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Abstract: This thesis focuses on how Swedish public library 

personnel assess their competence in Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) and, in particular, Large Language 

Models (LLMs). 

 

Previous research highlights that libraries are increasingly 

expected to support AI literacy, promote digital inclusion, 

and guide citizens in navigating rapidly developing 

technologies. Yet, there is limited research on how public 

library personnel themselves assess their abilities and 

working conditions in this area. 

The study examines Swedish library personnel’s self-

assessed AI and LLM competence, their ability to assist 

users with related queries, their perceived organisational 

conditions, and how these conditions may influence their 

self-assessed AI competence. 

The study applies a quantitative method in the form of an 

online survey distributed to Swedish public libraries. In 

total, 110 respondents participated. The analysis is based 

on Long and Magerko’s (2020) AI literacy framework, 

which was adapted into six AI literacy themes. 

The results show that respondents overall did not assess 

their AI literacy or ability to assist library users with 

related queries highly. Even though many of the 

respondents had used LLMs professionally, fewer felt 

confident explaining how the technology behind it works 

or discussing issues such as future societal implications. 

Access to workplace guidelines, training, tools and support 

was associated with higher confidence levels. Although, 

not everyone was aware of what support was available 

and guidelines varied between workplaces. 



The study concludes that public libraries may require 

clearer organisational support and further professional 

training to meet growing expectations regarding AI 

and LLM literacy and digital leadership. 
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intelligence, large language models, AI literacy, 
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1. Introduction 

A library is infinitely more than simply a place for printed media. It is also a 

place to find, use, and learn about all kinds of information. As digital 

technology is becoming an increasingly large part of our everyday lives, 

libraries must adapt. Lankes (2025) describes librarians as professionals whose 

mission it is to “improve society through facilitating knowledge creation in 

their communities” (Lankes, 2025, p.67). This is done by providing access to 

resources and educating citizens on a number of topics, such as information 

literacy, according to Lankes. 

A rapidly growing field of new technology is Artificial Intelligence (AI), 

especially generative AI in the form of Large Language Models (LLMs). Isiaka 

et al. (2024) write about the so-called fourth industrial revolution (4IR), which 

is partly shaped by breakthroughs in AI and is characterised by the ways in 

which digital, physical, and biological technologies affect all aspects of 

society, including industrial, economic, and cultural norms. They argue that as 

a result, libraries and librarians have abandoned their more traditional roles and 

acclimatised to the new era and that libraries have a prominent role in guiding 

citizens in this new technological age (Isiaka et al, p.4-10). This becomes even 

more relevant as we have entered the 5th industrial revolution, which revolves 

around human and machine interaction (Oladokun et al., 2024). 

To keep up with a fast-developing area as well as teaching it to others is a big 

undertaking. The purpose of this thesis is to study how Swedish public library 

personnel assess their competence in relation to AI and LLMs. This is a new, 

and rapidly growing subject in Library and Information Sciences (LIS) that 

benefits from further research. 

A quantitative approach with a survey was used to map and analyse public 

library personnel’s thoughts on the subject. The empirical results are presented, 

analysed and discussed. 

1.1 Research Problem 

Policies and research concerning public libraries highlight that public libraries 

can, and are often expected to, play an important role in supporting the public’s 

understanding of new technologies. However, despite this policy emphasis, 

little is known about how Swedish public library staff themselves assess their 

competence in AI and LLMs. This empirical gap motivates the current study, 

and it will explore how public library workers themselves experience, 

understand and are organisationally supported in working with AI and 

especially LLMs. 

 

The idea that public libraries have a mission to disseminate knowledge is not 

new, but it has expanded to include an increasing range of information 

technologies, with AI being one of the most prominent today. The Swedish 

Library Act (2013) states that public libraries have a duty to increase the 
public’s knowledge about how information technology can be used for 
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knowledge acquisition, learning and participation in cultural life (The Swedish 

government, 2013, paragraph 7). This law was in place before AI became an 

integrated part of everyday life. However, the law is phrased in such a way that 

it encompasses all kinds of information technology. The International Library 

Manifesto (2015) is a document that describes the mission and principles of 

libraries created by the Swedish Library Association and Swedish UNESCO 

Council. UNESCO declares that their intention of the manifesto is to profess 

their trust in public libraries as ever-developing sources of education, culture 

and information. Public libraries should be seen as knowledge centres and 

make knowledge and information easily accessible to all citizens. The 

librarian's job is to facilitate the use of these resources. To be able to 

accomplish this librarians need continuous education (Svenska Unescorådet 

and Svensk biblioteksförening, 2015, p.11). Additionally, The International 

Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) issued a statement 

on AI and libraries in 2020. It says that libraries can help their patrons develop 

basic IT skills to creatively use technology ethically and legally, as well as 

teach them how algorithms work and other digital processes that impact the 

way people use information. Public libraries are well suited to take on this 

responsibility, according to IFLA. Though, as IFLA acknowledges, this may 

require significant time and resource investment as well as librarians 

improving their skills. IFLA also claims that libraries can make the citizens 

part of discussions about policy and how AI can be used for good and help 

their users adapt to some of the possible changes in the job market caused by 

AI. In 2023 an AI commission was appointed by the Swedish government to 

come up with suggestions on how the development and use of AI in Sweden 

can be done in a sustainable and safe way that maximises effect and minimises 

risk. They argue that libraries play an important part in this and that in addition 

to providing AI tools, library personnel should be able to guide users in how to 

utilise those tools (The Swedish Government, 2025a, p.96). Though these are 

suggestions put forward to the government from the AI commission, rather 

than actual decisions, it does show how integral the public library is in the use 

and advancement of AI. The government decided that between 2026-2028 

several 100 million kronor will be spent on AI knowledge and AI 

advancement in society as a whole. Out of those the royal library in Sweden 

will receive 10 million kronor a year for expansion of storage and computing 

capacity so that they can develop new data-driven services (The Swedish 

Government, 2025b). Despite the AI commission's recommendations, public 

libraries were not included in the funding. 

 

Both policies and research emphasise that libraries play an important part in 

supporting the public’s understanding of new technologies. Yet, there is still 

limited knowledge about how library personnel assess their abilities and 

working conditions when it comes to AI competence, particularly LLMs and 

their abilities to assist users with LLM-related inquiries. Since it is such a new 

area, there is not a great deal of previous research on this, and a large amount 

of existing research concerns academic libraries, not public libraries. This 

creates a knowledge gap. Long and Magerko’s (2020) exploratory literature 

review confirms that AI is a field that is in the early stages of research. 

