TRAINING-THE-TRAINERS IN INFORMATION LITERACY (TTT) WORKSHOPS PROJECT
Final Report to UNESCO

Prepared by

Professors Albert K. Boekhorst and Forest Woody Horton, Jr.

Project Co-Coordinators

MAIN REPORT
January 31, 2009
(A shorter, more summary version of this report is also available, entitled “Executive Summary”)
Table of Contents

1. Overview of TTT Project
2. Formulating and Submitting the Project Proposal to UNESCO
3. UNESCO Response to Proposal & Advance Project Planning, Promotion and Participant Recruitment
4. Summary Workshop Demographic Statistics:  Countries & Regions, and Types of Professions and Institutions Represented by Participants
5. Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

6. Next Steps (2009-2010 Timeframe)
7. Longer Term Recommendations (beyond 2010 Timeframe)
8. Postscript
Appendices

A – Participant Statistics by Country and Region Represented
B – Participant Statistics by Type of Profession and Institution Represented
C – Project Proposal

D – Project Guidelines for Workshop Host Institutions
E ​ Illustrative TTT Workshop Official Logo/Banner (Peru)
1. Overview of TTT Project
On its webpage describing this project UNESCO has this to say:

“UNESCO is strongly advocating the building of knowledge societies where the power of information and communication help people access the knowledge they need to improve their daily lives and achieve their full potential. In this context, information literacy has become crucially important, as a mean to empower people in all walks of life to seek, evaluate, use and create information effectively to achieve their personal, social, occupational and educational goals. 

“In September 2007, the Bureau of the Intergovernmental Council for the Information for All Programme (IFAP) decided to fund a global scale-up project on information literacy and agreed to fund a series of regional Training-The-Trainers workshops in information literacy. 

“The project foresees organizing a series of eleven Training-the-Trainers workshops in information literacy, to be held from 2008 to 2009 in several institutions of higher education, covering all regions of the world.  The central purpose of the proposed workshop series is to allow “information literacy expert presenters” to instruct 25-50 “trainer-participants” at each workshop in the best available pedagogies for teaching information literacy.  Upon completion of the training, the “graduated” trainer-participants would then be expected, in turn, to offer their educational expertise to train all sectors of society in the countries in their respective regions, explaining why and how applying good information literacy practices can help individuals to cope more efficiently and effectively with their personal, family and community challenges - whether social, economic or political. 

“A key motive in funding this project is to sustain and accelerate the momentum and initiatives led by UNESCO and its Information For-All-Programme (IFAP) in the last few years, and joined by other international, regional and national organizations, such as: the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA); the (international) Alliance for Information Literacy and its component regional groups such as the European Forum for Information Literacy (Europe), NORDINFOLit (Scandinavia), and ANZIIL (Oceania); and country-based groups (which may have international members) such as the (U.S.) National Forum on Information Literacy (NFIL), the (U.S.) National Commission on Library and Information Science (NCLIS), SCONUL (U.K), Information Science Today (Bangladesh), and to spread understanding of the information literacy paradigm much more widely, and to foster the development of information literate peoples, not only in the education and library sectors but in all sectors of all societies.  The experts on information literacy acknowledged that although there had been in the 1995-2007 period quite a number of international, regional, sub-regional and country-based expert meetings to interchange experiences, practices and ideas, there remained a critical need to greatly increase the pool of qualified information literacy instructors to provide training to all citizens in all countries. 

“The special target groups that would be given information literacy training ultimately by the trainees successfully completing the workshops are women; youth, including those out-of-school; unemployed and under-employed adults; migrant and refugee populations; disabled persons; rural and isolated populations; minorities living in majority cultures; and other disadvantaged groups.”

2. Formulating and Submitting the Project Proposal to UNESCO
Following informal discussions with UNESCO C&I Sector staff officials in July and August of 2007, the two Project Proposers (co-authors of this report) submitted a formal proposal to UNESCO to mount the project.  UNESCO had established August 27, 2007 as the deadline for receipt of all proposals, and initially indicated that a maximum of $80,000 could be budgeted for the project.  A total of twelve workshop venues were initially proposed.  However, the total amount of available project funds was later somewhat reduced, and because of that reduction the final list of workshop venues was reduced from twelve to eleven.  The formal/official Project Proposal submitted, as well as the more detailed procedural Guidelines document prepared for the use of the workshop host institutions, are appended hereto as Appendices C & D respectively.
Briefly, what the Project Proposers contemplated was the holding of eleven 2-5 day workshops, inviting between 25-50 participants to each workshop, depending on total budget considerations.  However, as it turned out, although none of the workshop attendance figures dropped below the minimum target of 25, half of the workshops exceeded 50 and in several cases the total number of accepted participants exceeded 100 (e.g. Spain, Egypt, India and China), although, either for budgetary reasons, or for personal reasons such as visa problems, some approved participants could not attend.  In almost all of the workshops the host institution coordinators were obliged to reject a limited number of applicants because of total available budget concerns.
2.1  Key Assumptions

There were several key assumptions which the Project Proposers made on which the viability of the proposal was based and would be judged:

· That enough institutions would step forward and volunteer their institutions as hosts for holding one of the eleven workshops, ideally one such institution in each of the major geographic regions, so as to comply with UNESCO’s desire to ensure the project was “global” in scope;

· That those institutions which volunteered to host the workshops would realize, after studying the project proposal and the host institution guidelines carefully, that they would have to supplement the limited UNESCO budget for funding the workshops (only $6000 each) with either additional internal host institutional financing or external financing and/or “in-kind” assistance of some kind (such as living accommodations and/or meeting facilities), such as from a private company, a government ministry, a private foundation, or a combination of reliance on assistance from several volunteering organizations or institutions;

· That the volunteer host institutions would be able to provide strong internal institutional leadership, commitment and human and material resources support.  In all likelihood the institutions which volunteered to serve as workshop hosts were expected to be distinguished universities with a strong university library, and/or a formal library school programme, or some other kind of Library/Information science educational program, or perhaps a prominent regional public library, and would have an established peer network with “sister” institutions as well as Library and Information Science (LIS) professionals in their countries and regions, so that when they called for participants to apply to attend their workshop, they could expect a good response;

· That the host institution coordinators charged with overall responsibility for planning and implementing the workshops would have recognized professional reputations not only within their own institutions, but among their peer LIS networks within their own country, or, ideally, the entire sub-region or region;
· That the host institutions would highly value, and utilize to good practical advantage, the imprimatur of UNESCO as the principal organizer/sponsor of the workshops, and preferably already have a track record of working with UNESCO in the past (for example, in the context of an Information-for-All Programme committee, a member country national IFAP committee, a member country mission delegation, and/or a local country or regional UNESCO field office); and

· That the Project Proposers would be able to establish and maintain an effective and harmonious relationship with each host institution coordinator and their teams in order to both anticipate challenges before they arose, as well as to respond effectively to problems as they occurred.

As it turned out, all of these forecasted assumptions proved accurate, and, fortunately (and fortuitously) few unforeseen situations arose.  Only one host institution decided eventually not to proceed, after initially indicating their interest.  However, because of that withdrawal, the Oceania region was under-represented at the workshops, and the Project Proposers hope that UNESCO will give that region priority in future IL endeavors.  
Also, for reasons that are not quite clear, certain countries were also under-represented at the workshops even though a workshop was held in their region.  For example, there were relatively few or, in some cases no participants from some of the central European countries such as France, Germany, The Netherlands, Belgium, Italy and Greece, even though workshops were held in Estonia, Spain and Turkey.  This was disappointing.
In total, however, participants came from over half of the countries of the world.
3. UNESCO Response to Proposal & Advance Workshop Planning. Promoting and Participant Recruitment
3.1 The IFAP Bureau Council
The Council of UNESCO’s Inter-governmental Bureau of the Information for All Programme (IFAP) responded positively to the proposal submitted by the Project Proposers for its consideration, and in September 2007 decided to fund the project at the level of $6000 per workshop.  As mentioned above, originally the hope was that twelve workshops could be funded, but it was later determined that sufficient funds were available to fund only eleven workshops.  Therefore, one of the volunteer host institutions, the University of the South Pacific in Suva, Fiji, which initially responded positively to an invitation, was advised by the Project Proposers that their proposal to serve as a host workshop venue could, hopefully, be deferred for consideration until later, perhaps until 2009 or 2010.  This deferral met with their approval because they had already concluded that they needed a two-year timeframe to perform adequate planning, and, especially, to identify funding sources, because the cost of flying participants between islands in the South Pacific region is expensive, and most of these island nations, particularly the smaller ones, could not afford to budget the travel expenses for even one participant.
3.2  Selecting the Eleven Workshop Host Institutions

The Project Proposers negotiated informally with eleven host institutions utilizing the following criteria for final selection:

· There would have to be a cross-section of regional workshop venues such that at least one workshop could be held in each of the major geographic regions, and in larger regions one workshop might be held in each (or at least several) of the major sub-regions within the same region (e.g. central, south, western and eastern sub-regions in the Asia region; North Africa countries as well as Sub-Sahara Africa countries in the Africa region; and the Caribbean sub-region vs. the Latin America countries, taking into account English-speaking vs. Spanish-speaking populations; and
· The host institution coordinator would have to secure formal and official approval from their appropriate higher level institutional officials so that the entire institution was committed to the success of the enterprise.  This meant, since most host venues were institutions of higher learning, that the coordinators would need to obtain approval from their university presidents, or chancellors, or rectors, as the case might be.  In the case of public libraries, the senior-most official would be approached.

The final selection of country and region workshop venues was:

· Jamaica for the English-speaking Caribbean sub-region

· Peru for the Latin American Spanish-speaking sub-region

· Canada for the North American sub-region, including Francophone populations
· Estonia for the Northern and Eastern European sub-regions
· Spain for the Central and Southern European sub-regions, including Portugal and some countries in Latin America and North Africa

· Turkey for the Western Asia sub-region, including countries bordering the Caspian and Black Seas

· Egypt for the Middle East and some North Africa countries

· India for the South and Central Asia sub-regions

· Malaysia for the Southeastern Asia sub-region

· China for the East Asia and Pacific sub-regions
· South Africa for the Western, Eastern and Southern Africa sub-regions (Sub-Saharan Africa countries)
3.3.  Type of Instittution Selected to Play Host Role
In all but two cases the host institution was a major university well known in the region.  In the case of Spain, the host institution was team composed of an important regional public library (the Regional Library of Andalusia in Granada) which worked in close collaboration with the Granada University Library and the Ministry of Culture.  In the case of Egypt the host institution was also an important national and regional library, the Bibliotheca Alexandrina in Alexandria, working closely with the American University in Cairo.  It could be argued that since universities were the primary type of institution that volunteered to host the TTT workshops, selecting higher learning institutions would not be a good “fit” to achieve the goal of ultimately training trainers who could help UNESCO’s primary beneficiary audiences, such as women, children, seniors, unemployed and underemployed, people living in rural populations, and so on.  
One counter-argument to the foregoing “model” proceeded along the line that the primary UNESCO disadvantaged audiences would not have easy and affordable access to universities and therefore would not apply to attend the workshops.  But it must be remembered that the TTT project envisioned a two step process.  First trainers would need to be trained.  And then, only secondly, would those trainers would be encouraged to train those disadvantaged audiences (not just train other librarians and information professionals or teachers).  Therefore, it seemed logical to undertake the first step within a university context since the trainers who were expected to apply to attend a workshop would reasonably be expected to have affordable access to those places, and universities, have perhaps the best training facilities because education, because after all, that is their primary business.
3.4  Type of Expert-Presenters Utilized
The Project Proposers suggested in the Project Guidelines document that the host institutions use a combination of both international as well as local expert-presenters.  The reason for this was partly so that some of the best recognized international IL experts could be invited to the workshops, but at the same time local experts would team with them so that the workshops participants could benefit from international as well as local perspectives, experiences, and approaches.  And, secondly, the local expert-presenters could benefit and learn from teaming with the international expert-presenters.  Language was also an important factor. Local experts ensured that participants understood what the international expert-presenters had to say when they did not speak the main local workshop language.
3.5  Final Authority of the Host Institution
It was emphasized that each host institution would have the final say on the specific format and agenda they wished to utilize, subject only to the broad guidelines detailed in Appendix D, such as that the workshops should not be “theory sessions,” but, instead, be oriented to the expert-presenters sharing with the participants concrete and detailed information on “best practices” which they had either perhaps personally developed themselves, or which they had utilized in their own practice.  Moreover, host institutions were delegated the final authority as to whom they should accept and whom they would not accept as participants.  This presented a problem in some cases, such as in the case of workshops which received more applications from individuals who wished to attend their workshop than the host institution had sufficient funds to finance and accommodate all of those who wanted to attend.
3.6.  Workshop Central Website Resource
One of the Project Proposers, Professor Boekhorst, volunteered to establish a special TTT project website in order to bring together in one place, accessible via the Internet, all of the most important, relevant and detailed information regarding the workshops, including:

· The dates and exact location for each workshop, including instructions and a form for applying to a workshop for acceptance;
· The URLs for each local host institution website, on which detailed workshop information was posted, including application forms (in several languages where required), calls for participants, maps and instructions on how to reach campuses and living accomodations, and so on;
· IL “course content” material (such as IL papers and articles, citations for published IL books, PowerPoint presentations, etc.) that were either already in the public domain and/or could be obtained through libraries or publishers, much of which host institutions, expert-presenters and participant applicants could download, review, and possibly utilize or at least refer to in their workshop presentations; in this regard, the IL workshop held in Gabarone, Botswana, as a post-conference event to the annual IFLA Congress held in Durban, South Africa in August 2006, was very valuable as a “prototype” IL training programme which all TTT workshops could consider and might utilize;
· First and Second Calls for Participants, usually in both English and any other principal language which the workshop planned to utilize (e.g. French, Arabic, Chinese, Spanish, Hindi, etc.);

· E-mail addresses to which workshop applicants should send their applications requesting workshop attendance approval, such as the host workshop coordinator;
· Workshop application forms, often in both English and any other principal language utilized; and

· Any special terms and conditions governing workshop application approval.

