faculty of Management and Social Commu-
nication, Pedagogy, and Philology. All students were prepared to understand 
the questionnaire statements correctly: it was concluded judging from their 
specialization (information architecture, scientifi c information and library 
science), or from the subjects covered in the courses they were attending at 
the time of the survey (methodology of scientifi c work, diploma paper writing, 
information technology with elements of information literacy).

 The respondents marked their perceived effi cacy on the 6-point scale 
for each mentioned activity; for each respondent it was possible to obtain 
252 points in 42 statements. While evaluating the degree of respondents’ 
perceived self-effi cacy in the mentioned activities,  the total of all points 
that a statement could obtain was taken into consideration: maximum 
1116 points. The percentage distribution revealed that the respondents dif-
fered in the level of information competencies in specifi c areas. Three levels 
were identifi ed: elementary, intermediate, and advanced. It was assumed 
that the elementary level is characteristic of those persons whose sense of 
self-effi cacy in a given specifi c area was the highest, i.e. persons who most 
often marked 6 and 5 on the scale; the intermediate level is characteristic 
of persons whose most frequent choice was 4; the advanced level was asso-
ciated with the most frequent choice of  1, 2, or 3. 

In the research, the highest number of points given by the respondents 
to one statement was 889 (out of the possible 1116 points); the lowest num-
ber was 658. Since the difference between the highest and lowest number 
of points given to one statement was 231, it could be assumed that the 
limit numbers of particular levels of competency should be separated by 
77 points. However, a different assumption was preferred: if a statement on 
a given activity gained more than 76% of all available points,  then it must 
be concluded performing this activity was associated with a conviction of 
possessing commonly shared abilities in a degree suffi cing to perform the 
activity.  In such a case, the declared level of respondents’ competence in 
a specifi c area was marked as elementary. The intermediate level was related 
to a statement gaining 70% to 75% of the maximum available number of 
points, and the advanced level  - less than 70%  of the maximum number.

None of the 42 statements described a competence that turn out to be 
elementary for the whole research sample, although the range 70.1% - 79.7% 
of the maximum number of points for the statements evaluated at the ele-
mentary and intermediate level of effi cacy is a good result, indicating a high 
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level of the declared information competencies (Table 1). To compare, in the 
study conducted by Kamińska-Czubała as many as 95% of the respond-
ents evaluated their skills in manoeuvring in the information environment 
very highly (Kamińska-Czubała, 2016, p. 71). However, the set of statements 
evaluated in that research referred to information activities in everyday life, 
related e.g. to e-mail, e-commerce, communicators, and multimedia, and not 
to complicated procedures associated with data structuration, information, 
knowledge, multi-thread, interdiciplinary refl ection on information obtained 
from different sources, or skills in elaborating data. For instance, in the 
research presented in this paper, only 27.4% of the respondents concluded 
that their sense of effi cacy in activities aimed at creating structured notes, 
e.g. a bullet-point list, a compilation, a table, a graph, an organizational 
scheme, or a semantic map is the highest, and evaluated this skill the high-
est on the scale, with 6 points (Table 4). That was the highest index obtained 
in a specifi c area of competence. This same activity was assigned 5 points 
(”I usually can”) by 33.3% of the respondents, while 30.1% of the students 
surveyed marked it with the comment ”I often can”.

Sense of self-effi cacy in personal knowledge and information 
management

The tables included below illustrate in detail the areas of competence 
in which the respondents feel secure or insecure. The tables list the specifi c 
tasks which were judged by the respondents as easy or complicated. The divi-
sion was carried out according to the ranking list created  from the question-
naire data, where the respondents assigned points to particular statements. 
The ranking list was divided into sets of statements which obtained 6, 5, and 
4 points on the survey scale, and one more set including all statements that 
received 1, 2, or 3 points. On the basis of the number of points assigned, 
each specifi c competence was classifi ed into one of the three groups: elemen-
tary, intermediate, or advanced. Tables 1 and 2 present the research results 
according to the seven main areas of competence that were asked about in 
the survey. Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the results sorted by the number of 
respondents who evaluated their effi cacy in the specifi c area in a given way.  
In order to preserve clarity and avoid repetition of already presented data, 
the tables include extreme frequencies of judgments, where the described 
activities were: the most diffi cult for the respondents (marked on the scale as 
1, 2, or 3); not diffi cult at all (marked as 6); or satisfactory (marked 4 or 5).

Tables 1-4 also include tags for the specifi c areas of competence: 
a Roman numeral which denotes one of the seven main areas, another 
number marking the statement within the main area, and the number the 
statement received in the questionnaire. The last number helps to fi nd data 
referring to one statement. 



67ARTYKUŁY

M
ai

n 
ar

ea
 o

f 
co

m
pe

te
nc

e

Ta
gs

 f
or

 t
he

 
sp

ec
ifi

 c
 

ar
ea

s 
of

 c
om

pe
te

nc
e

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’ s
ta

te
m

en
ts

(I
 k

no
w

 I
 c

an
: )

N
um

be
r 

of
 p

oi
nt

s 
aw

ar
de

d
to

 t
he

 s
ta

te
m

en
t 

by
 t

he
 r

es
po

nd
en

ts
Le

ve
l o

f 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s’
 

co
m

pe
te

nc
e 

in
 a

 s
pe

ci
fi 

c 
ar

ea
 

Th
e 

su
m

 
of

 p
oi

nt
s 

aw
ar

de
d 

to
 

a 
st

at
em

en
t 

by
 a

ll 
re

-
sp

on
de

nt
s:

in
 n

um
be

rs

Th
e 

su
m

 
of

 p
oi

nt
s 

aw
ar

de
d 

to
 

a 
st

at
em

en
t 

by
 a

ll 
re

-
sp

on
de

nt
s:

pe
rc

en
ta

ge

I
II

II
I

IV
a

IV
b

V

I. D
iv

id
in

g
a 

se
t 

in
to

 
el

em
en

ts
 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 g
iv

en
 

cr
it

er
ia

I.
1/

1
n

ot
ic

e 
sh

ar
ed

 c
h

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s 
of

 t
h

e 
se

t 
el

em
en

ts
87

1
78

.0
el

em
en

ta
ry

I.
2/

38
ca

te
go

ri
ze

 o
bj

ec
ts

 (n
ot

ic
e 

si
m

ila
ri

ti
es

 in
 

di
ve

rs
it

y)
83

8
75

.1
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

I.
3/

35
n

ot
ic

e 
an

al
og

y 
be

tw
ee

n
 e

le
m

en
ts

84
0

75
.3

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

I.
4/

27
lis

t 
sp

ec
ifi 

c 
te

rm
s 

n
ar

ro
w

in
g 

th
e 

m
ai

n
 s

u
bj

ec
t 

81
1

72
.7

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

I.
5/

3
id

en
ti

fy
 t

h
e 

cr
it

er
ia

 fo
r 

th
e 

se
t 

di
vi

si
on

 (i
n

to
 

su
bs

et
s,

 c
la

ss
es

, f
ac

et
s,

 e
tc

.) 
77

4
69

.4
ad

va
n

ce
d

I.
6/

4
n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 

an
al

ys
is

 (a
n

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

) 
75

2
67

.4
ad

va
n

ce
d

Ta
bl

e 
1.

 R
an

ki
n

g 
of

 s
ta

te
m

en
ts

 (w
it

h
in

 e
ac

h
 m

ai
n

 a
re

a 
of

 c
om

pe
te

n
ce

) a
cc

or
di

n
g 

to
 th

e 
n

u
m

be
r 

of
 p

oi
n

ts
 a

w
ar

de
d 

by
 th

e 
re

sp
on

de
n

ts
 

ev
al

u
at

in
g 

th
ei

r 
se

n
se

 o
f s

el
f-

ef
fi c

ac
y 

in
 K

&
IM



68  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
I

IV
a

IV
b

V

II
.

La
be

lli
ng

/ 
na

m
in

g 
se

ts
/ 

el
em

en
ts

II
.1

/2
4

n
ot

ic
e 

th
e 

in
ad

eq
u

ac
y 

of
 t

h
e 

ti
tl

e 
(h

ea
de

r)
 

to
 t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

t
87

5
78

.4
el

em
en

ta
ry

II
.2

/1
1

ch
oo

se
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

 t
o 

re
fl e

ct
 t

h
e 

es
se

n
ti

al
 

co
n

te
n

t 
of

 t
h

e 
do

cu
m

en
t

86
4

77
.4

el
em

en
ta

ry

II
.4

/6
G

iv
e 

ti
tl

es
 t

o 
su

bs
et

s 
of

 t
h

e 
m

ai
n

 s
et

  
85

7
76

.8
el

em
en

ta
ry

II
.5

/7
de
fi n

e 
 n

am
es

 o
f h

ea
de

r 
fi e

ld
s 

in
 t

ab
le

s 
pr

es
en

ti
n

g 
re

su
lt

s 
of

 m
y 

ow
n

 r
es

ea
rc

h
84

8
76

.0
el

em
en

ta
ry

II
.3

/3
0

gi
ve

 c
or

re
ct

 n
am

es
 t

o 
m

u
lt

i-
el

em
en

t 
su

bs
et

s 
(la

be
l t

h
e 

su
bs

et
s)

 
79

1
70

.9
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

II
.6

/4
n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 a

n
al

ys
is

 a
n

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

75
2

67
.4

ad
va

n
ce

d

II
I.