It is important to keep in mind that research on AI education is still in its 

nascent stages. Much of the work we cite was just published in the last two 
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years, and there is still a need for more empirical research in order to build a 

robust and accurate understanding of what existing preconceptions non-

programmers have about AI and what the best practices are for teaching AI to 

a non-technical audience. (Long and Magerko, 2020, p.10) 

Although more research has emerged since Long and Magerko’s literature 

review in 2020, it is still a relatively unexplored area, which makes it 

especially suitable to study further. To understand the role of public libraries in 

relation to this technological development, empirical knowledge about the self-

assessed competence of public library personnel in this area is needed. 

1.2 Research Questions 

This study explores how Swedish public library personnel assess their 

competence in AI and LLMs and their ability to assist users with LLM-related 

inquiries. It also examines how they experience, understand, and are 

organisationally supported in working with AI and LLMs. Based on this, the 

following research questions were formulated. 

1.2.1 Main Research Question 

The Main Research Question (MRQ) concerns the overarching theme of this 

study. 

 

MRQ: How do Swedish public library personnel assess their competence in AI 

technologies, particularly LLMs? 

1.2.2 Sub-Research Questions 

The Sub-Research Questions (SRQs) examine how Swedish public library 

personnel work with AI and LLMs, the conditions under which they do so, and 

how these conditions relate to their self-assessed competence. 

 

SRQ1: How do Swedish public library personnel assess their competence in 

assisting library users with AI- and especially LLM-related inquiries? 

 

SRQ2: How do Swedish public library personnel perceive their conditions for 

working with AI technologies, particularly LLMs? 

 

SRQ3: Is there a relationship between Swedish public library personnel’s 
perceived working conditions for using AI technologies, particularly LLMs, 

and their self-assessed competence in these technologies? 

1.3 Useful Terms 

AI and LLMs are broad and complex areas of study that are challenging to 

define concisely. Attempts have been made to narrow those terms down as well 

as explain them and adapt them to the context of this essay. To do this without 

simplifying it too much is a balancing act and, while every measure has been 

taken to represent AI and LLMs as factually as possible, certain aspects or 

nuances may have been lost. 
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1.3.1 Artificial Intelligence (AI) 

The Encyclopedia Britannica (2026) condenses the main components of AI in the 

below quote: 

Artificial intelligence is the ability of a computer or computer-controlled robot 

to perform tasks that are commonly associated with the intellectual processes 

characteristic of humans, such as the ability to reason. Although there are as of 

yet no AIs that match full human flexibility over wider domains or in tasks 

requiring much everyday knowledge, some AIs perform specific tasks as well 

as humans. (Britannica, 2026, artificial intelligence) 

The University of Illinois Chicago (2026) expands the definition AI and 

describes it as a form of computer science that aims to create machines that can 

achieve things that it was previously believed human intelligence was needed 

for. Such capabilities may include learning from data and experience, 

processing and interpreting language, identifying patterns, solving problems, 

and making decisions. Unlike conventional computer programs that operate 

based on fixed, prewritten instructions, many modern AI systems can learn 

from data and improve their performance over time. This capacity to learn and 

adapt is what separates AI from traditional computer programs. AI operates by 

mimicking aspects of human intelligence using algorithms, data, and 

computational processing power. The aim being to make machines or software 

able to perform tasks that would usually require human intelligence. 

 

The University of Illinois Chicago (2026) explains that AI is made up of 

several subfields, each targeting different aspects of human-like intelligence or 

particular problem-solving tasks. Although many subsets of Artificial 

Intelligence overlap, major areas within the field include Machine Learning 

(ML), Neural Networks, and Natural Language Processing (NLP). ML makes 

it possible for computers to learn from data and recognise patterns without 

being explicitly programmed. Neural networks are AI models inspired by the 

human brain, while deep learning refers to neural networks with several layers 

that can process more complex information. NLP focuses on helping 

computers understand and generate human language and is used in tools such 

as chatbots, translation services, and voice assistants (University of Illinois 

Chicago, 2026). 

1.3.2 Large Language Models (LLMs) 

LLMs are a form of generative AI technology used in chatbots and AI search 

tools such as ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, and Gemini. Blank (2023) describes 

LLMs, such as the GPTs, as deep learning systems designed to process 

language. LLMs are depicted as deep learning systems specifically designed to 

process language. They are trained on very large text datasets using 

language-modelling objectives, typically either predicting the next word or 

inferring missing words. By analysing large amounts of text, the models learn 

how language is typically used and structured. This allows LLMs to generate 

text that is grammatically correct and often meaningful. Although, the 

information they produce may sometimes be inaccurate or misleading (Blank 

2023). 

Moradi et al. (2025) expand on this description and further clarify that the  

transformer architecture is the basic building block for nearly all modern,  
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advanced LLMs. The modern transformer-based language models are generally 

divided into three main architectural types. Moradi et al. frequently refers to 

tokens. In this context, tokens are small units of text that a language model 

processes, such as words, parts of words, or punctuation marks. 

 

The first type, according to Moradi et al. (2025) is Encoder-Decoder Models 

(Sequence-to-Sequence). Simply put, the encoder reads and interprets the input 

text, and the decoder creates new text from that understanding. Encoder–

decoder models are commonly trained with sequence-to-sequence objectives 

(transforming one text into another) not just masked-token tasks. They are 

therefore often used for translation, summarisation, and question answering. A 

weakness is that they require a lot of computing power and are less efficient at 

very large scales than many modern decoder-only models, such as GPT. 

Examples of encoder-decoder models include T5 (Text-to-Text Transfer 

Transformer) and BART. 

 

The second type is Encoder-Only Models (Autoencoders). As Moradi et al 

(2025) explain, they are designed mainly to understand text rather than create 

new text. These models learn by looking at sentences where some tokens have 

been hidden and then trying to guess the missing tokens based on the 

surrounding context, which helps the model understand the meaning and 

relationships between words in a sentence. Encoder-only models are especially 

helpful for tasks that involve analysing or understanding text, such as 

identifying meaning, sorting information, or searching for relevant content. 

However, they are less suitable for generating long pieces of text compared to 

decoder-based models. Common examples of encoder-only models are BERT 

and RoBERTa. 

 

The third, and final, type is Decoder-Only Models (Autoregressive Models). 

These models generate text one token at a time by predicting what token is 

most likely to come next based on the text that has already been written. 