UNESCO also assisted with the promotion and publicizing of the workshops utilizing its own websites and portals, and its websites cross-referenced to the aforementioned special TTT Website, especially the CI/IFAP WebPages.  And, very often, UNESCO field offices, IFAP national committees, and UNESCO member country missions assisted the host workshop coordinators in arrangement details.  A contract was executed between UNESCO and each of the eleven workshops that was administered through the local UNESCO field office.
3.7  Co-sponsors and Collaborators
Collaborators and co-sponsors were invited to support and supplement UNESCO and the workshop host institution in financing and providing various types of “in-kind” support (beyond departments within the host institution itself), and the following institutions and organizations stepped forward and responded positively to this invitation.  Among those public and not-for-profit institutions at the international, regional and national levels were:

· The International Federation for Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA)

· The International Association for School Libraries (IASL)

· The National Forum for Information Literacy

· The European Forum for Information Literacy

· The American Association of School Libraries (AASL)

· The International Council of Archives (ICA)
· The Commonwealth Libraries Association (COMLA)

· The Association of Caribbean University and Research Libraries (ACURIL)
· Nearly all of the library associations in the various countries and regions in which the workshops were held

The foregoing list does not include local co-sponsors and collaborators of individual workshops who were approached by individual workshop host institutions to provide financial and/or in-kind support for a specific workshop.  For example, in the case of the Egyptian workshop held in Alexandria, Egypt, several private sector companies such as Elsevier North Holland, EBSCO, Lims and the Petroleum Institute all provided financial support for that workshop.  In the case of the Quebec workshop, significant support was provided by Universite’ Laval in Quebec Canada and Ferris University in Michigan in the USA.  The Three Cultures Foundation gave strong support for the Granada workshop, thus ensuring that not only mainland Spain and Portugal were represented, but some North African participants could also be invited.  Also, in the instance of the South Africa workshop in Cape Town, INASP graciously agreed to fund the travel and living expenses of ten librarians from a cross-section of Sub-Saharan African countries.
In a few cases, such as Spain, a government ministry also played an important collaborative role.  In that instance the Spanish Ministry of Culture gave support to the workshop and helped some Latin American library professionals to attend.  Along with this, the collaboration of Granada University made it possible to organize the online workshop through its Moddle platform.  And in several cases a local or regional LIS society of some kind agreed to allow the TTT workshop to be juxtaposed with its annual regional or international meeting, thus maximizing the opportunity for attendees at the LIS meeting to also attend the TTT workshop as a pre- or post-conference event.  This was the case with Jamaica where the ACURIL annual conference followed the Montego Bay TTT workshop, with Canada where the IFLA annual Congress followed the Quebec workshop, and with South Africa where the LIASA annual conference followed the Cape Town workshop.
3.8 Typical Modus Operandus Followed, & Workshop Agenda Format

After studying the Project Guidelines, workshop coordinators typically followed these steps as a modus operandus to prepare for, promote and implement their workshops.  
· First they briefed their higher level institutional officials to ensure they fully understood the project, and promised their support.
· Next, the coordinators formed an internal team composed of members of other departments and units within their institution (and sometimes even from organizations outside the host institution) and held several working meetings.
· Next they promoted and publicized the workshop via various communication and networking channels, alerting their local and regional colleagues as to the workshop date and place, and suggesting the people and institutions notified begin to think about who should attend and then submit an application.

· Then the coordinators translated their workshop application forms into the appropriate workshop languages, and prepared any additional procedural instructions necessary.

· Following that, a “first call for participants” was prepared and advertised.  The flow of participant applications then began, and the coordinators were obliged to decide on acceptance/rejection criteria and policies.

· If an insufficient response was received, the host coordinator often put out a second, and in some cases even a third call for participants.
· Accepted applicants were then notified, as well as those who could not be accepted.  Any final instructions were issued at the same time.

The Project Guidelines called for the workshops to be no shorter than two days, and no longer than five days; most workshops were three days in length.  However, no two workshop agendas were formatted exactly alike in terms of content and arrangement of topics.  This is because each host institution was encouraged to customize its agenda to fit its own unique circumstances, cultures, style, and so forth.  Although neither the Project Proposal nor the Project Guidelines explicitly mentioned the option of holding both an on-campus and an online workshop, that option was not ruled out, and, in the case of Spain, the host institution and its collaborators decided to offer both options.  Moreover, the Peru host institution decided to supplement their on campus workshop with an online platform capability so as to facilitate the interaction between the expert presenters and the participants, and the participants with each other, outside of the classroom.

Returning to the on campus workshop format, typically, following an introduction by invited distinguished guest speakers, such as a university higher level official, the host coordinator welcomed the participants, and often invited them to introduce themselves one at a time.  This technique fostered an atmosphere of easy familiarity among the participants, and allowed the expert-presenters an opportunity to understand more clearly exactly who the participants were, where they were from, what type of institution they came from, their professions, their career aspirations, and often an understanding of why they wanted to attend the workshop and what their expectations were.
Following the welcomes and initial announcements, the host coordinator would then outline how the workshop was designed to proceed, and asked the participants if they had any questions or comments.

Typically the first main expert-presenter speaker would provide a general overview of the information literacy concept, oftentimes referring to international authorities which have provided definitions of the concept.  Thus the participants were able to begin from a common baseline of understanding.

Following the overview presentation, there was wide variation in the workshop formats.  Sometimes following speakers would take elements of the overall information literacy concept and provider greater depth to understanding the concept’s major component elements.  Other times a speaker might provide a case example (“this is the way we are teaching information literacy at my institution, in my country”).  In still other instances a speaker would follow closely an information literacy tutorial already publicly available, and, using a PowerPoint presentation, encourage questions and provide feedback.

In almost all of the workshops the expert-presenters at a certain point broke the full workshop group into sub-groups and assigned each breakout group particular discussion topics, charging them to try and reach a consensus on how to deal with their topic, reach a consensus on conclusions and recommendations, and then report back to the full group.  For example, in the Andalusia workshop the participants were divided into four groups according to their professional profile: (1) public libraries; (2) university professors and/or librarians; (3) school libraries; and (4) specialized libraries or documentation centers.  All four groups then were brought together for the plenary sessions and conclusions.
At the conclusion of the workshop, the host coordinator and the expert-presenters summarized the main points of the workshop.
All of the workshops awarded each participant a certificate of attendance or accomplishment, and oftentimes the host coordinator would also award a certificate of appreciation to individuals who had provided an especially worthy contribution of some kind to the success of the workshop.

4. Summary Demographic Statistics:  Number of Participants by Country, Region, and Types of Professions and Institutions Represented
4.1  Overall Participation – Participants by Workshop Venue
A total of 627 participants were approved to attend the eleven workshops that were held “on campus” and 134 attended the one online workshop, making a grand total of 761 participants in total.  These 761 participants came from 99 different countries in the world.

A few approved participants had last minute visa or other personal problems and had to withdraw.  Moreover, in the case of several workshops (Malaysia, Estonia, Turkey, China, India and Egypt) far more applicants responded than the host institution’s total available financial resources could support, necessitating some rejections.  The summary data is here listed in chronological order by host workshop city, country, date, type (on-campus or physical, vs. online or virtual), and number of participants:

· Montego Bay, Jamaica (30 May – 1 June 2008) (31 on-campus)
· Quebec City, Canada (8 –9 August)

(35 on-campus)
· Port Dickson, Malaysia (11 – 14 August)

(78 on-campus)
· Tallinn, Estonia (21 – 23 August)


(47 on-campus)
· Ankara, Turkey (3 – 5 September

(50 on-campus)
· Cape Town, South Africa (4 – 6 October)
(27 on-campus)
· Wuhan, China (21 – 23 October)


(104 on-campus)
· Granada, Spain (27 – 30 October)
 (50 on-campus, 134  online)
· Alexandria, Egypt (4 – 6 November)

(94 on-campus)
· Patiala, India (5 – 7 November)


(66 on-campus)
· Lima, Peru (22 – 24 January 2009)

(45 on-campus)
4.2  Geographic Regional and Country Workshop Representation
While as to be expected, in all cases a workshop was attended by participants who were citizens and residents of the country in which the workshop took place.  However, it should be noted that in some cases a workshop was attended by participants who were not citizens of countries geographically located in that region.  For example:

· in the case of the Wuhan China workshop several workshop participants were long-term visiting faculty or graduate students resident at Wuhan University, but were citizens of another country and region (in that case, citizens of India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka);
· In at least one instance a refugee from a country nearby attended a workshop;
· 
· In the case of the Alexandria Egypt workshop one participant came from Tanzania, not a majority Arabic speaking country;

· In the case of Quebec, because the IFLA Congress was international, there were participants from almost all major regions, including three from Francophone West African countries and one from Haiti; and
· As mentioned above, because funding and support came from the Three Cultures Foundation and the Ministry of Culture, in the case of the Granada Spain workshop there was a wide multi-regional mixture of European, Latin American and North African participants.
In all cases, the presence of diverse country and regional participant representation enriched the workshop discussions because those participants were able to share different perspectives and viewpoints with the full group, and were able to network with colleagues from different regions, both during and after the workshops.


4.3  Types of Professions and Institutions Represented

A more detailed profile of the kinds of professions represented by the participants who attended the workshops, as well as the kinds of institutions from which they came, appears in Appendix B.  However, the primary data reveals the following.  By far the overwhelming majority of participants came from libraries, and they themselves were librarians, but often not formally and academically trained in librarianship, but often in the capacity of a trainee or apprentice or para-professional, and sometimes occupaying a temporary position rather than a permanent one, and sometimes part-time rather than full-time, and often not encumbering a tenured library position.
The above are not surprising observations, when one considers that the project itself was approved by the Information Society Division of the C&I UNESCO staff, wherein libraries, librarians and librarianship, collectively speaking, along with information professionals in general, is one of the two premier professions that are embraced by that Division (the other being media professionals).  Moreover, it is generally acknowledged that the information literacy paradigm was authored and advanced primarily by the library profession, and still is considered to fall primarily within their “discipline purview.”
However, as we shall address further on in this report, this report’s authors feel very strongly that the library community has an obligation to try harder to reach out to all sectors of society, especially those in their local communities, in advancing the applicability and usefulness of the information literacy paradigm to all kinds of organizations, to all sectors, and to all individuals regardless of socio-economic status, race, creed, religion, gender, or other demographic variable - - (certainly not just to librarians).  But, as mentioned previously, the first step was to ‘train the trainers,” and, next, the trainers should reach out to the other sectors.
Continuing on this tack, within the broader library communities, the library world participants attending the workshop tended to be mainly from university and school libraries, followed by public libraries, and occasionally government libraries or not-for-profit libraries.  Only a sprinkling of participants came from private sector libraries, or from other sectors.  As was expected, where the host workshop institution was itself a university library, or a full fledged library school or at least some kind of library school program within a university, a very significant proportion of their direct-hire professional and trainee staff, as well as their graduate students, attended the workshop.
Beyond the library communities, the next most frequent category of participant representation was from the educational community.  University faculty and secondary school teachers, especially educational and pedagogical specialists, including media specialists, often attended.
Following the library and educational sectors participation, there was a scattering of attendance from the fields of journalism, public administration (both national and local governments), NGOs, international or regional organizations, and a few participants came from private sector companies or trade and union associations.  Finally, there were a few “solo’ (freelance) independent consultants who attended the workshops in order to learn information literacy teaching and learning methods which they could then add to their consultancy portfolios.
4.4  A Word about the Expert-Presenters
A combination of internationally experience and regional/local expert-presenters was used in all of the workshops.  One reason for this was that the host workshop coordinators wanted to ensure that they had highly  experienced trainers who had “taught the trainers” before, and therefore had the credentials and reputation required.  In a few cases the same expert-presenter was invited to 3 or 4 different workshops.  However, because of both language and cultural reasons, local expert-presenters were also used, even though the numbers of such qualified local trainer professionals was very small.  In that respect, quite often the host workshop coordinator him/herself served as one of the local expert presenters.  By having both the international presenters (who always spoke English, but sometimes also French, Spanish, Chinese, Arabic, Hindi or another regional language), and the local presenters in the classroom at all times, should a trainee, perhaps uncomfortable with using English, wish to ask a question, relate a personal experience, or make an observation/comment.  Translations were rather easily handled.

5. Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1  UNESCO & Workshop Host Institution Leadership & Commitment
As evidenced by direct participant feedback to the organizers, both in terms of participant satisfaction expressed in informal feedback surveys, as well as the high degree of workshop replication back in their home countries following the workshop, the workshops must be adjudged to have been highly successful.
5.1.1 Direct Workshop Participant Satisfaction
In every workshop the host institution coordinators received very positive feedback from participants following the workshop, attesting to the great value and benefits received by the participant.  Sometimes an on-site workshop evaluation survey was administered directly to the participants by the host coordinators before they left the workshop to return home.  In other cases a survey was conducted following the workshop by email.  In some cases the surveys were fairly structured, but in others they were quite informal.  In a few instances, a participant indicated that his/her workshop experience was the most valuable they had ever received.  In not one single case did a participant indicate in his/her response that the workshop was a waste of time and money, and should not have been undertaken in the first place, nor should it be repeated in the future.  But in some cases participants indicated both the content and format of the workshops could be improved, a recommendation with which this report’s co-authors wholeheartedly agree.
5.1.2 Letters of Appreciation
The eleven host workshop institutions could never have successful mounted their workshops without the strong support of many individuals and organizations, both inside their institutions and outside.  Typically, within a university or library, for example, many different departments and units were involved, and all gave a great deal of their time, and resources, to support the training workshop.  Moreover, in many cases a nearby library, or perhaps several libraries, supported their “sister library” efforts.  Foundations and private companies were also approached in most cases, and provided either “in-kind” or financial resources, or both.
Recommendation:  That The Director General of UNESCO and the ADG for the C&I Staff, as well as the eleven workshop host organizers, and the many private and public sector co-sponsors of virtually all of the workshops, be congratulated for showing a high degree of leadership and commitment in supporting this very important worldwide initiative that embraced all of the major geographic regions and many of the major sub-regions.  Letters of Appreciation have already been sent to the workshop coordinators.  However, where some are still needed, the workshop coordinators should bring their specific recommendations to the attention of UNESCO.
5.1.2 Duplicating the Workshops at Home
One of the highest priority desired major outcomes expected was that the trainees would go back to their home countries and home institutions, and replicate the workshop training experience by targeting their own special constituencies and clienteles as workshop audiences, bearing in mind UNESCO’s priority beneficiary audiences.  As of this writing, this objective seems also to be being met, although the project did not formally require that a follow-up survey of this aspect be administered.  In most instances, once the participants returned to their home countries, they almost immediately messaged the host institution coordinators that they had consulted with their principals since coming home, and had begun the process of planning their own workshop initiatives in their country and at their institution.
These “next step” initiatives are taking many different forms and formats.  In some cases, for example, a university is institutionalizing information literacy training in the context of its normal undergraduate and graduate curriculums.  In other cases, such as a public library, the trainee is initiating a series of workshops for various categories of the groups of public patrons whom they traditionally serve, such as mounting a workshop for a disadvantaged group such as the unemployed, or minority citizens.  In still other cases a trainee who came from a government agency, such as a ministry of education, is beginning to coordinate the formulation of government policies that address and spell out how information literacy programs and policies can be introduced into the country, why they are important, who they can help, how they can be planned and implemented, and so on.
In the instance of the Granada workshop, the workshop host institution asked the participants to include in their workshop application a proposal for an Alfin (the Spanish acronym for “information literacy”) project which they would conduct in their home environment, following the Granada workshop, at an appropriate place and time, as a condition to eligibility to be awarded a workshop diploma/certificate.
Recommendation:  That UNESCO encourage and support the “replication” of the TTT workshop concept through a variety of advocacy and promotional efforts, capitalizing on the existence, now, of a fairly extensive network of trained library and information professionals who may be able and willing to mount their own workshops in their own home countries, but would be greatly assisted in gaining internal country and institutional support if UNESCO took a public position on the matter.  UNESCO should do this through many contexts and taking advantage of many opportunities, including its websites and portals, through its IFAP Bureau Council meetings and communications, in appropriate dialogues with member country missions to UNESCO, through IFAP national committees where they exist, in dialogues with UNESCO field offices, and in other ways.

5.2  Online Learning & Social Networking
Another major expected outcome and result of the workshop project was the establishment of informal online information literacy learning networks following the workshops.  Very often a workshop expert-presenter would emphasize that the workshop organizers hoped that the participants, while they were attending a workshop, would begin to network extensively with their fellow workshop trainees while still on site, and thus begin to form permanent professional (and even personal) bonds with their colleagues that hopefully would extend beyond the workshop conclusion.  Sometimes this networking is popularly referred to nowadays as “Social Networking.”  Using the Internet is an obvious, and perhaps the most available and accessible communications medium for doing that.  Expert-presenters assisted very pro-actively in this networking process, and many personally undertook the task of facilitating this networking interaction between and among the participants following the workshop.
Recommendation:  That UNESCO explore acquiring (either from external sources, or designed and developed with internal resources, or a combination thereof) an online learning and social networking capability so as to provide an opportunity for information literacy practitioners to avail themselves of a continuing, authoritative, current and user-friendly online expert information resource which they can utilize to: (1) help keep themselves abreast of new developments in the field, (2) continue networking with colleagues whom they may have met at workshops and other places such as professional meetings, and (3) post publicly their own unique contributions to the information literacy field.  “Graduated” workshop participants, collectively, comprise a unique and valuable human resource investment that should not be lost, but further exploited and capitalized upon.
5.3  Virtual vs.  On campus Workshop Formats
le only oops, the one organized in Spain, formally held an online or virtual workshop
The obvious advantage of this idea is that it multiplies enormously the number of potential workshop participants because they can attend an online or virtual workshop without having to go to the expense and trouble of leaving their jobs and traveling to a distant place to attend a physical (on-campus or on site) workshop.  Special materials were developed and used for the online phase of the Spanish TTT workshop, and were even announced and made available much more widely to anyone in the Spanish-speaking world who wished to enter the virtual phase as a guest by clicking on http://medina.psicologia.ugr.es/~alfinunesco/index.htm  Peru is also following this practice.
The precise nature of the inter-relationships between a virtual workshop and an on campus workshop, as alternative modalities, should be carefully examined, and recommendations made as to how they can be made to optimally “fit together” In a complementary fashion.  Many, if not most of the expert-presenters as well as workshop participants seemed to feel  that both traditional on campus and virtual training workshops modalities would be the most ideal “solution” because they complement each other, and each has its advantages and disadvantages. Whether a particular participant desires to attend one or the other modality depends on many variables - - including, considerations of time, distance, funds available, and so on.  There are trade-offs.  The intensive, both on and off-site interaction between participants that takes place at a, on campus workshop can never be fully duplicated in a virtual workshop setting.  On the other hand, the diversity of views expressed by the relatively much larger number of participants attending a virtual workshop can never be fully duplicated in an on campus workshop setting attended by a relatively much smaller number of participants.
Recommendation:  That UNESCO consider developing, either utilizing in-house resources or under contract, or a combination thereof, a virtual TTT workshop modality, taking into account the excellent pioneering work done in this regard by the Spanish TTT workshop team, and IFLA’s Information Literacy Section, and promote it worldwide so as to encourage its availability and accessibility to many different potential audiences (not just for LIS professionals, and not just in a formal workshop context, but as a permanently available online tool available to everyone).  Of course the question of multiple languages must be taken into account given UNESCO’s budgetary situation.  Perhaps leading institutions in different countries and regions, such as the TTT workshop host institutions, can be asked to volunteer their assistance in order to both reduce the costs of producing such a resource in multiple languages, as well as to ensure that local custom and expertise was applied.
5.4  Distance Education and Online Learning
As one expert-presenter expressed it:  “Online learning and Virtual Workshops are two sides of the same coin.”  Distance Education and Online Learning are two terms meaning essentially the same thing.  Several future courses of action that can and should be explored are suggested in our context here.  One is that online learning of information literacy can and should be institutionalized in both formal and informal education and training contexts, and needs to take its place alongside traditional, on campus classroom learning.  But exactly how, when, where, and who initiates this incorporation of information literacy training into these curriculum contexts, and what balance should be achieved between the online modality and the on campus classroom modality, is a complex matter that needs to be studied carefully.
(Recommendation follows the next item since this topic and the following one are very closely related)
5.5  Continuing Education and Lifelong Learning
Not to be confused with the topic consider in the preceding discussion, although the two are very closely related, Continuing Education and Lifelong Learning are two complementary concepts.  Continuing Education is the traditional term that was used, and continues to be used, to refer to adult education wherein an adult, following formal schooling, decides to take courses later in life to supplement skills, edify their learning, for entertainment, or for other purposes.  But the newer term, Lifelong Learning, focuses on the need to continually be vigilant concerning updating one’s skills portfolio because of the incredibly rapid developments in science and technology, and in the complexities faced by the planet as a whole, and individual countries and institutions.  Many workshop participants felt that the decision as to how information literacy should be incorporated into Continuing Education and Lifelong Learning programmes should best be left to each region, each country, and each individual education and training institution.
Recommendation:  That UNESCO include in an upcoming information literacy expert meeting the challenge of designing and developing a series of continuing education syllabi, both in online modes and in a on campus classroom context, that could be utilized by both secondary school and higher education institutions, in their curricula, to teach information literacy at the beginner, intermediate and advanced levels, to both youths still in school, as well as to adults already in the workforce, and tailored if possible to the special needs of the major priority UNESCO disadvantaged audiences (e.g. the disabled, women, children, the unemployed and underemployed, people living in remote and rural locations, and so on).  Continuing Education facilities should not be limited to just schools and universities - - formal educational facilities.  They should also include public libraries, community centers, senior centers, health clubs, mobile kiosks and “schools and libraries on wheels,” and similar informal facilities.  Finally, as indicated in preceding recommendations, the question of developing such resources in multiple languages must also be taken into account, given UNESCO’s limited financial resources.
5.6  Need for Single, Central, Authoritative International Clearinghouse on Information Literacy and Lifelong Learning
Taking into account all of the preceding findings and conclusions, it seems apparent that one of the actions that needs to be taken in order to further exploit, capitalize upon and widely diffuse the TTT workshop experience that has occurred is to establish an Information Literacy and Lifelong Learning Clearinghouse (CoIL-LL) so that the experiences, ideas, best practices, new theories and experimental pilot projects that have already emerged, and will certainly continue to emerge, can be captured in a disciplined way, organized, indexed, and then shared internationally. The Clearinghouse would capture and organize in a systematic way worldwide IL-LL expertise, professional knowledge, teaching practices and learning experiences with the aim of promoting and facilitating more efficient collaboration among IL-LL professionals everywhere, and thus contribute to the bridging of the information literacy teaching and learning gap that exists in all countries and all regions of the world.  CoIL-LLwill help teachers, trainers, librarians, instructors, program administrators, policy makers and others to improve the information literacy situation in their national and local environments.