A
ss

ig
ni

ng
 

el
em

en
ts

 
to

 a
 s

et

II
I.

1/
5

as
si

gn
 e

le
m

en
ts

 t
o 

a 
de
fi n

ed
 s

et
87

0
78

.0
el

em
en

ta
ry

II
I.

2/
14

ge
n

er
al

iz
e 

is
su

es
 d

is
cu

ss
ed

 in
 t

h
e 

te
xt

s 
I 

re
ad

 
86

3
77

.3
el

em
en

ta
ry

II
I.

3/
2

Id
en

ti
fy

 t
h

e 
ar

ea
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(fi 
el

d,
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e,
 

sp
ec

ia
liz

at
io

n
)  

to
 w

h
ic

h
 t

h
e 

an
al

ys
ed

 p
ro

bl
em

 
be

lo
n

gs
 

84
6

75
.8

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

II
I.

4/
21

ab
st

ra
ct

 (i
gn

or
e 

ir
re

le
va

n
t 

 o
r 

in
si

gn
ifi 

ca
n

t 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
)

83
9

75
.2

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

II
I.

5/
31

pe
rc

ei
ve

 t
h

e 
pr

ob
le

m
 in

te
rd

is
ci

pl
in

ar
ily

 
78

2
70

.1
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te



69ARTYKUŁY
I

II
II

I
IV

a
IV

b
V

IV
.

Sy
nt

he
si

s 
of

 t
he

 
co

nt
en

t 
in

 
th

e 
fo

rm
 o

f 
co

nc
lu

si
on

s,
 

de
du

ct
io

ns
, 

ge
ne

ra
liz

a-
ti

on
s,

 e
tc

.

IV
.1

/1
3

m
ak

e 
n

ot
es

 in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 o
f b

u
lle

t-
po

in
t 

lis
ts

, 
co

m
pi

la
ti

on
s,

 t
ab

le
s,

 s
ch

em
es

, m
in

d-
m

ap
s,

 
an

d 
ot

h
er

 k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

st
ru

ct
u

re
s 

88
9

79
.7

el
em

en
ta

ry

IV
.2

/1
7

co
n

ci
se

ly
 p

re
se

n
t 

a 
pr

ob
le

m
, a

n
 is

su
e,

 
a 

su
bj

ec
t,

 e
tc

.
84

5
75

.7
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

IV
.3

/2
0

fo
rm

u
la

te
 d

ed
u

ct
io

n
s 

82
8

74
.2

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

IV
.4

/1
6

pr
ec

is
el

y 
fo

rm
u

la
te

 c
on

cl
u

si
on

s 
82

6
74

.0
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

IV
.5

/3
4

u
n

eq
u

iv
oc

al
ly

 a
n

d 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

ly
 

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
ze

 a
 g

iv
en

  o
bj

ec
t 

(p
ro

vi
di

n
g 

it
s 

fe
at

u
re

s 
an

d 
th

ei
r 

va
lu

es
)

79
6

71
.3

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

IV
.6

/1
5

sy
n

th
et

ic
al

ly
 p

re
se

n
t 

th
e 

co
n

te
n

t 
of

 v
ar

io
u

s 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 
79

2
71

.0
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

IV
.7

/3
3

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n

 o
bj

ec
t 

u
si

n
g 

a 
sp

ec
ifi 

ed
 n

u
m

be
r 

of
 s

ig
n

s 
(a

 fi 
xe

d 
si

ze
 t

ex
t 

) 
77

7
69

.6
ad

va
n

ce
d

IV
.8

/3
2

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n 

ob
je

ct
 u

si
ng

 fa
ct

og
ra

ph
ic

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

 
73

3
65

.7
ad

va
n

ce
d

V
.

C
re

at
in

g 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
 

(m
in

d-
m

ap
s,

 
hi

er
ar

ch
ie

s,
 

et
c.

)

V
.1

/2
8

cr
ea

te
 a

 m
in

d-
m

ap
 

86
8

77
.8

el
em

en
ta

ry

V
.2

/2
6

es
ta

bl
is

h
 r

el
at

io
n

s 
be

tw
ee

n
 s

et
 e

le
m

en
ts

 
81

8
73

.3
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

V
.3

/2
5

cr
ea

te
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

al
 s

ch
em

es
 (h

ie
ra

rc
h

ie
s)

81
6

73
.1

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

V
.4

/2
3

cr
ea

te
 s

em
an

tic
 li

nk
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

te
rm

s 
an

d 
co

nc
ep

ts
 

77
2

69
.2

ad
va

n
ce

d

V
.5

/4
0

w
h

ile
 d

es
cr

ib
in

g 
an

 o
bj

ec
t 

in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 o
f a

n
 

or
ga

n
iz

at
io

n
al

 s
ch

em
e 

u
si

n
g 

ke
y 

te
rm

s,
 a

ss
ig

n
 

th
e 

te
rm

s 
to

 t
h

e 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e 
le

ve
l o

f h
ie

ra
rc

h
y

79
5

68
.0

ad
va

n
ce

d

V
.6

/1
9

u
se

 c
ro

ss
-r

ef
er

en
ce

 t
o 

co
n

n
ec

t 
re

la
te

d 
te

rm
s 

in
 in

de
xe

s 
73

6
65

.1
ad

va
n

ce
d



70  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
I

IV
a

IV
b

V

V
I.

C
re

at
in

g 
in

fo
rm

at
iv

e 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 
(p

ub
lic

at
io

ns
, 

co
m

m
un

i-
qu

es
) t

ha
t 

re
qu

ir
e 

an
al

yt
ic

al
/

sy
nt

he
ti

c 
sk

ill
s 

V
I.

1/
37

cr
ea

te
 a

 c
or

re
ct

 s
tr

u
ct

u
re

 o
f t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

ts
 fo

r 
th

e 
el

ab
or

at
ed

 s
u

bj
ec

t 
 

82
0

73
.5

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

V
I.

2/
29

de
si

gn
 a

 s
ci

en
ti
fi c

 p
os

te
r 

or
  i

n
fo

gr
ap

h
ic

s
82

0
73

.5
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

V
I.

3/
39

su
m

m
ar

iz
e 

sc
ie

n
ti
fi c

 t
ex

ts
81

3
72

.9
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

V
I.

4/
8

cr
ea

te
 a

bs
tr

ac
ts

 (a
n

al
ys

es
 o

r 
su

m
m

ar
ie

s 
pr

es
en

ti
n

g 
th

e 
su

bj
ec

t 
an

d 
ai

m
 o

f t
h

e 
w

or
k,

 
it

s 
m

ai
n

 is
su

es
, m

et
h

od
ol

og
y,

 e
tc

.) 
80

5
72

.1
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te

V
I.

5/
9

cr
ea

te
 a

nn
ot

at
io

ns
 s

up
pl

em
en

tin
g 

th
e 

de
sc

ri
pt

io
n

 
of

 th
e 

m
is

si
ng

 e
le

m
en

ts
 o

r 
cl

ar
ify

in
g 

th
e 

un
sp

ec
ifi 

c 
fr

ag
m

en
ts

 o
f t

he
 c

on
te

nt
 (s

ub
je

ct
)  

76
1

68
.2

ad
va

n
ce

d

V
I.

6/
18

cr
ea

te
 in

de
xe

s 
(o

f s
u

bj
ec

ts
, s

ec
ti

on
s,

 t
er

m
s 

an
d 

co
n

ce
pt

s,
 e

tc
.) 

73
1

65
.5

ad
va

n
ce

d

V
I.

7/
41

de
ve

lo
p 

qu
an

ta
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(r
ec

or
d 

ca
rd

s)
72

1
64

.6
ad

va
n

ce
d

V
I.