This means that the model only looks at the previous text when generating new 

text. Because of this, decoder-only models are very effective at producing 

human-like text and are currently the most common type of generative AI 

model. A disadvantage is that they require very large amounts of data and 

computing power to train. They can also sometimes become incoherent in very 

long texts or repeat themselves (Moradi et al., 2025). Examples of decoder-

only models primarily include GPT, PaLM/Gemini family and Anthropic 

models. 

 

Karolinska Institutets Universitets bibliotek (KIB, 2026) stresses that powerful 

though LLMs may be, it is important to remember that they have flaws. For 

instance, LLMs do not inherently distinguish between what is true or what is 

false or assess a source. They can also reproduce factual errors, stereotypes, 

and bias. Results may differ depending on which data they have been trained 

on and which sources they can access (KIB, 2026). 

To conclude, generative AI refers to artificial intelligence systems capable of 

producing new content, such as text, images, music, and video. LLMs are a 

specific type of generative AI primarily designed for understanding and 

generating human language. Applications such as ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, 
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and Gemini are built on or incorporate LLMs and provide user interfaces for 

interactive communication with users (The University of Arizona, 2023). 

1.1 Limitations 

As AI is such a large field this study will be limited to the use of LLMs. 

However, as shown, LLMs have many applications, and the term encompasses 

a wide variety of systems and use cases. Thus, to simplify the concept for the 

purpose of this study and for the survey participants, a common but simplified 

description of decoder-only LLMs is used, focusing specifically on 

applications that generate text. 

Moreover, the study will be limited to public libraries because public librarians 

meet the general public and their varying needs which adds to the complexity 

of the matter. The fact that public libraries are underrepresented in the research 

concerning this topic makes it especially interesting to explore. 
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2. Previous Research 

Due to it being such a new area there is limited previous research, and a 

significant amount of the research concerns academic libraries and AI in 

general rather than LLMs. Nevertheless, the previous research that has been 

conducted helps provide an understanding of libraries' role in advancing AI 

literacy in society, as well as the library personnel’s abilities and working 

conditions to do so. 

The search for relevant and peer reviewed research was done in Library and 

Information Science Abstracts (LISA), Library Information Science 

Technology Abstracts (LISTA), Library Science Database, Web of Science 

(WoS), Scopus, and Google Scholar. These databases were chosen with the 

aim of including LIS databases, as well as databases that span multiple 

disciplines as studies about AI literacy and its platforms may extend beyond 

LIS studies. Additionally, reference screening was done to identify further 

relevant research. 

 

Four clear themes could be discerned in the research concerning AI and 

libraries. The first theme “librarianship in the fifth industrial revolution” 

concerns the overarching mission of libraries in modern society. The following 

theme “providing digital leadership” is about what expectations this puts on 

librarians. The third theme “educating library personnel” delves into what is 

needed for public librarians to take the lead in a new technological era. The 

fourth theme “challenges” concerns the obstacles that emerge when educating 

library personnel to be able to provide digital leadership. Finally, the possible 

contributions of this essay to the field are discussed. 

2.1 Librarianship in The Fifth Industrial Revolution 

As established earlier 4IR is characterised by how technologies affect all 

aspects of society (Isiaka et al, 2024). According to Ayinde et al (2025) we are 

now in the early stages of the Fifth Industrial Revolution (5IR). The authors 

describe the 5IR as an era in which machines interact with humans. While the 

Fourth Industrial Revolution (4IR) focused primarily on automation and data-

driven processes, the 5IR introduces a human-centric approach. This involves 

integrating advanced technologies, such as AI, robotics, and the Internet of 

Things (IoT) with human creativity, intuition, and innovation. There is a shift 

in focus from pure machine automation toward human-centric innovation 

(Ayinde et al., 2025). An example of this interaction between humans and 

machines is the application of LLMs, such as ChatGPT. By asking the LLM 

questions and giving it prompts the interaction takes on conversation-like 

qualities. 

According to Oladokun et al (2024), the 5IR poses a challenge for information 

professionals to acquire the needed skills to stay relevant and effective in their 

roles. The main issue is to keep up with the speed that these new technologies 

evolve and to follow the latest developments as well as integrate them into 

their skill set. The skills needed go beyond technical proficiency, according to 

Oladokun et al. As they focus on interpersonal abilities, ethical awareness, and 

adaptability. 
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Oladokun et al (2024) calls attention to another challenge for information 

professionals in the era of 5IR, which is the potential lack of institutional 

support. Continuous learning and professional development are essential to 

information professionals to develop the skills needed to operate in 5IR. 

According to Oladokun et al. a lack of support from employers, in terms of 

funding, time allocation, and encouragement could potentially hinder 

professional progress. 

Other potential challenges Oladokun et al. mention are time constraints and 

resistance to change. Finding the time to participate in courses, workshops, or 

self-study can be challenging and interfere with other duties. Furthermore, 

information professionals who are accustomed to traditional ways of working 

may struggle to embrace new work methods and new technologies, such as AI. 

This may be, according to Oladokun et al., because of a lack of confidence in 

their own abilities to learn new skills. 

Ayinde et al. (2025) describe the traditional role of librarians as custodians of 

knowledge, whose work description mainly consisted of tasks such as 

cataloguing, archiving, data curation, and the organisation and dissemination of 

information. With the progression of the 5IR these roles have changed and 

come to encompass AI and ML, they claim. Thus, librarians and other 

information professionals are increasingly expected to serve as intermediaries 

between advanced technologies and users, supporting AI literacy, safeguarding 

data privacy, and dealing with ethical issues such as algorithmic bias and 

transparency. 

Oladokun et al. (2024) believe that in the future information professionals’ 

roles will expand even further, with emphasis on the symbioses between 

human intelligence and machine capabilities. This will require librarians and 

other information professionals to create more personalised and adaptive 

information services. 

2.2 Providing Digital Leadership 

A recurring theme in previous research, as well as previously mentioned laws 

and guidelines, is that librarians should not only offer their users education in 

AI but also lead the way and help them navigate modern society. Isiaka et al. 

(2024) claim that librarians had to adapt and mantle the role as leaders in the 

4IR. The pressure on information professionals, such as librarians, to adapt 

becomes even higher as we are now in the early stages of the 5IR. 