Recommendation:  Although this idea has been proposed to UNESCO before, it has not been acted upon thus far, and therefore needs to be re-addressed as a priority matter. Just as UNESCO has established, from time to time, a ‘satellite’ stand-alone institutional capability of some kind which specializes in addressing some kind of critical UNESCO need, and strategic UNESCO audience (such as an educational institution that specializes in pedagogy and teaches teachers how to teach), so such an Information Literacy and Lifelong Learning  Clearinghouse could enjoy the “UNESCO imprimatur” but at the same time operate independently but under general UNESCO policy guidance.  Several institutions in Balkan countries are currently considering volunteering serving as hosts for this purpose, and the authors would be pleased to put UNESCO into contact with those institutions.
5.7  Professional Societies and Associations
The workshop participants stressed that international, regional and country-based LIS professional societies and associations need to sharpen their focus on the strategic important of information literacy and lifelong learning in the context of their career and professional training offerings.  In other words, too often such professional associations have not yet explicitly recognized information literacy, explained clearly how it links to librarianship or their primary advocacy roles and businesses, whatever they may be, and explain how acquiring skills related to IL teaching and training can help librarians and other information professionals, or their primary constituencies and clienteles whomever they may be, enhance their career and professional skill portfolios.  For example, just as IFLA recently changed the name of one of its sections from “user education” to “information literacy,” so regional and country-based LIS societies and associations need to review their internal structure and professional programme offerings to see where IL-LL can be most appropriate incorporated therein, and/or strengthened where it already has been incorporated.
Recommendation:  UNESCO needs to develop model template statements that can be made available to member countries underscoring how information literacy and lifelong learning can be of direct and tangible value to the entire membership of professional societies, trade associations, unions, in whatever sector they may be (not just library and information professions, but in business and industry, government, not-for-profits, and so on).  In this regard, some such illustrative statements are already suggested in the publication “Understanding Information Literacy:  A Primer,” published in 2008 by UNESCO, but they could be further amplified, broadened and extended to all sectors.
5.8  Strengthening the Links Between University Library Staff and Teaching Faculties
Participants pointed out that all too often higher education teaching faculties and school teachers did not understand how librarians could help them better design their curricula and courses, and how they could collaborate and partner more effectively with them in the context, broadly speaking, of improving student learning and pedagogy.  There are two aspects of this conclusion.  One has to do with librarians collaborating with educators to strengthen teaching approaches and methods, and the other has to do with librarians collaborating with educators to strengthen student learning approaches and methods.  The two go hand and hand, but the strategies and specific modalities for each are different.  Information Literacy can become a ‘driving force’ to motivate both sides to work together more closely, perhaps, ideally, with the close collaboration of Media Literacy experts, another important and very closely related technical specialty with its own experts in both academia and in private practice.
Recommendation:  After consulting and obtaining approval from their appropriate higher level officials (presidents, chancellors, rectors, deans, etc.), university librarians should take the initiative to identify and partner with teachers and faculty for the purpose of jointly designing and developing pilot information literacy courses, workshops, tutorials, guidelines and other teaching and learning instruments, experimenting with those instruments in actual practice, modifying them based on experiences and feedback received, exchanging ideas and experiences in the context of workshops, and ultimately ensuring that information literacy is effectively incorporated into the university’s curricula at all levels - - graduate and undergraduate, on campus and off campus, etc.
5.9  School Libraries and Librarians
In most of the major geographic regions beyond Europe and North America in which the TTT workshops were held, participants complained loudly that school libraries were either completely missing at the elementary, middle and even high school levels, or, where a “token library” did exist, it was often manned by a teacher with little or no professional librarianship training and often handled as a second or part-time job, and what passed for library bookshelves often contained materials that were obsolete, in foreign languages of little value to the country, and not organized, cataloged and indexed in accordance with even basic librarianship guidelines.

Recommendation:  School library associations and other groups should pro-actively first lobby their higher level officials (superintendents, trustees, principals, etc.) and then, if successful, partner with them to develop appropriate legislative and policy instruments that mandate the introduction of librarian and media professionals into both primary and secondary schools, ideally staffing such positions with at least one full-time professional, but recognizing that budgetary limitations may require a compromise such that, at least temporarily, a part-time professional encumbers the position until additional funding can be secured to finance a full-time position.  Additionally, such associations and groups should advocate and foster the partnering of such school library and media professionals with school teachers, utilizing essentially the same kinds of strategies and methods outlined in the preceding recommendation addressing the same challenge but at the higher educational level.
5.10  Information Literacy and Media Literacy
Information Literacy and Media Literacy are complementary paradigms, and they need to be more closely harmonized, broadly speaking, in not only educational and training contexts, but in policy-formulation contexts as well.  They should come to be viewed as mutually reinforcing, not competing concepts, and both their conceptual and operational interfaces, interconnections and interoperations need to be more clearly pinpointed and inter-related in the context of curriculums, course syllabus design, policies and in other ways. 
Recommendation:  UNESCO needs to more closely link its Information Literacy and Media Literacy initiatives because the goals and purposes of both could be greatly enhanced if they were viewed as mutually supportive, complementary paradigms, not competing ones.  UNESCO is already moving in this direction - - several meetings of both information and media literacy experts have already been held, yielding various conclusions and recommendations.  These initiatives should be continued, and UNESCO should identify several higher education institutions with whom they can work to intensify and pursue this initiative in a systematic and disciplined manner.
6. Next Steps (2009 – 2010 Timeframe)
Although the preceding section did address recommendations comprehensively, the recommendations were couched in a rather disjointed fashion - - that is, iteratively, in the context of each specific finding and conclusion, and were expressed in terms of reforms and goals that implicitly will take considerable time, in some cases perhaps even years, to fully implement.

Therefore, the authors thought that it might be useful to identify “next steps” that endeavor to summarize and bring together in a much more limited number of general contexts what UNESCO should do next in the short-term, that is, in the 2009-2010 biennium timeframe?

6.1  Continue Selected On campus TTT/IL Workshops in 2009/2010:
There is a broad consensus that each major geographic region, and each country in that region, should be encouraged to undertake additional on campus workshops in the 2009 – 2010 Biennium Timeframe, similar to those planned and implemented by UNESCO for the 2008 workshop series.  
Both broad and diverse participant audiences, as well as more narrowly defined participant audiences, should be recruited to attend.  In the latter category priority attention should be paid to the specialized needs of TTT/IL trainers who are being groomed for training what the Project Proposers and UNESCO have called “ultimate UNESCO target (or beneficiary) audiences,” such as women and children, the disabled and disadvantaged (e.g. the sight-impaired and hearing-impaired), the unemployed and underemployed, migrant and rural/isolated populations, and so on.  Continuing on campus workshops on their own is something each region and country can do without any further UNESCO guidance or involvement (except perhaps to assist member states to promote and publicize their workshops on UNESCO websites).
In this regard, UNESCO should dialogue and negotiate with appropriate regional intergovernmental organizations, appropriate member country ministries such as education and ICT, their own UNESCO field offices, country missions to UNESCO, country IFAP national committees, and international and regional professional LIS and educational associations and societies such as IFLA, LIASA, ACURIL, and so on.  The content materials developed and made available by the 2008 workshop expert-presenters are, generally speaking, adequate for this purpose, and most such materials are already in the public domain and therefore can be downloaded and utilized.  Finally, there are already in place several online learning groups that were established as a follow-on to many of the workshops, that could be involved in the planning for, and implementing of this “second wave” of 2009 - 2010 TTT-IL workshops.  Some of those online groups were established by the workshop host institutions, some by the expert-presenters, and some commercial firms, such as Learning Community, are anxious to invite UNESCO to consider their online learning services and product offerings.
Depending on UNESCO’s budget, it is conceivable that perhaps a few of such workshops in the 2009 - 2010 biennium could be partially funded at least by UNESCO itself - - especially for certain priority ultimate beneficiary audiences such as disabled and disadvantaged populations such as the hearing and sight impaired.
6.2  Model On campus and Virtual Workshop Format Templates
A consensus of views represented by the workshop expert-presenters and host institution coordinators, as well as the two Project Proposers authoring this report, is that one of the best ways UNESCO, through its international leadership, can continue the momentum in advancing the Information Literacy paradigm worldwide, is to undertake two steps more or less consecutively in the short-term timeframe:

· First, sponsor a meeting of selected TTT workshop expert-presenters and host workshop coordinators (perhaps between 5 and 10) for the purpose of reviewing and analyzing all of the TTT workshop experiences, and the “lessons learned” (both positive and negative), with a view to formulating a preliminary design for (1) a model Training-The-Trainers in Information Literacy On campus Workshop Template, as well as (2) a model Training-The-Trainers in Information Literacy Virtual Workshop Template.  Such templates, one for the on campus format, the other for the virtual format, would broadly spell out the way such workshops could be planned, designed, organized and implemented from both a content and format standpoint.  But, the model templates would be flexibly defined and designed in such a way that there would be both a core content module (i.e. minimum, essential content) as well as an optional content module (i.e. in the form of suggested, but not mandatory guidelines).
In this way, each region and each country would be able to customize and tailor its own workshop design to fit its own unique local circumstances, information cultures, traditional styles of teaching and learning, and other local needs.  One of the 2008 TTT workshop host institutions might be invited to volunteer to host and help organize this expert meeting, and perhaps also help UNESCO to defray meeting facility as well as local living expenses of the participants.  Of course one or more private sector workshop co-sponsors could also be invited to help defray costs.  For example, the co-organizers and hosts of the Spanish workshop held at the Regional Library of Andalusia in Granada, Spain, might be asked to play a key role in helping UNESCO to organize this expert meeting because they were the only 2008 TTT host workshop venue that organized and implemented both a virtual online workshop and an on campus workshop; and
· Second, following the foregoing broader meeting, to engage a smaller group of experts (perhaps no more than seven or eight) to review carefully the conclusions and recommendations from the preliminary meeting of experts, once it has taken place, and then design the final version of a the core content module for both the on campus as well as the virtual TTT-IL workshop templates, oversee the pilot testing of those templates at several different institutions in different regions and countries, refine the content and delivery modalities based on feedback received following those pilot tests, and, finally, produce final template versions which UNESCO could then make available worldwide to all member countries, with the involvement of IFAP national committees where they exist.

6.3
  Establishing a UNESCO-sponsored Online TTT/IL Learning Community: 
As mentioned several times in the preceding material, many of the expert-presenters at the workshops volunteered, on their own initiative, to establish informal social networks online, following a particular workshop, so that they could communicate more efficiently with the workshop participants, continue thereby to motivate them, teach them how to learn more and more about Information Literacy education and training practices, ideas, approaches, and so on.  However, no attempt was made while the workshops were being implemented, one at a time throughout 2008, to set up a comprehensive, worldwide online TTT/IL network because such a move would have necessitating investing substantial resources into the effort, thus diverting very limited resources from the highest priority of the UNESCO project - - the successful completion of individual workshops themselves.

6.3.1  Establish a TTT Workshop Wiki
UNESCO should consider inviting a workshop institution, perhaps with the assistance of one or more of the 2008 international and local expert-presenters, to establish a TTT workshop Wiki so that participants who attended the TTT workshops can interchange their experiences with their colleagues online, efficiently.  In this manner, feedback from the “graduates” would update their individuals’ situations and experiences so that all IL professionals could benefit by accessing the Wiki.  Additionally, many of those expert-presenters who remained in contact with workshop participants following a workshop (and still remain in contact with them today) pointed out that it would be more effective, ultimately, if UNESCO would explore establishing (institutionalizing) some kind of “permanent” online TTT/IL learning social network so that both library and education sector academics as well as practicing professionals, in both the public and private sectors, would have a permanent online “best practices” resource to utilize to find out “the latest” developments in the field, via wikis, blogs, RSS feeds, and so on.  
Oftentimes practicing professionals, as well as teaching faculties, do not have the time to attend on campus meetings, especially those far distant, because they have heavy responsibilities at the office, in the research lab, and in the classroom.  Moreover, a strong case can be made that such an online social network resource is not a direct substitute for a virtual or on campus workshop, but, rather, should be viewed as complementary.  It would be a cost-effective way of ensuring that professionals with shared interests and needs are linked together efficiently and can interchange ideas, information, and materials with each other.  In short, establishing and maintaining sustainable professional connectivity is the essence.  Therefore, the Project Proposers recommend that an online IL-LL learning social network is a promising tool that UNESCO should explore establishing in the TTT/IL arena.

6.3.2  Explore Acquiring a Commercial Online Learning Social Networking Service

There are commercial online learning social networks already established, such as Learning Times already mentioned, some of which are prepared to negotiate to contract for such services.  Perhaps UNESCO may wish to turn to a volunteer international organization such as IFLA to assist it in this regard.  Alternatively, UNESCO may wish to create such a network using its own in-house human and ICT resources.  We make no final judgment as to which alternative would be the most feasible, only that alternatives be explored with the end result of establishing such a social TTT/IL network.  If an international clearinghouse on IL-LL is established, as advocated above, this is a task with which they could be charged.
7.  Longer Term Recommendations (beyond 2010 timeframe)
Although not directly related to the Training-the-Trainers Information Literacy workshops project, there are several indirectly related topics and suggestions that arose during the 2008 workshops that are herein addressed so that UNESCO may consider them as a part of their overall, strategic, long range planning, but in perhaps a more appropriate and wider context, and/or at perhaps a later, more propitious time, given its limited resources and enormous challenges.
7.1  Reaching Out To Every Sector of Society
This report’s authors feel very strongly that all library communities should intensify their existing efforts to reach out to all sectors of society, especially those individuals and organizations at the local community level, in advancing the applicability and usefulness of the information literacy paradigm to all kinds of organizations and institutions, to all sectors, and to all individuals regardless of socio-economic status, race, creed, religion, gender, or other demographic variable.  But, as mentioned previously, the first step has been to ‘train the trainers,” and, next, the trainers should now reach out to the other sectors.  UNESCO, and major international, regional, national and local community library associations such as IFLA, COMLA, ACURIL and others can encourage and help the library communities to do this in many ways, partnering with elements of both the public and private sectors.
7.2 
 First World Congress on Information Literacy and Lifelong Learning:
As UNESCO knows, during the Quebec workshop in August, Professor Jagtar Singh of Punjabi University in Patiala, India, sent an email message to one of this report’s authors volunteering his university to co-host and co-organize the First World Congress on Information Literacy and Lifelong Learning (FWC).  The Project Proposers thanked Professor Singh on behalf of the Quebec TTT workshop participants, and also on behalf of the Information Literacy Section of IFLA (which was meeting at about the same time, and was therefore apprised of the message), and encouraged him to more fully coordinate the proposal with his university officials, with appropriate Indian Government ministries, with members of the Indian and regional LIS communities, and with the Indian and regional private sector, to secure their unqualified support.  Following the securing of those commitments, Professor Singh was advised that he should then prepare a formal/official proposal that should be jointly sent to UNESCO, IFLA, and the appropriate lead Indian government ministry.  As of this writing Professor Singh is still in the process of dealing with these internal coordination challenges.  UNESCO should positively respond to the proposal once if and when it reaches them in official/formal channels and formats.