8/
42

de
ve

lo
p 

an
al

yt
ic

al
 r

ep
or

ts
 (c

om
m

u
n

iq
u

es
) 

65
8

59
.0

ad
va

n
ce

d

V
II

.
Se

ar
ch

 f
or

 
an

d 
se

le
ct

io
n 

of
 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

V
II

.1
/2

2
di

ffe
re

n
ti

at
e 

be
tw

ee
n

 s
ig

n
ifi 

ca
n

t 
(k

ey
) w

or
ds

 
an

d 
 in

si
gn

ifi 
ca

n
t 

on
es

 
87

4
78

.3
el

em
en

ta
ry

V
II

.2
/1

2
sp

ec
ify

 q
u

er
ie

s 
(s

ea
rc

h
es

) u
si

n
g 

ke
y 

w
or

ds
 

86
2

77
.2

el
em

en
ta

ry

V
II

.3
/1

0
se

pa
ra

te
 n

ew
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fr

om
 k

no
w

n,
 r

ed
un

da
nt

, 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 w

hi
ch

 is
 u

nn
ec

es
sa

ry
 fo

r 
th

e 
co

m
pr

e-
he

ns
io

n 
of

 th
e 

ne
w

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

84
3

75
.5

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

V
II

.4
/3

6
w

hi
le

 s
ea

rc
hi

ng
 fo

r 
su

bj
ec

t  
lit

er
at

ur
e 

in
 e

le
ct

ro
ni

c 
ca

ta
lo

gu
es

, f
or

m
ul

at
e 

a 
co

m
pl

ex
 q

ue
ry

77
1

69
.1

ad
va

n
ce

d

S
ou

rc
e:

 o
w

n
 s

tu
dy



71ARTYKUŁY

Sp
ec

ifi
 c

 
ar

ea
 o

f 
co

m
pe

te
nc

e 

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’ s
ta

te
m

en
ts

(I
 k

no
w

 I
 c

an
: )

N
um

be
r 

of
 p

oi
nt

s 
aw

ar
de

d 
to

 t
he

 s
ta

te
m

en
ts

 
by

 t
he

 r
es

po
nd

en
ts

, a
cc

or
di

ng
 t

o 
th

e 
m

ar
ks

 o
n 

th
e 

sc
al

e 

I 
al

m
os

t 
al

w
ay

s 
ca

n
(n

um
be

r 
of

 
po

in
ts

 f
ro

m
 

m
ar

k 
6 

on
 

th
e 

sc
al

e)

I 
us

ua
lly

 c
an

(n
um

be
r 

of
 

po
in

ts
 f

ro
m

 
m

ar
k 

5 
on

 
th

e 
sc

al
e)

I 
of

te
n 

ca
n

(n
um

be
r 

of
 

po
in

ts
 f

ro
m

 
m

ar
k 

4 
on

 
th

e 
sc

al
e)

I 
of

te
n 

/ 
us

u-
al

ly
 c

an
no

t,
 

I 
ne

ve
r 

ca
n

(n
um

be
r 

of
 

po
in

ts
 f

ro
m

 
m

ar
ks

 1
-3

 o
n 

th
e 

sc
al

e)

I
II

II
Ia

II
Ib

II
Ic

II
Id

I.
   

 D
iv

id
in

g 
a 

se
t 

in
to

 e
le

m
en

ts
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 t
o 

gi
ve

n 
cr

it
er

ia

I.
1/

1
n

ot
ic

e 
sh

ar
ed

 c
h

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s 
of

 t
h

e 
se

t 
el

em
en

ts
25

8
33

0
24

4
59

I.
2/

38
ca

te
go

ri
ze

 o
bj

ec
ts

 (n
ot

ic
e 

si
m

ila
ri

ti
es

 in
 d

iv
er

si
ty

) 
17

4
32

0
27

6
66

I.
3/

35
n

ot
ic

e 
an

al
og

y 
be

tw
ee

n
 e

le
m

en
ts

18
0

34
0

24
8

72

I.
4/

27
lis

t 
sp

ec
ifi 

c 
te

rm
s 

n
ar

ro
w

in
g 

th
e 

m
ai

n
 s

u
bj

ec
t

10
2

33
5

28
4

90

I.
5/

3
id

en
ti

fy
 t

h
e 

cr
it

er
ia

 fo
r 

th
e 

se
t 

di
vi

si
on

 (i
n

to
 

su
bs

et
s,

 c
la

ss
es

, f
ac

et
s,

 e
tc

.)
96

30
0

25
2

12
6

I.
6/

4
n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 a

n
al

ys
is

 
an

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

 
66

22
0

32
4

14
2

II
.  

  L
ab

el
lin

g 
/ 

na
m

in
g 

 s
et

s 
/ 

el
em

en
ts

II
.1

/2
4

n
ot

ic
e 

th
e 

in
ad

eq
u

ac
y 

of
 t

h
e 

ti
tl

e 
(h

ea
de

r)
  t

o 
th

e 
co

n
te

n
t

23
4

35
5

24
4

42

Ta
bl

e 
2.

 R
an

ki
n

g 
lis

t 
of

 s
ta

te
m

en
ts

 a
cc

or
di

n
g 

to
 t

h
e 

to
ta

l n
u

m
be

r 
of

 p
oi

n
ts

 a
ss

ig
n

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
re

sp
on

de
n

ts
 e

va
lu

at
in

g 
th

ei
r 

se
n

se
 o

f s
el

f-
ef
fi c

ac
y 

in
 K

&
IM

, d
iv

id
ed

 in
to

 s
et

s 
of

 s
ta

te
m

en
ts

 t
h

at
 r

ec
ei

ve
d 

6,
 5

, 4
, a

n
d 

1-
3 

po
in

ts
 o

n
 t

h
e 

sc
al

e,
 

so
rt

ed
 b

y 
m

ai
n

 a
re

as
 o

f c
om

pe
te

n
ce



72  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
Ia

II
Ib

II
Ic

II
Id

II
.2

/1
1

ch
oo

se
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

 t
o 

re
fl e

ct
 t

h
e 

es
se

n
ti

al
 c

on
te

n
t 

of
 

th
e 

do
cu

m
en

t
22

2
36

5
21

6
61

II
.4

/6
G

iv
e 

ti
tl

es
 t

o 
su

bs
et

s 
of

 t
h

e 
m

ai
n

 s
et

  
18

6
38

5
21

6
70

II
.5

/7
de
fi n

e 
 n

am
es

 o
f h

ea
de

r 
fi e

ld
s 

in
 t

ab
le

s 
pr

es
en

ti
n

g 
re

su
lt

s 
of

 m
y 

ow
n

 r
es

ea
rc

h
24

0
29

0
24

4
74

II
.3

/3
0

gi
ve

 c
or

re
ct

 n
am

es
 t

o 
m

u
lt

i-
el

em
en

t 
su

bs
et

s 
(la

be
l 

th
e 

su
bs

et
s)

14
4

26
5

26
0

12
2

II
.6

/4
n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 a

n
al

ys
is

 
an

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

 
66

22
0

32
4

14
2

II
I.

 A
ss

ig
ni

ng
 e

le
m

en
ts

 t
o 

a 
se

t

II
I.

1/
5

as
si

gn
 e

le
m

en
ts

 t
o 

a 
de
fi n

ed
 s

et
 

19
8

38
0

24
8

44

II
I.

2/
14

ge
n

er
al

iz
e 

is
su

es
 d

is
cu

ss
ed

 in
 t

h
e 

te
xt

s 
I 

re
ad

 
16

8
33

0
29

2
55

II
I.

3/
2

Id
en

ti
fy

 t
h

e 
ar

ea
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(fi 
el

d,
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e,
 s

pe
-

ci
al

iz
at

io
n

)  
to

 w
h

ic
h

 t
h

e 
an

al
ys

ed
 p

ro
bl

em
 b

el
on

gs
 

13
2

40
0

26
0

54

II
I.

4/
21

ab
st

ra
ct

 (i
gn

or
e 

ir
re

le
va

nt
  o

r 
in

si
gn

ifi 
ca

nt
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n)
 

19
2

32
0

23
6

91

II
I.

5/
31

pe
rc

ei
ve

 t
h

e 
pr

ob
le

m
 in

te
rd

is
ci

pl
in

ar
ily

 
12

6
26

5
25

2
13

9

IV
.  

Sy
nt

he
si

s 
of

 t
he

 c
on

te
nt

 in
 t

he
 f

or
m

 o
f 

co
nc

lu
si

on
s,

 d
ed

uc
ti

on
s,

 g
en

er
al

iz
at

io
ns

, e
tc

.