2.2.1 Digital Inclusion 

Several studies stress the role of libraries in digital inclusion. Wang and Si 

(2024) explore the meeting point between public policies and public access and 

what it entails for the work with digital inclusion in Chinese libraries. While 

they do not focus specifically on AI they have a broad definition of digital 

inclusion that covers all aspects of digital technology “Digital inclusion is a 

concept that focuses on providing everyone with equal access to and 

opportunities to engage with digital technologies. It encompasses various 

elements, including motivation, self-regulation, feedback, collaboration, and 

lifelong learning” (Wang and Si, p.2). The authors describe digital literacy as  
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the knowledge and capability to navigate, evaluate, and use digital 

information. Wang and Si emphasise that guidelines and industry standards are 

crucial for structured, effective digital literacy and inclusion policies. National 

guidelines clarify the policy landscape, goals, and implementation strategies, 

and help maintain consistency across government agencies. Furthermore, 

industry standards are vital as they provide a point of reference for training and 

evaluating digital competencies. Wang and Si argue that their study “highlights 

how current policies, when effectively implemented and systematically 

evaluated, play a critical role in promoting digital literacy and inclusivity 

within an increasingly digital society” (Wang and Si, 2024, p.11). 

 

Carlsson (2025) examines the evolving role of academic libraries, highlighting 

their transformation into educational hubs that support information literacy, 

digital literacy, and AI literacy. His study is based on observations conducted 

at Linköping University Library, where he noted that the library had adapted its 

resources and services to meet the needs of a digitally native academic 

community. Drawing on observations made there, Carlsson proposes a 

framework for integrating these literacies into standard library practices. He 

argues that information literacy, digital literacy, and AI literacy should become 

core components of library services. 

 

Ylipulli and Luusua (2019) are also of the opinion that public libraries should 

work as nodes for technological empowerment. They focus on libraries’ role in 

the era of smart cities, AI and big data. The authors claim that there is an 

imbalance of power in smart cities. They describe smart cities as societies that 

are technology-led and where digital technology is used to structure and 

organise city life and infrastructure. They explain that a common critique 

against this is that it is too technology-led and business-oriented, causing 

digital divides and limits citizens’ agency. Therefore, they believe that more 

action needs to be taken to increase citizens’ understanding and control over 

new technologies, such as AI and its applications. The authors state that public 

libraries should be recognised as non-commercial hubs, physical and digital, 

that help educate the public about urban technologies and their societal impact. 

Despite being overlooked in smart city discussions, libraries are well 

positioned to play a central role, according to Ylipulli and Luusua. They 

deduce that the public library has the potential to bridge the gap between 

individuals and political agendas and act as a non-commercial counterforce to 

the current business driven development of smart cities. By educating the 

public and offering access to new technology, public libraries can lessen the 

digital divide and promote democracy, according to the authors. 

 

Melonis (2025) has a narrower take on the subject and makes generative AI the 

focal point of her research. She conducted a pilot project at Creighton 

University Libraries that focused on three different generative AI applications: 

Scopus AI, Scite, and Keenious. Their goal was to evaluate how these specific 

"library-centric" generative AI tools could be integrated into the university's 

research and instruction services. The three generative AI tools used in the 

study are not traditional LLMs like ChatGPT. The main difference being that 

the generative AI tools used in the study utilise a selected collection of 

documents from reliable databases with scholarly literature rather than the 

open web. Melonis states that the need for digital AI literacy is pressing and 
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that libraries are the natural place for this task, as they are free of charge, user-

focused and a natural meeting point for the community. The libraries must 

evolve with the society they act in, she proclaims. Melonis argues that “While 

our core values remain unchanged, our services, support, and access to 

information are now shaped by the ways our patrons engage with this rapidly 

evolving technology” (Melonis, 2025, p.15). She sees libraries as the “heart” of 

learning and librarians as providers of reliable, ethical and unbiased 

information. 

2.2.2 Resources 

To lead the public and promote inclusion in a new technological era resources 

are needed. Wang and Si (2024) centred their approach around analysing 

policy documents for Chinese libraries. They infer that digital literacy 

education in libraries with workshops, training programs, and resources that 

cover various aspects of digital skills should be a priority. They believe that 

libraries should provide digital literacy education to help library users gain the 

necessary skills to effectively navigate the digital landscape and deliver digital 

services, such as virtual reality, augmented reality, and virtual assistants, to 

improve the user experience (Wang and Si, p.18-19). 

Ylipulli and Luusua (2019) come to a similar conclusion and state that 

informing citizens and expanding their understanding of the effects of the 

digitalisation of cities is a critical part of democracy. They look at how this has 

been done in public libraries in Finland and mention workshops, events, and 

participatory activities using new technology. By offering access to new 

technologies libraries help strengthen the public’s technological agency and 

understanding, the authors argue. 

Carlsson (2025) also claims that libraries should offer a combination of 

workshops, in-person guidance, and a range of digital resources such as videos 

and instructional materials. He states that these measures need to be taken to 

make information literacy, digital literacy, and AI literacy an essential and 

integrated part of library services. In addition, Carlsson emphasises the 

importance of multimodal and always-available learning. Carlsson also 

entertains the possibility of outsourcing the teaching rather than relying solely 

on individual teaching sessions led by librarians. He suggests developing a 

standardized, digital knowledge base. This resource should include text, video, 

images, and audio formats, enabling students to access learning materials 

anytime and from anywhere. Finally, he concludes that libraries must 

continuously adapt to the growing and evolving demand for AI literacy. 

2.3 Educating the Library Personnel 

Oladokun et al. (2024) are of the opinion that to operate in the 5IR continuous 

learning and professional development are of utmost importance. Employers 

should offer their personnel funding and support to take on these new 

challenges. 

Andersdotter (2023) describes a study where she observed a learning circle of 

123 Swedish librarians. The majority of the participants were academic 

librarians, and the purpose of the study was to test a method to increase AI 
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knowledge among librarians and library personnel. Participants took a course 

in AI and then met regularly to discuss the content from a library perspective. 

Andersdotter also did a focus group interview with some of the participants. 

The focus group interviewees noted that library users are increasingly using IT 

related services, and new questions are therefore arising. The participants said 

that to meet these new queries, librarians need knowledge and training. 

Because to be able to teach AI they first need to understand it, they concluded. 

Likewise, Carlsson (2025) acknowledges that for libraries to become 

educational hubs for AI literacy, as he suggests, it is critical for librarians to 

learn AI literacy and that librarians need the tools and frameworks to 

understand and manage AI in educational environments (Carlsson, p.7). 