7.3   An INFOLYMPIAD (Information Skills Olympics):
During the TTT workshop held in Alexandria, Egypt, the participants recommended that an “Information Skills Olympics” be held as a way of garnering worldwide focus and attention on the importance and relevance of both Information Literacy and Media Literacy, in much the same way that the traditional sports Olympics, held every four years, focuses media and the world’s attention on individual, team and country competitions, and thus fosters greater support for on campus sports.  The idea was almost immediately taken up by various universities and groups and, for example, in China alone there are, as of this writing, at least three university student IL groups that are working on detailing, in an illustrative manner, just how such “information skills” competitions might work.  UNESCO should positively respond to this proposal if and when it reaches them in official/formal channels and formats.  At this moment no single sponsor has stepped forward to take on the responsibility of organizing such an event.  Perhaps UNESCO should consider taking the lead in inviting co-hosts and co-organizers, beginning at the member country level.
8.  Postscript
This report’s authors want to emphasize that Information Literacy theorists and practitioners alike must be careful not to advocate the Information Literacy paradigm as a panacea that will cure all of a country’s long-standing political, economic and socio-cultural problems, such as poverty, disease, social unrest, and so on.  There is a danger that, in their enthusiasm to promote and more widely advance the concept, their zeal may raise expectations unrealistically as to what the concept, taken alone, can accomplish.  The full realization of the concept’s ultimate promise is inextricably tied in with basic educational reforms such as changing traditional ways of teaching and learning.  And also tied to enlightened Knowledge Societies that place a high value on freedom of expression, and diversity of viewpoints.  Until those basic reforms are effected, the full potentials of information literacy cannot be realized.  That is why the authors have repeatedly called for closer partnerships between librarians and teachers, and between those professions and their governance leadership at the national, provincial and local levels.
Finally, the report’s co-authors would like to take this opportunity to express their deep appreciation for the outstanding work done by the eleven host coordinators.  Each of the eleven, assisted by their TTT workshop teams, and supported by their host institution higher level officials, went far beyond the call of duty to ensure that the workshop was a success.  The energy, time, and other kinds of personal commitments they made were truly extraordinary.  The UNESCO TTT Workshop Project could never have succeeded without their professional and personal dedication, and the dedication of their teams, as well as from their superiors who supported and sustained them at every step of the way.
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PARTICIPANT REPRESENTATION B Y COUNTRY & GEOGRAPHIC REGION

i. North America
Canada

Mexico

United States of America






(3)
ii. Caribbean
Barbados

Cuba

Haiti

Jamaica

Trinidad & Tobago






(5)
iii. Latin America

Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil

Chile

Colombia
Costa Rica
Ecuador
Guatemala

Panama
Paraguay

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela






(13)
iv. Europe
Albania

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus (North)

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

France
Hungary
Italy
Latvia
Macedonia

Malta

Netherlands

Norway

Portugal

Romania

Russia

Serbia

Slovenia

Spain

Turkey

Ukraine

United Kingdom
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v. North Africa/Middle East
Algeria

Bahrain

Egypt

Jordan

Libya

Morocco

Oman

Syria
Tunisia
United Arab Emirates








(10)
vi. Sub-Sahara Africa
Botswana

Ethiopia

Ghana

Ivory Coast

Kenya

Lesotho

Malawi

Namibia
Rwanda
Senegal

Sierra Leone

Somalia

South Africa

Tanzania

Zambia

Zimbabwe








(16)
vii. West, Central and South Asia
Afghanistan

Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Bhutan
Cambodia



Indonesia
Iran
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Laos

Malaysia
Maldives
Nepal
Pakistan

Sri Lanka
Tajikistan
Thailand
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

Vietnam








(21)
viii. East Asia & Pacific
China

Hong Kong

Japan

Macao
Philippines

Singapore

                                South Korea







(7)
Total Worldwide Countries
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Appendix B

PARTICIPANT REPRESENTATION BY TYPE OF PROFESSION & INSTITUTION
1. Types of Professions Represented
· Librarians
· Education, University Faculty
· Education, Primary, Middle and Higher Level School Teachers)
· Graduate Students (Doctoral and Masters Degree candidates)
· Museum Curators and Archivists
· Public Administrators
· Human Resources Specialists
· Journalists
· Media Specialist
· ICT Professionals
· Legal Professionals
· Health/Medical Professionals
· Economists
· Natural Resources Specialists
· Minority Advocacy Specialists
· Administrators
2. Types of Institutions & Organizations Represented
· Academic or School Libraries & Media Centers; Research Libraries
· Public Libraries
· Not-for-Profit libraries
· Private Sector Libraries
· National & Regional Libraries
· Other Kinds of Libraries (Handicapped, Minorities, etc.)
· Documentation Centers
· Academic Universities and Colleges, Private & Public, 2 and 4 year
· Primary Schools, Middle or Higher level Secondary Schools
· Vocational Schools
· Government Ministries (National, Provincial or Local)
· The Media (TV, Newspapers, Journals, Radio, Blogs, etc.)
· Solo (independent/freelance) Consultants
· Professional Associations and Societies, and Trade Unions
· Foundations (private and public)
· Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)
· International or Regional Inter-governmental Organizations
Appendix C

PROJECT PROPOSAL 

	General information

	Contact name
	Professor Albert K. Boekhorst, University of Amsterdam* and
Dr. Forest Woody Horton, Jr., Information Management Consultant**

*Boekhorst has an international reputation for leading Information Literacy initiatives in various European and African countries, and working with UNESCO, IFLA and Educational INGOs, and is in the LIS department at the University of Amsterdam in the Netherlands
**Dr. Horton was a principal facilitator for all three of the recent major UNESCO co-sponsored Information Literacy expert colloquia (Prague, Alexandria and Ljubljana), and is an international information management expert, and resides in Washington, D.C.

	Contact email
	a.k.boekhorst@uva.nl   f.w.hortonjr@att.net  

	Project title
	Information Literacy Training-the-Trainers (TTT) Workshop Series

	Project summary
	Over the last six or seven years, since the concept of Information Literacy has emerged prominently on the world stage, UNESCO has provided leadership in co-sponsoring three major international Information Literacy (IL) Expert Meetings (Prague 2003, Alexandria 2005 and Ljubljana 2006), attended by a total of over 100 world experts from nearly 50 different countries.  In addition, all of the world’s major geographic regions – the Middle East/North Africa, Sub-Sahara Africa, Asia, Oceania, Latin America/Caribbean, Europe and North America have each held their own regional, sub-regional and individual country IL seminars, colloquia and workshops.  All of those meetings were held to afford world, regional and country IL experts first-of-their-kind opportunities to come together in one place, face-to-face, to exchange ideas, strategies and plans for launching promising IL projects, and interchanging best practices IL experiences, but in their own countries.  

What is needed now is to move to the next step - - to “train the trainers (TTT).”  While there are still differences of opinion concerning various aspects of the IL concept, there is by now sufficient experience internationally with planning and implementing the IL concept so that a core body of knowledge does exist.  That central core could form the basis for conducting a series of narrowly and concretely focused, carefully targeted workshops that would be expected to deliver detailed strategies and training materials (such as online tutorials), in the context of regional workshops held in, and tailored to the unique needs and circumstances in each of the major geographic regions.

The workshops, which could be characterized as a “Master Classes in Information Literacy,” would be held at a recognized host institution in the region that has a reputation for advancing IL not only in theory, but also in offering IL education and training opportunities, and best IL practices, in the context of courses (on or off campuses), through conventional and/or Distance Education modalities, and so on.  The workshops, at least 7 in number, but should sub-regional workshops be required, expanded to no more than 12, and running from 2 to 5 days depending on the needs of the region, and budget limitations, would be held beginning in January 2008 (to allow time to publicize and promote the workshop in the first regions scheduled) and extending for 12 months until January 2009.

Between 25-50 qualified and recognized trainer-participants would be invited to each workshop, based on the recommendations of the region’s IFAP National Committees and UNESCO Field Offices, as well as UNESCO Headquarters in Paris (i.e. the IFAP Bureau and the C&I Sector staff), the workshop host institution and its network of collaborating institutions, and a small Project Steering Committee.  Available budget to support the travel and per diem expenses of some participants in developing regions would also be a limiting factor. The IFAP Bureau, the UNESCO Field Offices, the IFAP National Committees, the C&I Sector staff, and the host workshop institution in each of the regions, and its collaborating institutional network of IL peers within the region, would all be expected to assist in publicizing and promoting the workshops.

In industrialized and relatively wealthy countries (e.g. Japan, USA, Canada, Australia, France, Germany, UAE, etc.) employers of the invited workshop trainer-participants, and/or other “third parties” such as foundations, banks, associations and governments, would be asked to, and expected to defray the travel and living expenses of the participants.  In other regions (e.g. eastern, central and southern Europe, most of Latin America and the Caribbean, central and southern Asia, and most of Africa), the project sponsors and collaborators will make every effort to secure funds to help defray the travel and living expenses of invited participants.

However, the proposed budget herein does not include any trainer-participant travel or per diem costs, only those costs that are estimated to be incurred by the institutions hosting the workshop (e.g. including training room arrangements, lunches and coffee/tea breaks, etc.), and the travel and living expenses of the expert presenters.  Host institutions will be asked to recommend low-budget accommodations for invited participants in order to keep living costs as low as feasible (e.g. dormitories and other on-campus housing for visitors may be available in some cases).
Invited workshop expert presenters would be selected because of their demonstrated skills and reputations in the basic health, economic, socio-cultural, political and other areas that represent lifelong IL challenges faced by the many UNESCO “ultimate beneficiary target audiences.” These target audiences include but are not limited to women, youths and school age children, unemployed and underemployed adults, small enterprises, rural communities in isolated and remote locations, seniors, and disadvantaged and disabled populations.  For budgetary reasons primarily, invited trainer-participants would be clustered so that they could be trained in at least one regional workshop (e.g. perhaps women, youth and children can be clustered in one workshop, and small and medium sized businesses in another, and so on).  Trainer-participants are expected to become trainers themselves upon completion of the workshop, and would be invited to attend a workshop based on their professional qualifications, and based on the recommendations of the various TTT workshop principals (e.g. the host institution, the IL communities in the region, etc.) attesting that they are promising candidates, capable of successfully completing the training.


	Total project budget (in $US)
	$ 72.000

	Proposing institution's name
	University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

	Proposing institution’s address
	Mediastudies, Turfdraagsterpad 9, NL 1012 XT, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

	Proposing institution's phone
	+31 20 525 5096

	Project partners
	1. The final set of selected regional workshop host institutions (e.g. universities, associations, etc.)
2. Regional and country-based professional Information Literacy groups, both formal and informal
3. International Federation for Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA)
4. International Council of Archives (ICA)
5. International Association of School Libraries (IASL) and the American Association of School Libraries (AASL)
6. The European Network of School Libraries and Information Literacy (ENSIL)
7. National Forum for Information Literacy (NFIL)
8. Association of College Research Libraries, American Library Association (ACRL/ALA)

Other partners may volunteer to participate as well.

	Project scale (national/regional/international)
	Regional, in all of the world’s major geographic regions, including the Middle East/North Africa, Sub-Sahara Africa, Europe, Asia, Oceania, Latin America/Caribbean and North America.  The number of workshops will be a minimum of 7 and a maximum of 12, depending on whether sub-regional workshops are desirable in some regions (e.g. Asia, Africa and Latin America/Caribbean), and the budget permitting.

	Beneficiary countries/regions
	All countries and all regions

	Target group
	The immediate target group of the project is the set of invited trainer-participants to each regional workshop who already know the substantive lifelong challenges faced by the project’s ultimate beneficiary target audiences (e.g. women, youth, the unemployed, etc.), but are not yet fully skilled in Information Literacy concepts and best practices.  The invited trainer-participants are expected to most often be university faculty, librarians, archivists, media specialists, and various other kinds of professionals including information brokers, curators, archivists and online search specialists. The project’s ultimate beneficiaries include but are not limited to women, youths and school age children, unemployed and underemployed adults, small enterprises, government officials, communities in isolated and remote locations, seniors, and disadvantaged and disabled populations.

	IFAP priority area concerned
	Information Literacy

	Endorsement by IFAP National Committee (yes/no)
	Yes for project proposing countries (The Netherlands and the USA)

	Technical information

	Overall goal
	The overall goal of the project is to train a cadre of promising and qualified Information Literacy trainers in each of the major geographic regions so that they, in turn, can educate other trainers within their respective regions, and also begin educating directly the various ultimate beneficiary groups identified above, such as women, youth, and the unemployed and underemployed.  What is desired is a “ripple or turn-key effect” – the initial cadre of trainers would be gradually widened and deepened. 