IV
.1

/1
3

m
ak

e 
n

ot
es

 in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 o
f b

u
lle

t-
po

in
t 

lis
ts

, c
om

-
pi

la
ti

on
s,

 t
ab

le
s,

 s
ch

em
es

, m
in

d-
m

ap
s,

 a
n

d 
ot

h
er

 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

st
ru

ct
u

re
s 

30
6

31
0

22
4

50

IV
.2

/1
7

co
n

ci
se

ly
 p

re
se

n
t 

a 
pr

ob
le

m
, a

n
 is

su
e,

 a
 s

u
bj

ec
t,

 e
tc

.
18

6
34

0
24

8
71

IV
.3

/2
0

fo
rm

u
la

te
 d

ed
u

ct
io

n
s 

15
6

27
0

24
4

12
8

IV
.4

/1
6

pr
ec

is
el

y 
fo

rm
u

la
te

 c
on

cl
u

si
on

s 
15

0
32

0
28

4
72



73ARTYKUŁY
I

II
II

Ia
II

Ib
II

Ic
II

Id

IV
.5

/3
4

u
ne

qu
iv

oc
al

ly
 a

nd
 c

om
pr

eh
en

si
ve

ly
 c

ha
ra

ct
er

iz
e 

a 
gi

ve
n 

 o
bj

ec
t 

(p
ro

vi
di

ng
 it

s 
fe

at
u

re
s 

an
d 

th
ei

r 
va

lu
es

)
12

0
26

0
32

4
93

IV
.6

/1
5

sy
nt

he
tic

al
ly

 p
re

se
nt

 th
e 

co
nt

en
t o

f v
ar

io
us

 d
oc

um
en

ts
15

0
22

5
30

4
11

3

IV
.7

/3
3

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n

 o
bj

ec
t 

u
si

n
g 

a 
sp

ec
ifi 

ed
 n

u
m

be
r 

of
 

si
gn

s 
(a

 fi 
xe

d 
si

ze
 t

ex
t 

)
10

8
28

5
24

0
14

4

IV
.8

/3
2

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n

 o
bj

ec
t 

u
si

n
g 

fa
ct

og
ra

ph
ic

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

  
90

21
5

28
0

14
8

V
.  

 C
re

at
in

g 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
 (m

in
d-

m
ap

s,
 h

ie
ra

rc
hi

es
, e

tc
.)

V
.1

/2
8

cr
ea

te
 a

 m
in

d-
m

ap
 

27
0

34
0

19
2

66

V
.2

/2
6

es
ta

bl
is

h
 r

el
at

io
n

s 
be

tw
ee

n
 s

et
 e

le
m

en
ts

  
16

2
31

0
24

4
10

2

V
.3

/2
5

cr
ea

te
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

al
 s

ch
em

es
 (h

ie
ra

rc
h

ie
s)

18
0

25
5

27
2

10
9

V
.4

/2
3

cr
ea

te
 s

em
an

ti
c 

lin
ks

 b
et

w
ee

n
 t

er
m

s 
an

d 
co

n
ce

pt
s 

10
2

25
0

27
6

14
4

V
.5

/4
0

w
h

ile
 d

es
cr

ib
in

g 
an

 o
bj

ec
t 

in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 o
f a

n
 o

rg
an

i-
za

ti
on

al
 s

ch
em

e 
u

si
n

g 
ke

y 
te

rm
s,

 a
ss

ig
n

 t
h

e 
te

rm
s 

to
 t

h
e 

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e 

le
ve

l o
f h

ie
ra

rc
h

y
78

21
5

33
2

13
4

V
.6

/1
9

us
e 

cr
os

s-
re

fe
re

nc
e 

to
 c

on
ne

ct
 r

el
at

ed
 te

rm
s 

in
 in

de
xe

s
10

2
18

5
26

0
17

9

V
I.

  C
re

at
in

g 
in

fo
rm

at
iv

e 
do

cu
m

en
ts

  (
pu

bl
ic

at
io

ns
, c

om
m

un
iq

ue
s)

 t
ha

t 
re

qu
ir

e 
an

al
yt

ic
al

/s
yn

th
et

ic
 s

ki
lls

V
I.

1/
37

cr
ea

te
 a

 c
or

re
ct

 s
tr

u
ct

u
re

 o
f t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

ts
 fo

r 
th

e 
el

ab
or

at
ed

 s
u

bj
ec

t 
 

18
6

27
0

26
4

10
0

V
I.

2/
29

de
si

gn
 a

 s
ci

en
ti
fi c

 p
os

te
r 

or
 in

fo
gr

ap
h

ic
s 

28
8

24
5

16
4

12
3

V
I.

3/
39

su
m

m
ar

iz
e 

sc
ie

n
ti
fi c

 t
ex

ts
 

13
8

34
0

23
2

10
3

V
I.

4/
8

cr
ea

te
 a

bs
tr

ac
ts

 (a
n

al
ys

es
 o

r 
su

m
m

ar
ie

s 
pr

es
en

ti
n

g 
th

e 
su

bj
ec

t 
an

d 
ai

m
 o

f t
h

e 
w

or
k,

 it
s 

m
ai

n
 is

su
es

, 
m

et
h

od
ol

og
y,

 e
tc

.)
13

2
27

5
30

8
90



74  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
Ia

II
Ib

II
Ic

II
Id

V
I.

5/
9

cr
ea

te
 a

n
n

ot
at

io
n

s 
su

pp
le

m
en

ti
n

g 
th

e 
de

sc
ri

pt
io

n
 

of
 t

h
e 

m
is

si
n

g 
el

em
en

ts
 o

r 
cl

ar
ify

in
g 

th
e 

u
n

sp
ec

ifi 
c 

fr
ag

m
en

ts
 o

f t
h

e 
co

n
te

n
t 

(s
u

bj
ec

t)
  

66
27

0
28

8
13

7

V
I.

6/
18

cr
ea

te
 in

de
xe

s 
(o

f s
u

bj
ec

ts
, s

ec
ti

on
s,

 t
er

m
s 

an
d 

co
n

ce
pt

s,
 e

tc
.)

11
4

16
5

28
8

16
4

V
I.

7/
41

de
ve

lo
p 

qu
an

ta
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(r
ec

or
d 

ca
rd

s)
96

21
0

23
6

17
9

V
I.

8/
42

de
ve

lo
p 

an
al

yt
ic

al
 r

ep
or

ts
 (c

om
m

u
n

iq
u

es
) 

60
13

0
24

4
22

4

V
II

.  
 S

ea
rc

h 
fo

r 
an

d 
se

le
ct

io
n 

of
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n

V
II

.1
/2

2
di

ffe
re

n
ti

at
e 

be
tw

ee
n

 s
ig

n
ifi 

ca
n

t 
(k

ey
) w

or
ds

 a
n

d 
 

in
si

gn
ifi 

ca
n

t 
on

es
 

22
8

37
5

22
4

47

V
II

.2
/1

2
sp

ec
ify

 q
u

er
ie

s 
(s

ea
rc

h
es

) u
si

n
g 

ke
y 

w
or

ds
21

0
38

0
21

2
60

V
II

.3
/1

0
se

pa
ra

te
 n

ew
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n
 fr

om
 k

n
ow

n
, r

ed
u

n
da

n
t,

 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
, w

h
ic

h
 is

 u
n

n
ec

es
sa

ry
 fo

r 
th

e 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
on

 o
f t

h
e 

n
ew

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

19
2

33
5

23
2

84

V
II

.4
/3

6
w

h
ile

 s
ea

rc
h

in
g 

fo
r 

su
bj

ec
t 

 li
te

ra
tu

re
 in

 e
le

ct
ro

n
ic

 
ca

ta
lo

gu
es

, f
or

m
u

la
te

 a
 c

om
pl

ex
 q

u
er

y
14

4
21

0
28

8
12

9

S
ou

rc
e:

 o
w

n
 s

tu
dy



75ARTYKUŁY

M
os

t 
an

d 
le

as
t 

fr
eq

ue
nt

di
ffi

 c
ul

ti
es

St
at

em
en

ts
 c

on
ce

rn
in

g 
ac

ti
vi

ti
es

 t
ha

t 
ca

us
e 

pr
ob

le
m

s 
to

 t
he

 r
es

po
nd

en
ts

 
m

os
t 

of
te

n 
an

d 
le

as
t 

of
te

n

N
um

be
r 

of
 r

es
po

nd
en

ts
 e

va
lu

-
at

in
g 

th
e 

st
at

em
en

t
Sp

ec
ifi

 c
 

ar
ea

 o
f 

co
m

pe
te

nc
e 

Po
in

ts
 a

ss
ig

ne
d 

by
 t

he
 r

es
po

n-
de

nt
s 

to
 t

he
 s

ta
-

te
m

en
t:

 I 
of

te
n/

us
ua

lly
 c

an
no

t,
 

I n
ev

er
 c

an
 (1

-3
 

on
 t

he
 s

ca
le

)
In

 
nu

m
be

rs
In

 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

I
II

II
Ia

II
Ib

IV
V

I.
  S

ta
te

m
en

ts
 

de
sc

ri
bi

ng
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 t

ha
t 

ca
us

e 
di

ffi
 c

ul
-

ti
es

 t
o 

th
e 

gr
ea

te
st

 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s

de
ve

lo
p 

an
al

yt
ic

al
 r

ep
or

ts
 (c

om
m

u
n

iq
u

es
) 

89
47

.8
V

I.
8/

42
22

4

de
ve

lo
p 

qu
an

ta
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(r
ec

or
d 

ca
rd

s)
69

37
.1

V
I.

7/
41

17
9

us
e 

cr
os

s-
re

fe
re

nc
e 

to
 c

on
ne

ct
 r

el
at

ed
 te

rm
s 

in
 in

de
xe

s
68

36
.6

V
.6

/1
9

17
9

cr
ea

te
 in

de
xe

s 
(o

f s
u

bj
ec

ts
, s

ec
ti

on
s,

 t
er

m
s 

an
d 

co
n

ce
pt

s,
 e

tc
.)