This is further cemented in Hervieux and Wheatley’s (2021) study that showed 

that the academic librarians that participated in the study may not have been 

able to identify which applications use AI. When it came to personal use of AI 

77% of participants responded that they used AI in their daily lives and that 

nearly 60% of them used Virtual Assistants (VAs). However, 20 of the 163 

respondents said that they did not use AI in their daily lives. Hervieux and 

Wheatley argue that since AI is so integrated into our society and everyday 

lives, 100% of participants should have responded that they used AI in their 

personal lives. They believe that the reason they did not do so could be due to a 

lack of knowledge about which applications use AI. Despite this, the 

participants showed a general understanding of AI. The authors argue that 

since it can be difficult to know exactly what AI can entail, it is important for 

librarians to gain an understanding of AI and its applications in order to 

continue to be at the forefront of new technology and offer their library users 

services connected to it. Hervieux and Wheatley conclude that as AI 

applications continue to grow libraries should be spearheading this new 

development. Therefore, there is a need for greater knowledge of AI within the 

library profession and libraries should educate both themselves and their 

visitors in it, as AI could change the library profession forever. Isiaka et al. 

(2024) shares that position but also point out that since technologies, such as 

AI, are growing and changing so are the needs of the users. Consequently, the 

library personnel need to continuously educate themselves to keep up (Isaka et 

al, p.19). 

2.4 Challenges 

One of the challenges Melonis (2025) was faced with was how to teach library 

centric AI tools to library users, as it was a new technology to them. The group 

of students they were meant to market the tools to had primarily learned about 

AI through interacting with ChatGPT or similar LLMs. Thus, one of the main 

obstacles was to establish an understanding of the difference between ChatGPT 

and the more academic library centric tools used in the study. Hervieux and 

Wheatley (2021) faced a similar problem as they suspected that the 

respondents of their survey struggled to tell which applications actually used 

AI. This shows that both library users and librarians lack knowledge about AI, 

such as knowing what AI actually is and what the difference is between 

generative AI in the form of academic search tools and LLMs. 
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Additionally, Hervieux and Wheatley’s (2021) research proves that there is a 

gap between what library users may want or need and what the libraries in their 

study offered or were considering offering. Out of the 163 respondents, 20% 

believed that their library users would be interested in using AI services. Yet 

only 6.62% of the libraries offered workshops in AI and 72.19% out of the 

respondents said that it was not something they had considered. 

 

Educating both the library users and the library personnel, as well as providing 

the tools necessary to do so, is not without its challenges. Providing up-to-date 

training on an ever-changing topic is time-consuming and may require 

additional funding, as Isaka et al. (2024) point out. Oladokun et al (2024) also 

point out that as we navigate the 5IR where humans and machines interact new 

complications arise. Information professionals must not only follow the trends 

but become a part of them, they claim. Moreover, Wang and Si (2024) argue 

that Chinese libraries should become places for digital inclusion and digital 

literacy education, with the aim of giving citizens the ability to actively 

participate in society. For this to happen the policymakers need to provide the 

necessary resources and support, they declare. 

Moreover, time and resources may not be enough. Librarians also need to agree 

that this is worth pouring the time, effort and resources into. Lankes (2025) 

takes it as far as claiming that librarians, no matter their personal opinions on 

the topic, must have an in-depth understanding of AI. 

 
What I do know is that librarians must understand AI at a deep level. Even if 

libraries see it as a fundamental betrayal of the values we hold dear, or a high-

tech hallucination. Even if we never use it in writing, our collections already 

hold and will hold more AI written and AI enhanced materials. Even if we 

don’t use AI in our services to the community, the lives of our communities 

are already being shaped by AI. Into our doors walk people who didn’t get a 

job because AI-not a human-rejected their resume. They will have home loans 

approved or rejected by AI. They will be surveilled by AI and not just by the 

state but by their insurance companies and their watches (Lankes, 2025, p.2) 

 

This brings us back to the 5IR and Oladokuns’ et al. (2025) observation that 

information professionals, such as librarians, who are used to working in a 

certain way may struggle to adapt to the changes that come with AI. They 

believe that this could stem from a lack of confidence in their abilities to 

master these new and advanced skills or a reluctance to embrace a change they 

may dislike. Either way research, such as that presented above, shows that 

change is inevitable and that librarians do have an important role in it. 

2.5 This Study’s Contribution 

Previous research on AI in libraries is still limited and largely focuses on AI 

and academic libraries rather than public libraries and LLMs specifically. 

Despite this, the literature on the area highlights libraries’ role in promoting 

AI literacy and supporting both users and library professionals in adapting to 

emerging technologies. 
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Librarianship in the 5IR describes a shift toward more human-centred roles, 

where librarians act as intermediaries between users and advanced technologies 

such as AI, while also facing challenges related to rapid technological 

development, limited institutional support, and the need for continuous 

developing of their skills. 

Furthermore, previous literature on the subject emphasise libraries as key 

actors in reducing digital divides by taking the lead and providing access to 
technology and supporting digital and AI literacy, positioning them as 

educational and democratic hubs. 

Challenges include limited AI knowledge among both library users and 

personnel, difficulties distinguishing between AI tools, and structural divides 

such as time constraints, lack of funding, and resistance to change. 

Research on educating library personnel highlights the need for librarians to 

develop their own AI and LLM competencies through ongoing training and 

professional development in order to effectively support users. Yet relatively 

little research has examined how library personnel themselves assess their 

ability to work with and teach AI and LLMs. Therefore, this study seeks 

explore how public library workers in Sweden assess their AI and LLM 

competence and how they perceive their working conditions relating to this. 
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3. Theory 

A deductive approach was used. The deductive approach relies on theory, and 

the observations and conclusions will be based on the theory that is presented 

here. The theory acts as the base for the research question and guides the 

collection of empirical material (Bryman, 2018, p.47). 

3.1 AI Literacy 

IFLA is an international and non-governmental, public organisation which 

represents the interests of library and information associations, libraries, 

information services, librarians, and their global user communities (IFLA, 

2026). IFLA emphasises the importance of raising the public’s media and 

information literacy, in relation to AI. 

To consider critically whether a given piece of media is genuine, to know how 

algorithms influence the information one sees in search engines and social 

media platforms, to be more confident in an increasingly AI-mitigated 

information flow –digital, media and information literacy is an important part 

of the solution. Literacy efforts offer a way to tackle such concerns without 

compromising freedom of expression, or intellectual freedom at large (IFLA, 

2020, p.7). 