	Specific objectives
	1. To train a set of trainers in each of the major geographic regions who would then form a cadre of highly skilled IL educators who would then educate other trainers, as well as train ultimate beneficiary groups in the fields in which they are already specialists (e.g. women, youth, the disadvantaged);
2. To produce a Handbook for Information Literacy Trainers that could be tailored to the unique needs and circumstances of each region, perhaps modeled after the one already produced for Commonwealth public libraries, and employed by training institutions (formal and informal, private and public) as an integral part of the syllabus and course resource packages used following the conclusion of the project;

3. To assist designated host workshop institutions to acquire the necessary body of knowledge, specialized academic/faculty resources, IL training materials, and so forth, so that they come to be regarded as “centers of excellence in Information Literacy;” for example, perhaps by establishing a center or institute for Information Literacy within some kind of appropriate academic university context (e.g. a Library and Information Science school/programme; an ICT school/programme; a Continuing Education school/programme; a Media Studies programme; a Distance Education or E-Learning curriculum, etc.);

4. To further strengthen the effectiveness and outreach of the International Alliance for Information Literacy, and the various regional or country-based IL professional associations such as ENIL, ENSIL, FORMIST/ENSIB, NORDINFO and ANZIIL, by pointing out how it can partner with individual country and regional institutions and organizations that have already, or are currently planning to make significant intellectual and resource commitments to put in place Information literacy curriculums, courses (including E-Learning and Distance Education modalities), and related initiatives; and
5. To identify and profile in depth the capabilities of both the initial cadre of workshop trainer-participants, as well as to begin keeping track of subsequently trained IL trainers, in a database such as those already established and being maintained by the IFLA Directory of Information Literacy resources, as well as the Clearinghouse for Information Literacy/Lifelong Learning, and by several country and regional IL associations and formal and informal groups.  Several of these databases index their IL professionals geographically so that a country seeking a qualified IL trainer can more easily search for a candidate.  But they can be more richly indexed by subject matter specialization (e.g. health Information Literacy trainers, small business Information Literacy trainers, IL trainers specialized in the challenges faced by women and youth, etc.).

	Activities
	1. Formation of the initial Project Steering Committee (October 2008)

2.   Development of the Project Implementation Plan  (November 2008), including comprehensive Workshop Guidelines containing a List of IL resources, such as the Handbook prepared by the Information Literacy Training Programme for Public Librarians across the Commonwealth
       3.  Preliminary List of Recommended Host Institutions:

· The University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands (European region);

· The University of Pretoria, Pretoria, Republic of South Africa (Sub-Saharan region);

· The Bibliotheca Alexandrina, Alexandria, Egypt (Middle East/North Africa region);

· The Pontifical Universidad Catolica of Peru, Lima, Peru (South American sub-region of Latin American region);

· The University of the West Indies, Mona Campus, Jamaica (English-speaking Caribbean sub-region of Latin American region);

· Institute for Scientific and Technical Information (ISTIC), Beijing, China, and the University of Wuhan, Wuhan, China, Asian region;

· ACRL Institute for Information Literacy and the National Forum for Information Literacy (North American region); and
· Charles Sturt University, Waga Waga, Australia (Oceania region).

It should be noted that as of this proposal date, the above institutions have not yet been formally and officially approached to agree to serve as host institutions.  Moreover, additional institutions may be added to the list depending on how many sub-region workshops are scheduled.
   4.    Publicizing and Promoting the Workshops (beginning November and December 2007, and extending into 2008)
5.   Conduct the First Group of Workshops (January and February 2008)

6. Produce an Interim Report (March 2008)

7. Conduct the Second Group of Workshops (April 2008 through July 2008)

8. Conduct the Third Group of Workshops (August 2008 through October 2008)

9. Conduct the Fourth Group of Workshops (November 2008 through January 2009)

10. Produce a Final Report (January 2009)



	Expected results
	· Production of a wide cadre of skilled Information Literacy trainers who can, in turn, (1) educate ultimate beneficiary audiences and also (2) train other  Information Literacy trainer candidates;

· Raise the consciousness and awareness level of all sectors of a country and region as to the importance of Information Literacy education and training;

· Greatly widen and facilitate the networking of peer Information Literacy educational and training professionals worldwide; and
· Significantly increase the number of specially targeted UNESCO audiences (women, youth, and others as specified above) as to the purpose and value of acquiring Information Literacy skills, and learn the skills themselves.

	Success/performance indicators
	1. An approximate, aggregate ten-fold increase in the numbers of qualified Information Literacy trainers in each region at the conclusion of the TTT workshop series;
2. Greater consistency and uniformity in the IL curriculums, syllabi and courses offered by institutions which educate school-age children, youths and adults;
3. Formation of a minimum critical mass of required and qualified Information Literacy trainers, worldwide; and
4. A substantial upgrading of the consciousness level of policy-makers, executives, administrators, and practicing professionals in all fields, as to just what is meant by “Information Literacy.” 

	Monitoring and evaluation activities
	The workshop host institutions will be asked to request a faculty member or other professional to take the lead in preparing an evaluation plan for assessing whether the workshop goals and objectives have been met, fully or partially.  If only partially, the reasons for sub-par performance will be pinpointed, and corrective recommendations incorporated into successive trainer workshops held in the region.  The regional evaluation sub-committees will be asked to submit their periodic reports to the overall committee, and to the IFAP Bureau/C&I Sector/UNESCO Regional field offices.

	Financial information

	Project budget – personnel (in $US)
	$ 18,000

	Project budget – equipment (in $US)
	$ 18,000

	Project budget – training (in $US)
	$ 18,000

	Project budget – miscellaneous (in $US)
	$ 18,000

	Budget contribution requested to UNESCO (in $US)
	$72,000
Note:  The exact pro-rated amounts for the four preceding classes of cost (personnel, equipment, etc.) may vary depending on such factors as whether the workshop host institutions provide human, on campus, materials, and other resources as discrete, line item resource costs, or perhaps adds them together as a part of a single “overhead” or “administrative” cost.


To be completed by IFAP Secretariat 
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Appendix D


GUIDELINES

FOR

HOST INSTITUTIONS

UNESCO “TRAINING-THE-TRAINERS” IN INFORMATION LITERACY 

REGIONAL WORKSHOP SERIES
Note:  These Guidelines are intended to be advisory, not prescriptive.  workshop coordinators, and their respective host institutions, may need to modify the guidelines in some minor respects in order to customize them to their own unique circumstances.  However, major revisions should be negotiated and agreed to in advance with the Project Proposers, including UNESCO.  Most minor changes will normally be acceptable, so long as the thrust of the main policy, procedures and responsibilities are retained, including financial arrangements, and prior approval is secured.  These Guidelines are organized along the following lines:  1. Background of the  Regional Workshop Series; 2. The UNESCO Project Proposal; 3. Roles of  Workshop Coordinators and the Workshop Host Institutions; 4. Planning the Workshop Format and Content; and 5.  Logistical and Financial Arrangements.  There are also several appendices containing more detailed and technical materials, including a model participant application form which may be modified by host workshop institutions to suit their own particular needs. 
Prepared by

Professor Albert Boekhorst, University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands

&

Dr. Forest Woody Horton, Jr., Information Management Consultant, USA

1. Background of Regional TTT Workshop Series

· Emergence of Information Literacy as a critical Internet Age educational priority

Over the last six or seven years, since the concept of Information Literacy has emerged prominently on the world stage, UNESCO has provided leadership in co-sponsoring several major international Information Literacy (IL) Expert Meetings (e.g., Prague, Czech Republic in 2003, Alexandria, Egypt, in 2005 and Ljubljana, Slovenia in 2006), attended by a total of over 100 world IL experts from nearly 50 different countries.  Other important meetings were held in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, and Patiala, India.  In addition, all of the world’s major geographic regions – the Middle East/North Africa, Sub-Sahara Africa, Asia, Oceania, Latin America/Caribbean, Europe, and North America, have each held their own regional, sub-regional and country-based IL seminars, colloquia and workshops.  All of those meetings were held to afford IL experts an opportunity to come together in one place, face-to-face, to exchange ideas, strategies, approaches and plans, and to debate key pedagogical issues, launch promising pilot IL projects, and interchange best IL practices experiences developed in their own regions and countries with their worldwide peers.  

· Some Differences in IL Theory, Definitions and Approaches Remain.

In the aforementioned pioneering international meetings that took place between 2002 and 2007, the experts often succeeded in significantly narrowing their differences in Information Literacy theories, definitions, and teaching and learning (pedagogy) approaches, techniques, and methods.  And they sometimes even succeeded in reaching a consensus in several areas on how to proceed.  For example, in adapting and applying what was learned and experimented with in one country or region, such as a particular learning strategy, or teaching approach, or public awareness-raising program, to other countries and regions, and even, in a few cases, worldwide.

· Moving to the Next Step
The Project Proposers  suggested to UNESCO the need now to move to the next step - - to “train the trainers,” (or “TTT” as the abbreviation is used hereinafter) in information literacy so as to greatly widen the pool of skilled and qualified IL educators who, in turn, could begin a “ripple effect” and train other trainers, and so on.   While there are still differences of opinion concerning various theoretical aspects of the IL concept, requiring a great deal more research, and while there is no single, widely-accepted, single pedagogy for teaching and learning IL, there is by now sufficient experience internationally with planning and implementing the IL concept in the context of experimental and pilot projects so that a core body of knowledge does exist, however tentative, untested, unmeasured and unevaluated it may be.  That central core, the proposers contend, could form the basis for conducting a series of narrowly focused, carefully targeted regional workshops that would be expected to deliver concrete and detailed strategies and training materials (including both classroom and online tutorials), and that are tailored to the unique needs and circumstances in each of the major geographic regions and sub-regions.

· Master Classes in Information Literacy
The proposed regional TTT IL workshops, which could be fairly characterized as “Master Classes in Information Literacy,” will be held at a recognized Host Institution in the region, ideally one that already has an established and highly regarded reputation for advancing IL, not just in theory, but also in offering practical IL education and training opportunities in the context of courses (both on and off campuses), through conventional and/or Distance Education modalities, and so on.  The proposed workshops, at least 7 in number (but should sub-regional workshops be required, expanded to no more than 12) and running from 2 to 5 days depending on the needs of the region, and the available budget, would be expected to be held as early as January or February 2008 (to allow time to publicize and promote the workshops in during the last months of 2007) and extending for approximately 12 months until January 2009.  One or more “Expert Presenters” would lead the workshops.  Ideally, wherever feasible from a budgetary standpoint, they would be drawn from the same region as the one in which the Host Institution is located, on the assumption that they would know best the unique requirements, circumstances and challenges of their own region.  Certificates would be issued to participants who have successfully completed a workshop.
· The Purposes of the Workshops - - What the Workshop is, and What it is not expected to accomplish

The workshops in this series are not designed to raise the level of awareness of the general population as to what Information Literacy is all about.  Nor are they meetings of world experts convened to foster the academic interchange of theories and ideas.   Instead, these workshops are aimed at training particular kinds of professionals – those who are employed in what are sometimes called the “helping professions” such as teachers - who may already be acknowledged to be, or who wish to become, a fully qualified expert IL trainer, either as a generalist qualified to teach all segments of society, or as a specialist specializing in a given sector or group in society that matches one of UNESCO’s “ultimate beneficiary target audiences” such as women, the disabled and the unemployed (these audiences, and the helping professions, are specified in greater detail in Appendix 1).  

Some workshop trainer-participants may have already chosen, and are already following a particular career in education and training, but desire to acquire additional knowledge and skills so that they can extend and enlarge their client and skills portfolio.  For example, a health professional who has already received a formal education and one or more graduate degrees as, say, a public health professional, may wish to now learn about IL theory and practice in order to specialize, or add that knowledge to their client and skills training portfolio.  And, in so doing, increase her/his career potential by becoming not just a health professional in general, but a Health Information Professional in particular.  Such individuals, in short, would thereby combine their base technical knowledge of medicine and health with the specialized skills of an Information Literacy training expert.