62
33

.3
V

I.
6/

18
16

4

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n

 o
bj

ec
t 

u
si

n
g 

fa
ct

og
ra

ph
ic

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

 
58

31
.2

IV
.8

/3
2

14
8

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n

 o
bj

ec
t 

u
si

n
g 

a 
sp

ec
ifi 

ed
 n

u
m

be
r 

of
 

si
gn

s 
(a

 fi 
xe

d 
si

ze
 t

ex
t 

)
51

27
.4

IV
.7

/3
3

14
4

cr
ea

te
 s

em
an

tic
 li

nk
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

te
rm

s 
an

d 
co

nc
ep

ts
 

50
26

.9
V

.4
/2

3
14

4

n
ot

ic
e 

va
ri

ou
s 

co
n

te
xt

s 
of

 t
h

e 
su

bj
ec

t 
of

 a
n

al
ys

is
 

an
d 

n
am

e 
th

em
 

50
26

.9
I.

6/
4

14
2

cr
ea

te
 a

n
n

ot
at

io
n

s 
su

pp
le

m
en

ti
n

g 
th

e 
de

sc
ri

pt
io

n
 

of
 t

h
e 

m
is

si
n

g 
el

em
en

ts
 o

r 
cl

ar
ify

in
g 

th
e 

u
n

sp
ec

i-
fi c

 fr
ag

m
en

ts
 o

f t
h

e 
co

n
te

n
t 

(s
u

bj
ec

t)
  

50
26

.9
V

I.
5/

9
13

7

pe
rc

ei
ve

 a
 p

ro
bl

em
 in

te
rd

is
ci

pl
in

ar
y

49
26

.3
II

I.
5/

31
13

9

w
h

ile
 d

es
cr

ib
in

g 
an

 o
bj

ec
t 

in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 o
f a

n
 

or
ga

n
iz

at
io

n
al

 s
ch

em
e 

u
si

n
g 

ke
y 

 t
er

m
s,

 a
ss

ig
n

 
th

e 
te

rm
s 

to
 t

h
e 

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e 

le
ve

l o
f h

ie
ra

rc
h

y
48

25
.9

V
.5

/4
0

13
4

Ta
bl

e 
3.

 E
xt

re
m

e 
fr

eq
u

en
ci

es
 o

f 
st

at
em

en
ts

 o
n

 s
el

f-
ef
fi c

ac
y 

in
 K

&
IM

, 
de

sc
ri

bi
n

g 
ac

ti
vi

ti
es

 t
h

at
 t

h
e 

re
sp

on
de

n
ts

 f
o-

u
n

d 
m

os
t 

di
ffi 

cu
lt

 (m
ar

ke
d 

1-
3 

on
 t

h
e 

sc
al

e)
, s

or
te

r 
by

 t
h

e 
n

u
m

be
r 

of
 r

es
po

n
de

n
ts



76  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
Ia

II
Ib

IV
V

II
.  

St
at

em
en

ts
 

de
sc

ri
bi

ng
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 t

ha
t 

ca
us

e 
di

ffi
 c

ul
-

ti
es

 t
o 

th
e 

le
as

t 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 

G
iv

e 
ti

tl
es

 t
o 

su
bs

et
s 

of
 t

h
e 

m
ai

n
 s

et
 

24
12

.9
II

.4
/6

70

ca
te

go
ri

ze
 o

bj
ec

ts
 (n

ot
ic

e 
si

m
ila

ri
ti

es
 in

 d
iv

er
si

ty
)

24
12

.9
I.

2/
38

66

ch
oo

se
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

 t
o 

re
fl e

ct
 t

h
e 

es
se

n
ti

al
 c

on
te

n
t 

of
 t

h
e 

do
cu

m
en

t
22

11
.8

II
.2

/1
1

61

sp
ec

ify
 q

u
er

ie
s 

(s
ea

rc
h

es
) u

si
n

g 
ke

y 
w

or
ds

22
11

.8
V

II
.2

/1
2

60

n
ot

ic
e 

sh
ar

ed
 c

h
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s 

of
 t

h
e 

se
t 

el
em

en
ts

21
11

.3
I.

1/
1

59

ge
n

er
al

iz
e 

is
su

es
 d

is
cu

ss
ed

 in
 t

h
e 

te
xt

s 
I 

re
ad

19
10

.2
II

I.
2/

14
55

Id
en

ti
fy

 t
h

e 
ar

ea
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(fi 
el

d,
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e,
 

sp
ec

ia
liz

at
io

n
)  

to
 w

h
ic

h
 t

h
e 

an
al

ys
ed

 p
ro

bl
em

 
be

lo
n

gs
19

10
.2

II
I.

3/
2

54

m
ak

e 
n

ot
es

 in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 o
f b

u
lle

t-
po

in
t 

lis
ts

, 
co

m
pi

la
ti

on
s,

 t
ab

le
s,

 s
ch

em
es

, m
in

d-
m

ap
s,

 
an

d 
ot

h
er

 k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

st
ru

ct
u

re
s

17
9.

1
IV

.1
/1

3
50

di
ffe

re
n

ti
at

e 
be

tw
ee

n
 s

ig
n

ifi 
ca

n
t 

(k
ey

) w
or

ds
 a

n
d 

 
in

si
gn

ifi 
ca

n
t 

on
es

 
17

9.
1

V
II

.1
/2

2
47

as
si

gn
 e

le
m

en
ts

 t
o 

a 
de
fi n

ed
 s

et
15

8.
1

II
I.

1/
5

44

n
ot

ic
e 

th
e 

in
ad

eq
u

ac
y 

of
 t

h
e 

ti
tl

e 
(h

ea
de

r)
  

to
 t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

t
15

8.
1

II
.1

/2
4

42

S
ou

rc
e:

 o
w

n
 s

tu
dy



77ARTYKUŁY

A
ct

iv
it

ie
s 

m
os

t 
an

d 
le

as
t 

of
te

n 
m

en
ti

on
ed

 
as

 e
as

y 
by

 
th

e 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s

M
ai

n 
ar

ea
 o

f 
co

m
pe

te
nc

e 

St
at

em
en

ts
 d

es
cr

ib
in

g 
ac

ti
vi

ti
es

 t
ha

t 
th

e 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
fo

un
d 

ea
sy

(I
 k

no
w

 I
 c

an
)

N
um

be
r 

of
 r

es
po

nd
en

ts
 

ev
al

ua
ti

ng
 t

he
 s

ta
te

m
en

t

Po
in

ts
 

as
si

gn
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

re
sp

on
de

nt
s 

to
 t

he
 s

ta
te

m
en

t:
 

I o
ft

en
/u

su
al

ly
 c

an
no

t,
 

I 
ne

ve
r 

ca
n 

(1
-3

 o
n 

th
e 

sc
al

e)
In

 n
um

be
rs

In
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e

I
II

II
I

IV
a

IV
b

V

I.
  S

ta
te

-
m

en
ts

 t
ha

t 
m

en
ti

on
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 

fo
un

d 
ea

sy
 

by
 t

he
 

gr
ea

te
st

 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s

IV
.1

/ 
13

m
ak

e 
no

te
s 

in
 th

e 
fo

rm
 o

f b
ul

le
t-

po
in

t l
is

ts
, 

co
m

pi
la

tio
ns

, t
ab

le
s,

 s
ch

em
es

, m
in

d-
m

ap
s,

 
an

d 
ot

he
r 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
st

ru
ct

ur
es

 
51

27
.4

30
6

V
I.

2/
29

de
si

gn
 a

 s
ci

en
ti
fi c

 p
os

te
r 

or
 in

fo
gr

ap
h

ic
48

25
.8

28
8

V
.1

/2
8

cr
ea

te
 a

 m
in

d-
m

ap
45

24
.2

27
0

I.
1/

1
n

ot
ic

e 
sh

ar
ed

 c
h

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s 
of

 t
h

e 
se

t 
el

em
en

t
43

23
.1

25
8

II
.5

/7
de
fi n

e 
 n

am
es

 o
f h

ea
de

r 
fi e

ld
s 

in
 t

ab
le

s 
pr

es
en

ti
n

g 
re

su
lt

s 
of

 m
y 

ow
n

 r
es

ea
rc

h
40

21
.5

24
0

II
.1

/2
4

n
ot

ic
e 

th
e 

in
ad

eq
u

ac
y 

of
 t

h
e 

ti
tl

e 
(h

ea
de

r)
  

to
 t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

t
39

21
.0

23
4

V
II

.1
/2

2
di

ffe
re

n
ti

at
e 

be
tw

ee
n

 s
ig

n
ifi 

ca
n

t 
(k

ey
) 

w
or

ds
 a

n
d 

 in
si

gn
ifi 

ca
n

t 
on

es
 

38
20

.4
22

8

II
.2

/1
1

ch
oo

se
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

 t
o 

re
fl e

ct
 t

h
e 

es
se

n
ti

al
 

co
n

te
n

t 
of

 t
h

e 
do

cu
m

en
t

37
19

.9
22

2

V
II

.2
/1

2
sp

ec
ify

 q
u

er
ie

s 
(s

ea
rc

he
s)

 u
si

ng
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

35
18

.8
21

0

Ta
bl

e 
4.