 

AI literacy is a form of digital information literacy. This is the form of literacy 

that is applied to the empirical material in this study. Long and Magerko (2020) 

at Georgia Institute of Technology did an exploratory literature review with the 

aim of combining a variety of literature spanning across different disciplines 

into a core set of AI competencies. They also suggested design considerations 

to support the creation of learner-centric AI. Their definition of AI literacy was 

used as a reference frame in both Andersdotter’s (2023) and Carlsson’s (2025) 

studies. Long and Magerko define AI Literacy as follows: 

We define AI literacy as a set of competencies that enables individuals to 

critically evaluate AI technologies; communicate and collaborate effectively 

with AI; and use AI as a tool online, at home, and in the workplace. [...] AI 

literacy is clearly related to other previously defined literacies in related fields. 

We see these relationships manifesting in several ways. Digital literacy is a 

prerequisite for AI literacy, as individuals need to understand how to use 

computers to make sense of AI (Long and Magerko, 2020, p.2) 

 

After reviewing the previous research on the area, Long and Magerko (2020) 

concluded that there were 17 key competencies needed for AI literacy. They 

constructed these competencies with the general public in mind. As the general 

public is the target audience of public libraries the competencies are relevant 

for the purpose of this study. The design considerations presented in Long and 

Magerko’s essay, on the other hand, are aimed at those that develop the 

technology and are thus not applied in this study. 

 

For the purpose of this study, the 17 competencies they devised have been 
divided into six different themes. These six AI literacy themes were also used 

as a base when formulating the survey questions. Even though Long and 
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Magerko (2020) focus on AI literacy in general, the competencies they write 

about can be applied to LLMs too. 

3.1.1 The Ability to Recognise AI 

The first theme, “The Ability to Recognise AI,” includes four of the AI 

competencies outlined by Long and Magerko (2020). Recognising AI refers to 

the ability to identify whether a technological application uses AI. 

Understanding Intelligence involves the ability to critically analyse and discuss 

features that give an entity human-like intelligence. Interdisciplinarity refers to 

understanding that there are multiple approaches to imagining and developing 

intelligent machines, as well as the ability to identify a variety of AI-based 

technologies. General vs. Narrow AI involves distinguishing between general 

and narrow forms of artificial intelligence. 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) argue that while AI is continuously becoming more 

integrated in user-facing technology the publics’ understanding of it is limited. 

Knowing when and if you are interacting with an AI is not always easy to 

decipher. They claim that to be able engage in meaningful discussions about AI 

it is key to understand what it is and to know the difference between human 

intelligence and machine intelligence. This entails knowing which applications 

use AI and which do not. Knowing what features make it AI and what different 

kinds of AI there are, is a part of being able to recognise AI. Long and 

Magerko also point out that even experts struggle to define what AI is and for 

the novice it can be even more confusing. “AI is also often obscured on 

commonly used platforms—as a result, many users do not realise when they 

are interacting with AI” (Long and Magerko, p.3). This is in line with Hervieux 

and Wheatley’s (2021) observation that since it can be tricky to know exactly 

what AI is, librarians must gain an understanding of AI and its applications to 

be able to guide their users in the new technological era. Melonis (2025) also 

raises the importance of teaching library users to be able to tell the difference 

between different kinds of generative AI, such as LLMs, and tools like Scopus 

AI, which base their conclusions on academic research. 

3.1.2 Understanding the technology behind AI 

The second theme “Understanding the technology behind AI” is built on six of 

Long and Magerko’s (2020) AI competencies. The first competency 

Representations involves understanding what a knowledge representation is. 

While Decision-Making concerns being able to give examples of how 

computers reason and make decisions. Human Role in AI refers to 

understanding that humans play an important role in programming, selecting 

models, and fine-tuning AI systems. Whereas Action & Reaction involves 

understanding that some AI systems have the ability to physically act on the 

world. Sensors concerns understanding what sensors are and that computers 

comprehend the world through them. Finally, Programmability refers to 

understanding that AI agents are programmable. 

This theme focuses on the underlying mechanisms of AI, such as the coding 

behind it, how computers perceive the world using sensors (such as text 

inputs), and how computers make decisions. Long and Magerko (2020) 

explain that it is about balance. Most users do not need an expert in-depth 

understanding of how AI works. Having said that, a general understanding of 



16  

the technology behind AI will help them know what they are dealing with and 

how to interpret and use the results they get from AI powered tools, according 

to Long and Magerko. They claim that it is not uncommon that people have the 

misconception that computers possess human-like intelligence on their own. It 

is therefore also essential to understand what roles humans play in creating, 

programming, and calibrating AI programs. Oladokun et al. (2024) believe that 

the 5IR era, which revolves around human–machine interaction, creates a 

challenge for information professionals such as librarians, who must 

continuously develop their skills in order to meet evolving professional 

demands. 

3.1.3 Understanding How AI Uses the technology 

The third theme is “Understanding how AI uses the technology” and involves 

three of Long and Magerko’s (2020) AI competencies. The first competency is 

ML Learning Steps, which refers to understanding the different steps involved 

in ML. It also includes Data Literacy, involving an understanding of basic data 

literacy concepts. Finally, it is also about Learning from Data, which concerns 

recognising that computers often learn from large amounts of data, including 

one’s own. 

When discussing AI and LLMs, the ability to recognise that computers often 

learn from large datasets, including those produced by individuals, is especially 

important according to Long and Magerko (2020). Moreover, they believe it is 

essential to be able to understand the results of algorithms within the context of 

their training data. KIB (2026) also emphasises this and points out that the 

results presented by an LLM may vary depending on the data it has been 

trained on and they can reproduce factual errors, stereotypes, and bias. 

3.1.4 The Ability to be Critical and Identify AI’s Strengths and 

Weaknesses 

The fourth theme “The ability to be critical and identify AI’s strengths and 

weaknesses” is composed of two of Long and Magerko’s 2020 AI 

competencies. The first is AI’s Strengths & Weaknesses, which is about being 

able to identify AI’s merits and shortcomings and knowing when using AI is 

appropriate. The second is Critically Interpreting Data, which concerns the 

ability to understand that data requires interpretation. 