2. Submission of Regional TTT Workshop Series Project Proposal to UNESCO

The above recapitulation of the brief history of IL, and the conclusions drawn by the Project Principals, was “packaged” in the form of a specific workshop proposal project, and was submitted to UNESCO in August 2007 in accordance with the prescribed template format required by the IFAP Bureau and the Communications and Information (C&I) Sector staff of UNESCO (which administers and manages all information literacy projects for the IFAP Bureau). 
UNESCO emphasized in instructions to all Project Proposers that they expected that the project would be global in scope and outreach, have broad intellectual as well as financial support and participation, including, where possible, host region/country government support, host region/country Civil Society support, and host region/country private sector support.  UNESCO also stressed that special assistance should be provided to developing countries which may not otherwise be able to fully finance the sending of trainer-participants to the workshops.  To that end, the Project Principals are approaching a number of international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) which have, historically been pioneers in advancing and advocating the IL concept, including, for example, the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA), the International Council of Archives (ICA), the International Association for School Librarians (IASL), and regional and country IL associations and groups (both formal and informal) for their advice and assistance.   The specific role of these collaborating agencies and organizations in the workshops is addressed below.
3. Selection and Role of Workshop Host Institutions and Workshop Coordinators

· Selection of the Workshop Host Institution

While the Project Principals included a preliminary list of recommended regional workshop Host Institutions in their project proposal, they are required to closely coordinate the final selection of the host institutions with the UNESCO IFAP Bureau, with the appropriate UNESCO regional field office(s), with the appropriate IFAP National Committees where they exist, and with the C&I Sector staff.  Once approval has been obtained, the Project Principals will approach the institutions and solicit their official and formal approval, based on their agreement to fulfill their roles and responsibilities prescribed herein.
The workshop project contemplates a number of roles for each workshop Host Institution.  These roles are divided into two categories.  The first category lists the specific responsibilities of the Host Institution in a broad sense, including expected benefits and outcomes from the successful completion of the workshop, and responsibilities to assist the Project Principals in identifying possible supplementary funding sources to help defray the travel and living expenses of trainer-participants, especially in developing regions such as Africa, some parts of Asia, and some parts of Latin America and the Caribbean.

The second category of responsibilities applies to the role of a Host Coordinator for each Host Institution, who bears overall authority and responsibility for ensuring the planning, implementation and evaluation details of the workshop are carried out efficiently and effectively, and who will establish and maintain continuous liaison with the Project Principals and the various UNESCO offices involved, throughout the planning and implementation stages of the workshop.


First, the Institution’s Broad Responsibilities and Outcome Expectations
· To assist the Project Principals in identifying possible supplementary funding sources to help defray the travel and living expenses of invited trainer-participants who might otherwise not be able to attend the workshop, especially in developing country regions, because neither the participants’ current employers, nor other “third parties” (such as local associations, government agencies, or financial institutions), are able to financially support defraying these expenses, nor is the trainer-participant able to defray his/her own expenses
s and offices, such as culture, education, ICT, etc.


Second, the Workshop Coordinator’s Duties
· As soon as possible, the Host Institution should designate a Workshop Coordinator and assign that individual the authority and responsibility for working closely with the Project Principals,  UNESCO, and other organizations such as workshop co-sponsors and collaborators, to ensure that the workshop is planned, implemented and later assessed in an efficient and expeditious manner; the name, title, and contact information (including telephone number(s) and e-mail address, should be furnished as soon as possible to the Project Principals (see e-mail addresses below)

· The Coordinator should first discuss these draft Guidelines with all of the appropriate Host Institution parties who will play a role in the workshops, and then confirm to the Project Principals that, to the best of his/her knowledge, the Host Institution is prepared to discharge its responsibilities pursuant to these Guidelines; if there are problems or exceptions, they should be pointed out, and perhaps the Coordinator, as indicated in the opening note above, may wish to recommend certain revisions to these Guidelines

· The Coordinator may or may not be the same individual as one of the  workshop Expert Presenters; sometimes the individual may be the same, but not necessarily; where several Presenters are desirable, the Coordinator may indeed be one of those professionals, but, again, not necessarily

· Expert Presenters may be identified and recommended to the Host Institution by the Project Principals, the Host Coordinator, the UNESCO regional field office(s), or, for that matter, from virtually any source; sometimes a widely renowned and professionally recognized Information Literacy expert may reside in the workshop region - perhaps even in the same country as the institution hosting the workshop is located; inviting such individuals makes sense from several vantage points; first, from the standpoint of the quality and relevance of the presentations, such individuals already enjoy a distinguished reputation and therefore the quality of their delivery, as well as the acceptance of their delivery, would likely be higher than that expected if the Expert Presenter were not from the same region; second, from the standpoint of logistics and cost, it also makes sense to try and identify already-available local Information Literacy experts to save travel and living costs; however, where multiple Presenters are required, it is strongly urged that they be from different sub-regions and countries in the region; and, as already mentioned, where multiple Presenters are required, they should ideally represent a geographic, ethnic, language and cultural cross-section of the countries that make up the entire region

· The Coordinator should ensure that a broad cross-section of trainees is drawn from countries in the host institution’s region or sub-region.  No intent is made to attempt a “statistically perfect” representation of participants from all of the countries in the region or sub-region.  However, on the other hand, the Coordinator should ensure that attendance is not skewed in favor of a heavy majority of participants only from the host institution’s home country.  Nor at the other extreme is there an intent to ensure only one participant is drawn from each country represented.  If there are two or more host institutions from the same region (e.g. Asia), an effort should be made to coordinate the target countries from which participants are encourage to apply, as between the several sub-region institutions, in order to avoid unnecessary overlap and duplication of participants who are from the same country, but who are attending two different workshops in the same region

· The Coordinator may wish to set up a Host Institution team, composed of him/herself, the Expert Presenter(s), and other key Host Institution individuals with assigned responsibilities for various aspects of the workshop, such as logistics, public affairs and promotion, website establishment and maintenance liaison, training room arrangements, food services, local living arrangements, and so on (these are further detailed below)

· The Coordinator, after consulting with the Project Principals and the various other concerned units within the Host Institution that will have a role to play (see below), should meet with the team, and schedule the workshop on dates mutually convenient to all concerned parties

· As soon as the workshop’s Expert Presenter(s) have been identified, approached, and agreed to serve in that role, the Coordinator should meet (online if at all possible in order to save time and expense) with that (those) individual(s) to decide on an appropriate format for the workshop, including a programme and agenda that identifies exactly what is to take place during the days of the workshop, when the topics/events take place, guest speaker appearances (e.g. introducing the workshop at lunch and/or at a closing session), and so on

· Unless the host institution has decided to take a generalist approach, and not try to target specific beneficiary audiences in the workshop, one of the key decisions which should be made early on how many, and exactly which of the ultimate beneficiary audiences (listed in Appendix 1) should be targeted so as try to “match” recruiting of the Expert Presenters already skilled in at least some of those areas; as mentioned earlier, the UNESCO workshop proposal (and the budget submitted for the proposal) contemplated a minimum of two, and a maximum of five days for the workshop; as also mentioned, even if only a half day is allotted to each category, a maximum of ten categories might be possible; but, as mentioned in Appendix 1, it would seem more practical to cluster related categories together to maximize the number of categories that would be invited; two or three days is expected to be an optimal number of days for the workshop, and the Coordinator must ensure that adequate funds, counting the funds provided by UNESCO as well as supplementary sources, are available for the number of workshop days programmed

· As a matter of policy, the Project Principals will defer to the Coordinator and Presenter(s) with respect to a particular, desired format and content for a workshop, on the assumption that local individuals know what kind of format would “work best” for workshops of this kind; in short, no single, rigid, prescriptive format is prescribed for all workshops for all regions; this policy is not purely a matter of courtesy (i.e. deferring to local custom), it is deliberate, so that at the end of the project, the results of all of the unique regional workshops can be compared and contrasted with each other to try and pinpoint wherever and whenever a particular workshop format and approach seemed to work well; or, conversely, to pinpoint where a format may not have worked so well; the findings and conclusions drawn from this assessment will be made a part of the final report to UNESCO

· Notwithstanding the preceding policy, the Project Principals will recommend that certain Information Literacy “best practices” and teaching/learning approaches that have received widespread attention and generally positive recognition from authorities, be reviewed by the Coordinators and Presenters as a part of their preparation for the workshops; among these are various UNESCO pronouncements that have appeared relating to Information Literacy, both as a general priority programme, and in the context of various IL projects that have been undertaken around the world, and the experiences there from; also, the results and meeting programmes and agendas for the major international expert meetings such as those held in Prague in 2003, Alexandria in 2005, and Ljubljana in 2006, including the formal declarations made there from, will be included in this recommended bibliography of background materials; in this regard a UNESCO publication, “Understanding Information Literacy: A Primer,” expected to be published in December 2007 in English and French, will be made available to all Host Institutions and Host Coordinators; hopefully a Spanish translation can also be made available by a volunteer Spanish-speaking institution

· Coordinators and Presenters need to always bear in mind that no single, widely preferred and well-established pedagogy for teaching IL exists, and the definition of the IL concept itself, much less its applications in the various disciplines and sectors, differs significantly from region to region, from culture to culture, from language to language, etc.;  in its broadest sense, “pedagogy” includes matters pertaining to curriculums, syllabi, standards, assessments, competency measurements, accreditation, certification, and so on; moreover, the Coordinators and Presenters should be aware that whereas the IL concept has emerged primarily from the fields of education and librarianship (perhaps more specifically, at the intersection between them, exemplified by the school library and media centers), its significance and application go far beyond those two fields, and extend to virtually every segment of the Information and Knowledge Societies as envisioned by the World Summit on the Information Society organizers (including UNESCO)

· Coordinators may wish to invite one or more Host Institution dignitaries (e.g. a president, chancellor, rector or dean in the case of a university serving as a Host Institution), as well as one or more local government dignitaries (e.g. governor or mayor), and perhaps even some other distinguished public figure(s), but individuals whose public distinction and reputation is appropriate to the context of the workshop, to deliver welcoming and opening remarks, and/or luncheon remarks, and/or closing remarks

· Coordinators may wish to obtain the services of a Rapporteur, and try to arrange for the sound recording of the workshop proceedings if at all possible, so that the workshop record is as accurate and complete as possible; otherwise the Rapporteur should use a laptop to manually key-enter the highlights of the proceedings; perhaps this capability may be provided internally by a member of the coordinator’s in-house institutional team

· The recommended, agreed-upon workshop programme and agenda should be submitted to the Project Principals for review and comment as soon as finalized; the Project Principals will in turn coordinate the programmes and agendas with various UNESCO offices

4. Logistical and Financial Arrangements
A. Travel & Living Arrangements and Expenses

· As indicated above, invited Trainer-Participants are responsible for making their own travel and living arrangements, and for defraying their own personal expenses while attending the workshop; in some cases their employers may be willing to assist them in defraying all or a part of such expenses; or, in some cases the participant may, on their own, successfully identified a “third party” to assist them financially; and, in still other cases, the Host Institution itself may be able to help them with these expenses; the Host Coordinators should assist participants by providing low-cost accommodation alternatives for a variety of budgets, including, for example, on-campus dormitory housing
· The travel and living expenses of approved and invited Expert Presenters (not the Trainer-Participants) will be defrayed for them, and forms and instructions for recording those expenses for reimbursement purposes will be furnished the Coordinators for distribution to the Presenters; travel arrangements must be pre-approved by the Host Coordinators, and travel to and from the Host Institution venue must be by the most direct routing available, and no stopovers are allowed except at the traveler’s own expense; Presenters residing in the same country as the Host Institution, but at other locations, may be reimbursed for lodging for the night before the first day of the workshop, and for the night following the last day of the workshop, if requested by the Presenter; Presenters living in the same city as the location of the Host Institution where the workshop is to be held will be paid for local transportation between their place of residence (or employment) and the Host Institution
B. Food Service Arrangements

· Host Institutions will provide a morning and an afternoon coffee/tea break service, as well as a lunch service during each day of the workshop attended by the trainer-participant; this might be, for example, provided by the Host Institution’s cafeteria
· The cost of evening dinners must be borne by the Trainer-Participants; however, perhaps the Host Institution may be able to identify a “third party” (a private company, a government agency, an association, etc.) able and willing to defray the costs of dinners for the participants, or at least a closing dinner
C.  Social Programmes for Accompanying Persons

· The Host Coordinator may wish to make an effort to provide suitable tour and social programmes for Trainer-Participants with accompanied persons; however, the cost of such tours and social programmes must be defrayed by the Trainer-Participants, and it should be emphasized that the workshops are working workshops, not public conferences

D. Other Administrative Details

· If possible, the Host Coordinator will provide access to either desktops or laptops which Trainer-Participants can utilize during breaks, and perhaps after the closure of the workshops in the afternoon, for accessing their e-mail and related purposes
· The Host Coordinator will ensure the availability of a copying machine for duplication of materials directly related to the workshop, and make such arrangements known to the Trainer-Participants
· The Host Coordinator will indicate whether public telephones are available for use by the Trainer-Participants; it is anticipated that many Trainer-Participants will bring their cell phones
· Each morning at the beginning of the workshop the Host Coordinator will make any announcements of general interest to the Trainer-Participants, including announcements requested by the Expert Presenters
Appendix 1

ULTIMATE BENEFICIARY TARGET AUDIENCES
&

HELPING PROFESSIONS
UNESCO and most international political, economic, social and cultural inter-governmental as well as non-governmental organizations (e.g. IFLA, IASL, ICA, etc.) typically target their priorities, programmes and initiatives to a limited number of special audiences in member countries.  Typically, most of the limited resources (financial, human, physical, etc.) of these IGOs (intergovernmental organizations) and INGOs (international non-governmental organizations) are earmarked for assistance to developing member countries, rather than developed member countries.  In the context of Information Literacy in the UNESCO context, the strengthening of education, communication, and public access to information, including freedom of opinion and freedom of expression, are main concerns, along with programmes and initiatives to help alleviate poverty, disease, suffering, safety and security in designated populations.
Two Trainer-Participant selection approaches are feasible.  In some cases the Host Institution and Coordinator may decide to recruit candidates for the workshop directly from one or more of the “helping professions”, (many of which are trained as educators).  In other cases, the Host Institution and Coordinator may decide to recruit candidates for the workshop from other walks of life, by concentrating on the ultimate beneficiary target audiences list and trying to find associations, societies, and the like, public or private, who may have trainers already on their staffs.
Against this backdrop, the following “ultimate beneficiary target audiences” require trainers who are specialized not only in the challenges faced by those groups, but in the theory, practices, tools, techniques and methods used by Information Literacy expert professionals as well.  In short, the two sets of knowledge and skills (subject matter and IL specialized training) need to be integrated in the C.V skills portfolio of the same trainer.