 E
xt

re
m

e 
fr

eq
u

en
ci

es
 o

f 
st

at
em

en
ts

 o
n

 s
el

f-
ef
fi c

ac
y 

in
 K

&
IM

, 
de

sc
ri

bi
n

g 
ac

ti
vi

ti
es

 t
h

at
 t

h
e 

re
sp

on
de

n
ts

 f
ou

n
d 

le
as

t 
di

ffi 
cu

lt
 

(m
ar

ke
d 

6 
on

 t
h

e 
sc

al
e)

, s
or

te
d 

by
 t

h
e 

n
u

m
be

r 
of

 r
es

po
n

de
n

ts



78  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
I

IV
a

IV
b

V

II
.  

St
at

e-
m

en
ts

 t
ha

t 
m

en
ti

on
ac

ti
vi

ti
es

 
fo

un
d 

ea
sy

 
by

 t
he

 le
as

t 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s

V
I.

8/
42

de
ve

lo
p 

an
al

yt
ic

al
 r

ep
or

ts
 (c

om
m

u
n

iq
u

es
) 

10
5.

4
60

I.
6/

4
n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 

an
al

ys
is

 (a
n

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

) 
11

5.
9

66

V
I.

5/
9

cr
ea

te
 a

n
n

ot
at

io
n

s 
su

pp
le

m
en

ti
n

g 
th

e 
de

sc
ri

pt
io

n
 o

f t
h

e 
m

is
si

n
g 

el
em

en
ts

 o
r 

cl
ar

ify
in

g 
th

e 
u

n
sp

ec
ifi 

c 
fr

ag
m

en
ts

 o
f t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

t 
(s

u
bj

ec
t)

  

11
5.

9
66

V
.5

/4
0

w
h

ile
 d

es
cr

ib
in

g 
an

 o
bj

ec
t 

in
 t

h
e 

fo
rm

 
of

 a
n

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
al

 s
ch

em
e 

u
si

n
g 

ke
y 

te
rm

s,
 a

ss
ig

n
 t

h
e 

te
rm

s 
to

 
th

e 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e 
le

ve
l o

f h
ie

ra
rc

h
y

13
7.

0
78

IV
.8

/3
2

de
sc

ri
be

 a
n

 o
bj

ec
t 

u
si

n
g 

fa
ct

og
ra

ph
ic

 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
 

15
8.

1
90

I.
5/

3
id

en
ti

fy
 t

h
e 

cr
it

er
ia

 fo
r 

th
e 

se
t 

di
vi

si
on

 
(in

to
 s

u
bs

et
s,

 c
la

ss
es

, f
ac

et
s,

 e
tc

.)
16

8.
6

96

V
.4

/2
3

cr
ea

te
 s

em
an

ti
c 

lin
ks

 b
et

w
ee

n
 t

er
m

s 
an

d 
co

n
ce

pt
s 

17
9.

1
10

2

V
.6

/1
9

u
se

 c
ro

ss
-r

ef
er

en
ce

 t
o 

co
n

n
ec

t 
re

la
te

d 
te

rm
s 

in
 in

de
xe

s 
17

9.
1

10
2

S
ou

rc
e:

 o
w

n
 s

tu
dy



79ARTYKUŁY

M
os

t 
an

d 
le

as
t 

fr
eq

ue
nt

 
st

at
em

en
ts

St
at

em
en

ts
 t

ha
t 

m
en

ti
on

 a
ct

iv
it

ie
s 

in
 w

hi
ch

 
th

e 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
fe

el
 c

om
pe

te
nt

in
 a

 s
at

is
fa

ct
or

y 
de

gr
ee

N
um

be
r 

of
 r

es
po

nd
en

ts
 e

va
lu

at
in

g 
th

ei
r 

ef
fi 

ca
cy

 
in

 t
he

 a
ct

iv
it

y 
m

en
ti

on
ed

, d
es

cr
ib

in
g 

it
 a

s:

I 
us

ua
lly

 c
an

 (m
ar

k 
5)

I 
of

te
n 

ca
n 

(m
ar

k 
4)

St
at

em
en

t 
“a

”
St

at
em

en
t 

”b
”

In
 

nu
m

be
rs

In
 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
In

 
nu

m
be

rs
In

 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

I
II

II
Ia

1
II

Ia
2

II
Ib

1
II

Ib
2

St
at

em
en

ts
 

de
sc

ri
bi

ng
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 in

 
w

hi
ch

 t
he

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
M

O
ST

 O
FT

E
N

 
fe

el
 c

om
pe

te
nt

 
in

 a
 s

at
is

fa
ct

or
y 

de
gr

ee

a.
 I

de
n

ti
fy

 t
h

e 
ar

ea
 o

f k
n

ow
le

dg
e 

(fi 
el

d,
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e,
 

sp
ec

ia
liz

at
io

n
)  

to
 w

h
ic

h
 t

h
e 

an
al

ys
ed

 p
ro

bl
em

 b
el

on
gs

80
43

.0
83

44
.6

b.
 w

h
ile

 d
es

cr
ib

in
g 

an
 o

bj
ec

t 
in

 t
h

e 
fo

rm
 o

f a
n

 
or

ga
n

iz
at

io
n

al
 s

ch
em

e 
u

si
n

g 
ce

rt
ai

n
 t

er
m

s,
 a

ss
ig

n
 t

h
e 

te
rm

s 
to

 t
h

e 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e 
le

ve
l o

f t
h

e 
h

ie
ra

rc
h

y

a.
 G

iv
e 

ti
tl

es
 t

o 
su

bs
et

s 
of

 t
h

e 
m

ai
n

 s
et

  

77
41

.4
81

43
.5

b.
 n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 a

n
al

ys
is

 (a
n

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

)

a.
 a

ss
ig

n
 e

le
m

en
ts

 t
o 

a 
de
fi n

ed
 s

et

76
40

.9
81

43
.5

b.
 u

n
eq

u
iv

oc
al

ly
 a

n
d 

co
m

pr
eh

en
si

ve
ly

 c
h

ar
ac

te
ri

ze
 

a 
gi

ve
n

  o
bj

ec
t 

(p
ro

vi
di

n
g 

it
s 

fe
at

u
re

s 
an

d 
th

ei
r 

va
lu

es
 )

a.
 s

pe
ci

fy
 q

u
er

ie
s 

(s
ea

rc
h

es
) u

si
n

g 
ke

y 
w

or
ds

76
40

.9
77

41
.4

b.
  c

re
at

e 
ab

st
ra

ct
s 

(a
n

al
ys

es
 o

r 
su

m
m

ar
ie

s 
pr

es
en

ti
n

g 
th

e 
su

bj
ec

t 
an

d 
ai

m
 o

f t
h

e 
w

or
k,

 it
s 

m
ai

n
 is

su
es

, 
m

et
h

od
ol

og
y,

 e
tc

.)

Ta
bl

e 
5.

 E
xt

re
m

e 
fr

eq
u

en
ci

es
 o

f 
st

at
em

en
ts

 o
n

 s
el

f-
ef
fi c

ac
y 

in
 K

&
IM

 d
es

cr
ib

in
g 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 in

 w
h

ic
h

 t
h

e 
re

sp
on

de
n

ts
 

fe
el

 c
om

pe
te

n
t 

at
 a

 s
at

is
fa

ct
or

y 
le

ve
l (

m
ar

ke
d 

4 
an

d 
5 

on
 t

h
e 

sc
al

e)
, s

or
te

d 
by

 t
h

e 
n

u
m

be
r 

of
 r

es
po

n
de

n
ts



80  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

I
II

II
Ia

1
II

Ia
2

II
Ib

1
II

Ib
2

co
n

t.
 