As a result of how it uses data to train data it requires interpretation and a 

critical approach. It is about understanding how the data can be understood and 

when using an AI, such as an LLM, is helpful and when it can be unhelpful or 

even misleading and other tools such as databases may be more appropriate for 

the task at hand. Long and Magerko (2020) claim that if people understand 

AI’s ability to complete various tasks satisfactorily, they can assess when to 

use and when to trust AI. The authors explain that while AI is good at 

detecting patterns in large amounts of data humans are still superior in areas to 

do with creativity and social skills. 
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It is important to be able to explain how the examples used to train an 

algorithm can influence the results it produces, Long and Magerko (2020, p.6) 

claim. However, as the librarians in Andersdotter’s (2023) study pointed out, 

they first need more knowledge on the subject themselves before they can pass 

it on. 

3.1.5 Ethics and AI 

The fifth theme “Ethics and AI” is based on only one of Long and Magerko’s 

(2020) competencies. Ethics is about being able to understand and discuss 

ethical issues surrounding AI, for example, privacy issues or misinformation. 

 

The fear that machine intelligence may excel human intelligence is far from 

new, but it has become more prominent since the rapid advance of AI, 

according to Long and Magerko (2020). Another common ethical concern is 

that AI can aid the spreading of misinformation, for example by AI algorithms 

on social media. There are other ethical issues too. Long and Magerko 

highlight that privacy and surveillance issues can arise when AI systems store 

and analyse large amounts of personal data. This could lead to government 

surveillance and serious data security issues. Another concern that the authors 

call attention to is AI’s effects on the job market. AI has the potential to replace 

human workers in various fields. They also bring up the issue of decision 

making and AI. The power to make decisions is a big responsibility that AI 

might not be able to handle. This also raises the question of who should be held 

accountable in cases where AI is programmed to make decisions. Yet another 

issue is diversity. For example, the majority of those who work with, and 

program AI are male and that may affect how it perceives the world. Similarly, 

algorithmic bias is often present in training data sets. Additionally, AI that is 

trained on data found online will pick up possible bigotry and bias from human 

users online. The lack of transparency in AI algorithms and the processes 

behind them amplifies many of the existing problems, according to Long and 

Magerko. 

 

As AI becomes more embedded in society and influences information 

behaviour, even more ethical issues may arise. Ergo, librarians need to be 

prepared to meet these concerns from their users. Melonis (2025) argues that it 

is librarians’ responsibility to provide reliable, ethical and unbiased 

information. Ayinde et al. (2025) further claim that the role of librarians and 

other information professionals has come to involve supporting interactions 

between users and advanced technologies. They also argue that part of this 

includes addressing ethical concerns, such as algorithmic bias and 

transparency. 

3.1.6 Possible Future Applications of AI 

The sixth and final theme “Possible future applications of AI” is also just built 

on one of Long and Magerko’s (2020) competencies. Imagine Future AI 

concerns the ability to consider possible future applications of AI and the 

effects of such applications on society. 

 

AI Literacy is not only about knowing what AI can do now but also the ability 

to discuss and reflect on what it may be able to do in the future. Long and 

Magerko (2020) stress that AI literacy extends beyond current technical 
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understanding to include critical reflection on future developments and their 

societal implications. “The ability to imagine “future AI” can enable 

individuals to creatively explore novel ideas, consider the values inherent in a 

technology, and critically evaluate the long-term effects a technology may have 

on the world” (Long and Magerko, 2020, p.4). 

 

IFLA (2020) also touches on this in their claims that library personnel should 

engage the public in discussions about policy, how AI can be used for good, 
and how it can affect the future labour market. 
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4. Method 

A quantitative method in the form of an online survey was applied. In total, 63 

public libraries in Sweden were contacted and asked if their employees were 

willing to participate. The aim being to get an even geographical spread as well 

as librarians with different work experience and varied knowledge about AI 

and LLMs. A deductive approach was used. 

4.1 Survey Structure 

An online survey was conducted. The format was a mix of close ended 

multiple choice questions, semi-open questions, a few open follow-up 

questions and Likert scales. The survey was constructed to be exhaustive, but 

not tiresome. Hank et al. (2017) claims that the ideal survey is brief and easy to 

fill out, to limit the effort demanded by the respondents. This applies to both 

the language used and the structure of the survey (Hank et al, p.273). The cover 

letter included an estimated timeframe to answer the survey as well as the 

information that it was divided into three parts. The third part had the most 

questions, and the intention was that if the respondents knew it was the last 

part they would be more incentivised to finish it. 

 

The survey was created in a tool called Sunet Surveys. The questions were in 

Swedish, as that is the language of the target group, but have been translated to 
English when referred to in this essay. It consisted of three parts and 36 

questions all in all. The first few questions were about demographic factors. 

These were followed by questions regarding what guidelines, support, tools, 

and training are available at their place of work. Finally, there were questions 

regarding AI Literacy and their knowledge about LLMs. 

 

The demographic questions were about age, which region of the country they 

worked in, and if they worked in a small or a large city. It also included 

questions about what kind of library they worked at and how long they had 

been in the profession. The intention was to mirror the population by including 

different ages, professional roles, parts of the country, sizes of cities, and both 

city and area libraries. The ages were divided into three different spans; 18-34, 

35-50, and 51 and above. The reasoning behind it being that knowledge and 

usage of AI and LLMs can be dependent on whether someone grew up with 

computers and AI or not. The lowest age was set at 18. Some libraries may 

have temp workers even younger than 18 but including minors in the survey 

would have resulted in ethical issues. Therefore, the survey was limited to 

adults. They were not asked to divulge which city they were from, as this, 

combined with other factors, could have made it possible to identify certain 

respondents, particularly those working in smaller villages. Instead, the 

question about residency was divided into four categories depending on the 

size of the city and surrounding municipality. 

Knowing if they worked at a main library or area library was of interest as its 

organisational context may shape both their access to resources and their 

opportunities to engage with LLMs. Similarly, this may vary from bigger cities 

to smaller ones. Their position at the library could also affect this, someone 
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who works with IT would probably know more about it than the average 

librarian. How long they had worked at the library was also relevant, as that 

should affect the amount of training they have had over the years. 

 

The second part of the survey had questions about whether respondents had 

access to guidelines, training, tools and support at their place of work and if so 

what kind. There were also open follow-up questions asking them to specify 

what kind of guidelines, training, tools and support there were as well as what 

kind of tools and support they wished there were. Additionally, there were a 

few questions pertaining to whether they had used LLMs in their work. This 

was to put their perceived LLM competence into a context. 