These lists are intended, therefore, to help guide workshop Host Coordinators in recruiting a broad cross-section of workshop Trainer-Participants, rather than risk skewing inviting participants that, collectively, are too heavily associated with only one, two, or a limited number of areas.  Notwithstanding that ideal goal, the unique circumstances, priorities, and development goals and strategies of each country and region differ, often significantly, and even as between countries within the same sub-region.  Therefore, in the final analysis, the workshop Host Coordinator, rather than the Project Principals, should make the final decisions as to which ultimate beneficiary audiences they wish to stress, as reflected in their workshop advertising initiatives.
As mentioned, the reader will note that two lists are provided to help the Coordinators select priority areas.  First, there is a list of those groups which represent segments or sectors or pockets of the general population which need help, and who could benefit greatly by being trained in IL approaches.  Second, there are those groups from various disciplines which represent, collectively, what we might be called the “helping professions,” and which share the goal of helping disadvantaged groups in the general population (the first group) survive and hopefully thrive above the poverty level.  Trainer Participants for the workshop will normally come from the second group and their client portfolios will normally include one or more sub-populations in the first group.
List of “Ultimate Beneficiary Target Audiences”

Note:  While an effort has been made to make this list as inclusive as possible, inevitably some groups have inadvertently been left out; readers are therefore encouraged to bring such omitted groups to the attention of the Host Coordinators or Project Principals
Group A – Sub-populations of the main population that in one or more respects (politically, economically, socially, or culturally) are disadvantaged
· Women
· Girls
· Pregnant women and girls
· Young pre-school children of both genders
· Youth of both genders, school age, especially those out-of-school
· Unemployed and under-employed youths and adults
· Migrant and refugee populations, especially those stressed by warfare, political and social unrest, or natural disasters such as floods, famine, earthquakes, and so on; itinerant workers
· Sick and diseased persons, and those seeking wellness
· Senior citizens
· Mentally, physically or functionally disabled and disadvantaged persons
· Disenfranchised persons (i.e. those persons whose source of livelihood to support themselves and/or their families have been severely compromised)
· Gays, lesbians and transsexuals
· Religious minorities living in majority cultures
· Racial minorities living in majority cultures
· Ethnic minorities living in majority cultures
· Small business persons seeking to expand their market and customer bases
· Individuals living in remote circumstances and locations, not easily accessible through communications and transportation infrastructures
· Small farmers, especially those located in remote or wilderness areas
· Persons living at or below the poverty level
Group B – The Helping Professions
· Government policy-makers at all levels – national, provincial and local
· Business and industry information managers, CIO’s and human resource specialists
· Librarians
· Archivists
· Curators
· Public interest groups
· Media professionals specializing in the needs of the preceding sub-populations
· Health information professionals
· Educators, including both school teachers and school library and media specialists; at primary, secondary and tertiary levels; in both the public and private sectors; in both formal and non-formal settings
· Counselors, mentors, coaches and others in the helping professions
· Clergymen and women dealing with the public
· Emergency services providers (police, fire, ambulance, etc.)
· Operators of “hot lines” that deal with special problems (e.g. alcoholics and drug users, runaway children, homeless and destitute citizens, battered wives, etc.)
Clustering Targeted Audiences

Obviously, the above list of ultimate beneficiary target audiences is much too long to devote even a half day of the total available workshop days to all such specially targeted audiences.  Therefore, because of budgetary and time constraints (Coordinators should bear in mind that a range of 2 to 5 days is suggested, with the optimal number of workshop days being 2 or 3), the particular set of priorities of countries in a given region, and in order to try and simplify the workshop’s overall format so as not to make it unnecessarily complex, it would be very useful to cluster together targeted audiences that share many of the same attributes and needs.

For example, women, girls, pregnant women, and young female children could be clustered together.  As might racial, religious and ethnic minorities of various kinds living in majority cultures.  As also might audiences whose special status arises because of economic reasons rather than political or social ones, such as clustering small business persons, and business and industry information managers together.  And so on.
Appendix 2 identifies three illustrative, hypothetical “workshop scenarios” and should be studied by Coordinators and Presenters as a part of their research before arriving at an agreed-upon format and content for their respective workshops.
In the foregoing guidelines, other information is provided to assist Host Institution Coordinators in deciding how many days they should schedule a workshop, and other format and content particulars.

Appendix 2

THREE ILLUSTRATIVE WORKSHOP SCENARIOS

To help Host Coordinators and Expert Presenters design the most appropriate workshop format for their respective workshops, three illustrative scenarios are presented in this Appendix.  It should be emphasized that these three hypothetical scenarios are not intended to be prescriptive, but, rather, suggestive of the range of feasible scenarios that should be considered.  Undoubtedly, each region, as has been pointed out above, has unique circumstances, challenges and traditions that will dictate the optimal format and workshop content for its workshops.  Hopefully these scenarios for the three hypothetical regions (Region X, Region Y and Region Z) will help them arrive at the best agenda and programme for their region.

1. Scenario 1 – Two Day Workshop Targeting Four Audiences 
The Host Institution and Host Coordinator (and their collaborators) for “Region X” look over the list of ultimate beneficiary target audiences in Appendix 1, and decide that they should concentrate training in only four priority areas from the complete list:

· Women (including unwed mothers, and battered wives)

· Youth (including out-of-school, unemployed and under-employed)

· Persons needing health and wellness advice for themselves or a family member or friend

· Small and medium-sized businesses

The Host Coordinator decides that one half day should be devoted to each of the four specially targeted audiences.  The Coordinator identifies three, ideal Expert Presenters, succeeding after some research in locating one expert who is qualified to deliver the training for both Women and Youth.  The Expert Presenter(s) may or may not necessarily be a member of the “helping professions,” but, rather, is from any walk of life.  To minimize the need for the same Presenter for both those groups to deliver “back to back” training for both groups on the same day (one group in the morning, the other in the afternoon), the Coordinator decides to schedule the two groups for successive mornings.

The Host Coordinator further determines that the Expert Presenter qualified to address Women and Youth lives and works in the same locality as the Host Institution is located, thereby saving travel and living expenses.  However, in deference to the foregoing guidelines suggesting at least some Presenters be selected from different countries, and/or sub-regions of the region to maximize the diversity of approaches, and so on, the Coordinator identifies the other two Presenters as coming from other countries in the same region.  All three Presenters are approached, and agree to the terms and conditions for the workshop.

2. Scenario 2 – Three Day Workshop Targeting Six Audiences 
The Host Institution, Host Coordinator and their collaborators for “Region Y” look over the list of helping professions listed in Appendix 1, and select the trainer-participants from that list instead of from the ultimate beneficiary target audiences in Appendix 1; they decide that they should concentrate training in six of the many helping professions listed in the complete list:

· Educators

· Librarians, curators and information professionals

· Coaches, mentors and counselors

· Government policy-makers

· Public interest groups and the media

·  Emergency services providers

 It can be seen by comparing the above list of helping professions with the preceding scenario, that the Host Coordinator is this illustrative region has decided to take a different approach.  Instead of directly tutoring a trainer specializing in serving a particular ultimate beneficiary target audience (e.g. sick persons), s/he has decided to target the various professional groups that are traditionally charged with education and training, which, in turn, may deal with all or many different ultimate beneficiary target audiences.  The assumption here is that by training the helping professions there is a greater potential of improving the Information Literacy of the ultimate beneficiary target audiences, than would otherwise be the case by structuring the workshop based on ultimate beneficiary target audiences.  However, no value judgment is made here as to which of these two approaches is the “best.”  As has been repeatedly mentioned, it is more a case of the unique circumstances, traditions and approaches that are used in a particular region.  UNESCO will endeavor to evaluate the two approaches at the conclusion of the TTT workshops.

Like his/her hypothetical Region X Coordinator counterpart, this Coordinator also decides to hold one half day workshops.

3. Scenario 3 – Five Day Workshop – Targeting Ten Audiences 
The Host Institution, Host Coordinator, and their collaborators for “Region Z” look over the list of ultimate beneficiary target audiences, and helping professions, in Appendix 1, and decide that they should concentrate their training on the following beneficiary audiences and helping professions (shown in italics) listed in the complete list; in other words, they have chosen a mixture of both the beneficiaries and helping professions:

· Migrant populations
· Racial, religious and ethnic minorities living in majority cultures
· Individuals living in remote regions
· Educators
· Health information professionals
· Senior citizens
· Disadvantaged and disabled persons
· Individuals living in remote circumstances and locations
· School media specialists
· Local community level governance officials
As indicated, in this third illustrative workshop format scenario, there is a mixture of selecting (1) trainer participants who are already well familiar with the needs of a particular beneficiary audience (even though they may not have formal training as educators) with (2) trainer participants who are ‘generalist experts’ in the education, training and other kinds of helping professions.  In short, this is a mixture of the strategy used in Scenario 1 with the strategy used in Scenario 2.

Appendix 3

DATA BASES, DIRECTORIES, INDEXES AND OTHER RESOURCES CONTAINING THE NAMES OF INFORMATION LITERACY EXPERTS
Note:  Including an entry herein to help Host Coordinators identify Expert Presenters able and willing to assist them in a workshop does not constitute endorsement by the Project Principals, UNESCO, or the project collaborators in the accuracy of the resource entry.  Readers are encouraged to advise the Project Principals of inadvertent omissions to this list so that they can be added to this list of resources

http://portal.unesco.org/ci/en/ev.php-URL_ID=23489&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://www.cilip.org.uk/specialinterestgroups/bysubject/informationliteracy/about
http://www.coil-ll.si/
http://www.infolitglobal.info/
http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlissues/acrlinfolit/informationliteracy.cfm
http://www.infolit.org/activities.html
http://21cif.imsa.edu/
http://www.caledonian.ac.uk/ils/
Appendix 4

UNESCO TRAINING-THE-TRAINERS IN INFORMATION LITERACY WORKSHOP
Participant Application Form

Applicant should e-mail or fax this form to the appropriate workshop host institution coordinator.  Only one workshop may be applied to.
Date____________________

                                                                                                                                                1.  NAME, ADDRESS AND PERSONAL CONTACT INFORMATION (include e-mail address and current position title)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. EMPLOYER NAME AND ADDRESS

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3. ACADEMIC CREDENTIALS (identify both undergraduate and graduate degrees, awarding institutions and dates received)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4. IS EMPLOYER OR OTHER ‘THIRD PARTY’ WILLING TO DEFRAY LIVING AND TRAVEL EXPENSES IF APPLICANT UNABLE? (circle answer and provide any explanation or amplification in space provided)

YES

NO

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5. REASON FOR WISHING TO ATTEND THE WORKSHOP (indicate how you currently apply and use information literacy in your work, such as teaching or research, and whether you are willing to share your experiences and approaches at the workshop, and make a short presentation)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. DISADVANTAGED POPULATIONS FOR WHICH INFORMATION LITERACY TRAINING WILL BE PROVIDED BY THE PARTICIPANT (e.g. women, young adults, unemployed, disabled persons, migrant populations, etc.; specify “none” or “general” if no particular special populations) 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

7. ENGLISH* LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY (circle answer; this question is intended to assess whether participant can understand and participate at the workshop)

YES
      NO                                                     *or other workshop language
8. OTHER COMMENTS (for use if you wish to amplify your application with information not provided for in the preceding questions)

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Appendix E

ILLUSTRATIVE TTT WORKSHOP OFFICIAL LOGO/BANNER


A special logo expressly designed for the UNESCO TTT workshops was created by theTurkish artist, Necip Erol Olcay.  The particular workshop logo/banner shown here in this appendix incorporates both the aforementioned special Turkish logo as well as the unique information literacy international logo, which was won in an international competition by a Cuban artist, Edgar Luy Perez (opposite the word “formadores”).  This is the logo/banner utilized by the PUCP TTT workshop held in Lima, Peru

[image: image1.jpg]Lima, Perd 22-24 de enero 2009





�You might want to address the issue that those you would target require funding to be able to support their travel. 


�You might want to address the issue that those you would target require funding to be able to support their travel. 


�Perhaps your Clearinghouse belongs to Section 6 instead of 5?