St
at

em
en

ts
 

de
sc

ri
bi

ng
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 in

 
w

hi
ch

 t
he

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
M

O
ST

 O
FT

E
N

 
fe

el
 c

om
pe

te
nt

 
in

 a
 s

at
is

fa
ct

or
y 

de
gr

ee

a.
 d

iff
er

en
ti

at
e 

be
tw

ee
n

 s
ig

n
ifi 

ca
n

t 
(k

ey
) w

or
ds

 a
n

d 
 

in
si

gn
ifi 

ca
n

t 
on

es
 

75
40

.3
76

40
.9

b.
 s

yn
th

et
ic

al
ly

 p
re

se
nt

 t
he

 c
on

te
nt

 o
f v

ar
io

u
s 

do
cu

m
en

ts

a.
 c

h
oo

se
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

 t
o 

re
fl e

ct
 t

h
e 

es
se

n
ti

al
 c

on
te

n
t 

of
 

th
e 

do
cu

m
en

t
73

39
.2

73
39

.2

b.
 g

en
er

al
iz

e 
is

su
es

 d
is

cu
ss

ed
 in

 t
h

e 
te

xt
s 

I 
re

ad

a.
 n

ot
ic

e 
th

e 
in

ad
eq

ua
cy

 o
f t

he
 ti

tle
 (h

ea
de

r)
  t

o 
th

e 
co

nt
en

t

71
38

.2
72

38
.7

b.
 w

h
ile

 s
ea

rc
h

in
g 

fo
r 

su
bj

ec
t 

 li
te

ra
tu

re
 in

 e
le

ct
ro

n
ic

 
ca

ta
lo

gu
es

, f
or

m
u

la
te

 a
 c

om
pl

ex
 q

u
er

y

a.
 c

on
ci

se
ly

 p
re

se
nt

 a
 p

ro
bl

em
, a

n 
is

su
e,

 a
 s

u
bj

ec
t,

 e
tc

.

68
36

.6
72

38
.7

b.
 c

re
at

e 
an

n
ot

at
io

n
s 

su
pp

le
m

en
ti

n
g 

th
e 

de
sc

ri
pt

io
n

 o
f 

th
e 

m
is

si
n

g 
el

em
en

ts
 o

r 
cl

ar
ify

in
g 

th
e 

u
n

sp
ec

ifi 
c 

fr
ag

-
m

en
ts

 o
f t

h
e 

co
n

te
n

t 
(s

u
bj

ec
t)

  

a.
 s

ep
ar

at
e 

n
ew

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

 fr
om

 k
n

ow
n

, r
ed

u
n

da
n

t 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
, w

h
ic

h
 is

 u
n

n
ec

es
sa

ry
 fo

r 
th

e 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
on

 o
f t

h
e 

n
ew

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

67
36

.0
72

38
.7

b.
 c

re
at

e 
in

de
xe

s 
(o

f s
ub

je
ct

s,
 s

ec
tio

ns
, t

er
m

s 
an

d 
co

nc
ep

ts
, 

et
c.

)

St
at

em
en

ts
 

de
sc

ri
bi

ng
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 

in
 w

hi
ch

 t
he

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
LE

A
ST

 O
FT

E
N

 
fe

el
 c

om
pe

te
nt

 
in

 a
 s

at
is

fa
ct

or
y 

de
gr

ee

a.
 d

ev
el

op
 a

n
al

yt
ic

al
 r

ep
or

ts
 (c

om
m

u
n

iq
u

es
)

26
14

.0
41

22
.0

b.
 d

es
ig

n
 a

 s
ci

en
ti
fi c

 p
os

te
r 

or
 in

fo
gr

ap
h

ic
s

a.
 c

re
at

e 
in

de
xe

s 
(o

f s
u

bj
ec

ts
, s

ec
ti

on
s,

 t
er

m
s 

an
d 

co
n

ce
pt

s,
 e

tc
.)

33
17

.7
48

25
.8

b.
  c

re
at

e 
a 

m
in

d-
m

ap



81ARTYKUŁY
I

II
II

Ia
1

II
Ia

2
II

Ib
1

II
Ib

2

co
n

t.
 

St
at

em
en

ts
 

de
sc

ri
bi

ng
 

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
 

in
 w

hi
ch

 t
he

 
re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
LE

A
ST

 O
FT

E
N

 
fe

el
 c

om
pe

te
nt

 
in

 a
 s

at
is

fa
ct

or
y 

de
gr

ee

a.
 u

se
 c

ro
ss

-r
ef

er
en

ce
 t

o 
co

nn
ec

t 
re

la
te

d 
te

rm
s 

in
 in

de
xe

s 
37

19
.9

53
28

.5
b.

  s
pe

ci
fy

 q
u

er
ie

s 
(s

ea
rc

h
es

) u
si

n
g 

ke
y 

w
or

ds

a.
 w

hi
le

 s
ea

rc
hi

ng
 fo

r 
su

bj
ec

t 
 li

te
ra

tu
re

 in
 e

le
ct

ro
ni

c 
lib

ra
ry

 c
at

al
og

u
es

, f
or

m
u

la
te

 a
 c

om
pl

ex
 q

u
er

y 
42

22
.6

54
29

.0

b.
  g

iv
e 

ti
tl

es
 t

o 
su

bs
et

s 
of

 t
h

e 
m

ai
n

 s
et

  

a.
  d

es
cr

ib
e 

an
 o

bj
ec

t u
si

ng
 fa

ct
og

ra
ph

ic
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n
 

43
23

.1
54

29
.0

b.
 c

h
oo

se
 k

ey
 w

or
ds

 t
o 

re
fl e

ct
 t

h
e 

es
se

n
ti

al
 c

on
te

n
t 

of
 t

h
e 

do
cu

m
en

t

a.
 n

ot
ic

e 
va

ri
ou

s 
co

n
te

xt
s 

of
 t

h
e 

su
bj

ec
t 

of
 a

n
al

ys
is

 (a
n

d 
n

am
e 

th
em

)
44

23
.7

56
30

.1

b.
 n

ot
ic

e 
sh

ar
ed

 c
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic
s 

of
 t

he
 s

et
 e

le
m

en
ts

a 
sy

nt
he

ti
ca

lly
 p

re
se

nt
 t

he
 c

on
te

nt
 o

f v
ar

io
u

s 
do

cu
m

en
ts

45
24

.2
56

30
.1

b.
 m

ak
e 

n
ot

es
 in

 t
h

e 
fo

rm
 o

f b
u

lle
t-

po
in

t 
lis

ts
, 

co
m

pi
la

ti
on

s,
 t

ab
le

s,
 s

ch
em

es
, m

in
d-

m
ap

s,
 a

n
d 

ot
h

er
 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
st

ru
ct

u
re

s

a.
 d

es
ig

n
 a

 s
ci

en
ti
fi c

 p
os

te
r 

or
 in

fo
gr

ap
h

ic
s

49
26

.3
56

30
.1

b.
 d

iff
er

en
ti

at
e 

be
tw

ee
n

 s
ig

n
ifi 

ca
n

t 
(k

ey
) w

or
ds

 a
n

d 
 

in
si

gn
ifi 

ca
n

t 
on

es
 

S
ou

rc
e:

 o
w

n
 s

tu
dy



82  BIBLIOTHECA NOSTRA. ŚLĄSKI KWARTALNIK NAUKOWY NR 2 (44) 2016

The sense of self-effi cacy in performing the activities listed in Table 1 
within the seven main areas of competence  was evaluated diversely by 
the respondents. Judging by the points awarded to particular statements 
by the students surveyed, it can be concluded that the area in which 
they see their effi cacy as the highest is the second area, related to skills 
in ”labelling sets isolated from a larger set”. In this area as many as four 
tasks were considered elementary (easy), and one task was regarded as 
slightly more diffi cult, as it required naming correctly multiple-element 
subsets, (although it is not always easy to account for the content of all 
these elements in the superordinate term chosen as the subset title). Also 
in the third main area, i.e. ”assigning elements to a set”, most tasks did 
not seem problematic to the respondents. It was found that they associ-
ated two tasks in this area with elementary competencies, three tasks – 
with intermediate competencies, and considered none of the tasks to be 
diffi cult. The respondents expressed most doubts concerning their effi cacy 
in area six, related to ”creating various forms of publications that require 
analytical/synthetic skills” and to the knowledge of their structure, be 
it a record card, knowledge quantum, annotation, summary, abstract, 
contents, infographics, scientifi c poster, or a more complex form, like an 
analytical report or information synthesis.  Also area fi ve raised many 
doubts as to the satisfactory level of self-effi cacy, as this area included 
tasks that required skills in ”knowledge structuration”. Greatest prob-
lems were associated with the tasks that involved creation of semantic 
links between terms and concepts, description of a subject in the form of 
an organizational scheme using key  terms and correct assignment of the 
terms to the given level in the hierarchy, and connection of related terms 
in indexes, using cross-reference. A confi rmation of the respondents’ high 
effi cacy in the activities mentioned in particular main areas can be the 
average number of points per one statement within each main area. The 
highest mean number of points per one statement, 840, was assigned  in 
section III, next – 837 – in section VII, then 831 in section II, 814 in sec-
tion I, 810 in section IV, 800 in section V, and the lowest number, 766 
points, in section VI. 

Table 2 sets together data that allow comparing the sense of self-effi -
cacy in K&IM, taking into account the division into statements marked 6, 
5, 4, and 1-3. The highest number of points (over 300 out of 1116) was 
assigned to statements marked 5 on the scale, which corresponds to the 
self-evaluation  ”I usually can” effi ciently perform the task; what is more, 
that was the case in all seven main areas of competence. As for the state-
ments marked 1-3 on the scale, the highest number of points (over 100 
out of 1116) was assigned to statements in only two areas, i.e. area fi ve 
(creating knowledge structures) and area six (creating informative docu-
ments that require analytical/synthetic skills). Despite the fact that the 
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respondents very highly evaluated their effi cacy in K&IM, in some tasks 
that required specifi c competencies they remained wary about the possi-
bility of achieving complete satisfaction. It can be illustrated by the state-
ments that received less than 100 points in total but were marked 6 on the 
scale, e.g. ”I know I can”: notice various contexts of the subject of analysis 
(and name them); while describing an object in the form of an organiza-
tional scheme using key terms, assign the terms to the appropriate level of 
hierarchy;  create annotations supplementing the description of the miss-
ing elements or clarifying the unspecifi c fragments of the content (subject); 
develop analytical reports (communiques).

Tables 3, 4, and 5 refer to the sense of self-effi cacy in K&IM in the con-
text of the number of respondents who evaluated their competences facil-
itating performance of the described task. Among the statements about 
the activities that cause problems to the greatest number of respondents  
we must mention: writing analytical documents (communiques, reports)  
(47.8%) and creating quanta of knowledge (37.1%). The least respondents 
– a mere 8.1% - reported diffi culties in assigning elements to a defi ned 
set and noticing the inadequacy of the title (header)  to the content of 
the document, paragraph, section, etc. Also a mere 9.1% of the respond-
ents found it diffi cult to differentiate between signifi cant (key) words and  
insignifi cant ones and to make notes in the form of bullet-point lists, 
compilations, tables, schemes, mind-maps, and other knowledge struc-
tures (Table 3).

Not only creating structured notes turned out to be easy for most 
respondents. 25.8% of respondents found it easy to design scientifi c post-
ers and infographics, and 24.2% found it easy to create mind-maps. On the 
other hand, only a small percentage of the students surveyed (5.4%-8.1%) 
considered it easy: to notice various contexts of the subject of analysis 
and name them; to create annotations supplementing the description of 
the missing elements or clarifying the unspecifi c fragments of the content 
(subject); and to describe an object in the form of an organisational scheme 
or factographic information (Table 4).

The activities in which the respondents most often feel satisfactorily 
effi cient are: identifying the area of knowledge (fi eld, discipline, speciali-
zation)  to which the analysed problem belongs, and describing an object 
in the form of an organizational scheme using key terms and assigning 
these terms to the appropriate level of hierarchy.   The students surveyed 
declared the least satisfaction with their effi cacy in developing analytical 
reports (Table 5). For example, 47.8% of the respondents believed that they 
were not effi cient in this activity, and only 5.4% of them claimed to have 
mastered the skill completely (mark 6). In turn, 14% of the respondents 
stated that they ”usually can” produce such documents, and 32.8%  - that 
they ”often can” do it. (Tables 3, 4, 5).
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Students’ actual level of training for personal knowledge and 
information management.

Data presented in the tables above illustrate a rather good opinion 
the respondents have on their self-effi cacy in the examined areas of com-
petence.  70% of the persons surveyed were further asked to perform 
additional tasks, aimed at testing their actual qualifi cations to solve 
information problems mentioned in particular questionnaire statements. 
20% of the original group of respondents were assigned a task designed 
to reveal their competence in solving a research problem interdisciplinar-
ily. The remaining 50% of the respondents were asked to complete a form 
containing four exercise tasks. In the fi rst one, a set of terms concerning 
information society was to be divided into subsets according to a crite-
rion; then the subsets were to be named (labelling subsets). In the second 
task, an organizational scheme (a classifi cation tree) was to be created 
for the term ”information society”, using all the terms mentioned in task 
one. In the third task, the respondents were to provide a term (key word 
or key phrase) covering the semantic scopes of all the words listed in the 
task; they were asked to think of an association all the terms evoke and 
to express it in one umbrella term. The last task consisted in creating 
a title for a document on the basis of its contents only; the title needed 
to be suitable to the content. The respondents were also asked to correct 
the suggested title, if they considered it inadequate to the thematic scope 
of the document. 

Table 6 below puts together respondents’ statements that were selected 
to be verifi ed in this control follow-up test. The actual level of competence 
in a specifi c area was established on the basis of the grade awarded to 
the respondent in the test. For a correctly performed task, from 0.5 to 
1.5 points could be awarded. 0.5 point denoted competences at a satisfac-
tory level (grade DST - satisfactory); 1 point – intermediate level (grade DB 
– good), and 1.5 points – advanced level (grade BDB – very good). The set of 
students participating in this test constituted 50% of the original sample 
of respondents, who belonged to four different didactic groups (93 persons 
in total). The maximum number of points for all tasks was 558. However, 
they scored only 208 points, which is a mere 37.3% of the total number of 
points. Most points were assigned to the respondents for task two (66.5), 
then for task one (52), task four (46) and task three (44).

A detailed analysis of the control tasks examining the actual K&IM 
qualifi cations of the  respondents, and a comparison of these results with 
the perceived self-effi cacy data will be presented in another paper, to be 
published in the “Edukacja-Technika-Informatyka” journal.
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Conclusions

The respondents highly evaluated their self-effi cacy in K&IM. The tasks 
testing the declared level of effi cacy verifi ed the positive self-evaluation  only 
in some of the areas of competence, mainly those related to set division, 
information selection, and labelling. The respondents’ good self-evaluation 
was not confi rmed with respect to: assigning elements to a set, creating 
knowledge structures, giving titles to subsets of the main set, and naming 
multi-element subsets.

Diffi culties in creating logical knowledge structures most often resulted 
from: the lack of detailed knowledge on the analysed subject (in the research 
it was the information society); a superfi cial and monoaspectual approach 
to the subject; using stereotypical opinions and colloquial expressions con-
cerning the subject; the assumption that the subject is well-known and 
thus uncomplicated, and varied experience that the respondents gained in 
their informational environment. 

Nevertheless, according to Bandura’s theory, the sense of self-effi cacy in 
performing tasks allows the respondents to defend their stance and look for 
justifi cations for the adopted solution. Unfortunately,  they frequently do not 
notice the difference between the value of the adopted solution and the pro-
posal to present the solution in a logical, formalized manner. It is a conse-
quence of functioning in a world dominated by fragmentation, haste, super-
fi ciality, novelty, fl uidity, and multitasking (Batorowska, 2015b, p. 170). 
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Hanna Batorowska
Perceived self-effi cacy vs. actual level of training in personal information 

and knowledge management. A research report

Abstract

The article presents the results of a study conducted among students of regular 
university courses in Humanities and Pedagogy, investigating their perceived self-effi cacy in 
personal information and knowledge management, with a special focus on the methods  of  
stored information resources processing. The respondents’ self-effi cacy reports, obtained by 
means of a questionnaire, were compared with their evaluation by the researcher. The basis 
for the evaluation was a set of practical tasks, illustrating the activities listed in the survey 
questionnaire in the section I know I can….  Analysis of the results confi rmed good self-
evaluation only in selected areas of activity, e.g. in set division, information selection and 
information search. Students’ effi cacy was not confi rmed in the areas of: forming knowledge 
structures, giving titles to main set subdivisions, and giving correct titles to multiple-element 
subsets. 

 
Key words: personal knowledge and information management, sense of self-effi cacy, 
information competencies, information culture, information behaviours, information 
processing, knowledge structure, information architecture, empirical research

Hanna Batorowska
Poczucie własnej skuteczności a rzeczywiste przygotowanie do indywidualnego 

zarządzania informacją i wiedzą. Raport z badań

Abstrakt

 
W artykule przedstawiono wyniki badań przeprowadzonych wśród studentów studiów 

stacjonarnych (humanistycznych i pedagogicznych) na temat postrzeganej przez nich własnej 
skuteczności w zakresie indywidualnego zarządzania informacją i wiedzą, ze szczególnym 
uwzględnieniem sposobów przetwarzania zgromadzonego zasobu informacyjnego.  Porównano 
własną ocenę respondentów z oceną wystawioną im przez badającego na podstawie 
wykonanych zadań praktycznych będących egzemplifi kacją działań, o które pytano w zestawie 
stwierdzeń typu: wiem, że potrafi ę, umieszczonych w kwestionariuszu badań ankietowych. 
Analiza danych potwierdziła dobrą samoocenę tylko w wybranych zakresach działań, na 
przykład dotyczących podziału zbioru na części, selekcji i wyszukiwania informacji. Nie 
potwierdziła natomiast ich skuteczności w zakresie tworzenia struktur wiedzy, nadawania 
tytułów działom, na które podzielono zbiór główny czy nadawania prawidłowych nazw działom 
składającym się z wielu elementów.

Słowa kluczowe: indywidualne zarządzanie informacją i wiedzą, poczucie własnej 
skuteczności, kompetencje informacyjne, kultura informacyjna, zachowania informacyjne, 
przetwarzanie informacji, strukturyzacja wiedzy, architektura informacji, badania empiryczne