The third and last part of the survey was the main part and had to do with the 

library personnel’s own knowledge about AI and LLMs and how confident 

they felt teaching the public about it. The questions in that part were based on 

the six different themes of AI literacy that could be deduced from Long and 

Magerko’s (2020) exploratory review, but the survey questions were adapted 

to fit LLMs specifically. The questions also did not go into such technical 

detail as some of Long and Magerko’s suggested competencies do, as that 

would require lengthy explanations, and the overall themes and the research 

questions should be possible to answer without those details. The 

competencies and themes were also presented in a somewhat different order in 

the survey than in Long and Magerko’s essay. The purpose of this was to 

organise the themes in a logical order, with questions regarding general 

knowledge of LLMs first, then questions that demanded more of a critical 

approach to LLMs and ending with questions looking forward to the possible 

future uses of LLMs. The questions were presented as statements that could be 

answered on a Likert scale. According to Hank et al (2017), scalar 

measurements are suitable when the goal is to collect data on attitudes and 

perceptions. The Likert scale consisted of the alternatives; disagree completely, 

partly agree, largely agree, and agree completely. The scale had four gradients 

rather than five, as a neutral alternative was intentionally not included. The 

reasoning being that a neutral alternative can be a too tempting choice when 

the question is perceived as difficult to answer or requires contemplation 

(Kulas & Stachowski, 2009). 

 

Conducting a survey is not without its challenges, as Bryman (2018) points out. 

Questions may be misunderstood and there is no one there to explain them. Or 

the respondents may find the questions irrelevant or too time demanding. For 

this reason, the number of open questions should be limited (Bryman, p. 287-

292). Therefore, the questions were phrased as clearly as possible with a 

majority of close-ended questions. However, some open questions were still 

included as they have the benefit of opening up for unexpected answers and are 

therefore well suited for areas that are not that exhausted and where the 

researchers may not know what answers they are looking for (Bryman p.292). 

 

4.2 Sample 

The population was public library personnel in Sweden. Ylipulli and Luusua 

(2019) argue that a key part of democracy is teaching citizens about the effects 

of the digitalisation of cities and that libraries are the perfect arenas to do this 

as libraries meet a wider audience than, for example, schools. The same logic 
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was applied for this study when choosing public libraries rather than academic 

libraries. While not everyone goes to the library, there will be a bigger 

variation of library users, with various technological backgrounds, in public 

libraries. 

 

The survey used convenience sampling but with quota-like targets inspired by 

stratification. The benefit of stratified random sampling according to Bryman 

(2018, p.234) is that it ensures that the sample will be distributed in the same 

way as the population. Lacking the contacts and the means to freely choose 

which members of the given population to include, an entirely stratified 

random sampling was not possible to accomplish. 

While a convenience sample may not allow for too narrow selection criteria it is 

still possible to have certain inclusion parameters specifying the characteristics 

of the people who are eligible for study participation, as a means to make the 

sample more representative by attempting to match the population (Wildemuth, 

2017, p.128). The objective was for the sample to be as representative of the 

population as possible. Both urban as well as smaller rural public libraries were 

included. Furthermore, the goal was to achieve a geographical spread that 

somewhat correlates with the distribution of library personnel in the country. 

The survey was not limited to those with the title of librarian or those with a 

degree in librarianship. Any personnel who perform everyday library duties 

and meet the public were potentially relevant, and that could include library 

assistants or librarians with various academic backgrounds. Personnel such as 

janitorial staff or building management, however, were not included as their 

work is outside of regular library services. Previous knowledge about 

Information Technology (IT) or AI was not required. The aim was to map 

public library personnel’s assessed competence and working conditions in 

general not just those who work with it or who have a certain interest in the 

topic. Therefore, limiting it to experts in the field would have been 

counterproductive. 

4.3 Data Collection 

A link to the online survey was distributed via email to 63 public libraries in 

Sweden asking them to participate. The email was written as a cover letter 

introducing the researcher and explaining the purpose of the study. The 

objective was to achieve a somewhat even geographical distribution by using 

the three regions—Götaland, Svealand, and Norrland—as a base. There were 

4908 full time equivalents at the public libraries in Sweden 2024. That 

included librarians, library assistants, managerial positions, specialists and 

other library personnel. Out of those 49.60 % worked in Götaland 36.52 % in 

Svealand and 13.88% in Norrland (Kungliga Biblioteket, 2025). Using 

INETMEDIA’s (2026) list of public libraries as a base, an equal proportion of 

libraries from each region were contacted. Which initially resulted in 25 public 

libraries in Götaland, 22 in Svealand, and 6 in Norrland. Libraries from a 

variation of smaller and larger cities were included. While the cover letter was 

sent to the main libraries, it encouraged the recipient to send it on to their area 

libraries as well. 
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Though, at the end of the day the selection depends on who responds. When 

scanning the results from the initial responses it became apparent that Götaland 

was overrepresented and Svealand and Norrland were underrepresented. There 

were also fewer responses from cities with less than 20 000 inhabitants than the 

other options. Therefore, another 10 libraries were contacted, four from 

Svealand and six from Norrland. The majority of the libraries contacted in the 

second round were located in cities with less than 20 000 inhabitants. In line 

with Bryman’s (2018, p.290) advice, a reminder to answer the survey was sent 

out to the libraries after two weeks. This resulted in a final sample of 110 

respondents. 

4.4 Analysis Method 

The results were exported to Excel. This was first done during the data 

collection phase to get an overview of the results, in order to assess whether 

there was a somewhat even geographical spread, as well as to begin coding the 

open-ended responses. When the survey was closed, all responses were 

exported to Excel again to compile the empirical data, and the remaining open-

ended responses were coded. 

The open-ended responses were coded and quantified by dividing them into 

categories and assigning a number to each category. A code scheme was 

created and when needed or deemed relevant, a definition or example was 

added for clarification. For this task, the coding was inductive, i.e. the themes 

were based on the answers from the respondents. Discerning suitable 

categories was a difficult and time-consuming iterative task, as the answers 

were diverse. The responses were reread and reviewed several times to ensure 

all relevant themes were covered, without having an abundance of categories. 

A category called “other” was added in most cases to encompass rare or 

difficult-to-categorise responses. Some of the answers fit into more than one 

category. Despite this a clear theme could still be discerned, within those 

answers. Thus, the choice was made to put them in the category that fit the 

best. 

Table 1 illustrates part of a coding scheme. Full coding schemes are included in 

the appendix. 

Table 1 

How have you used LLMs in your professional work? 
Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 
Code 

Have not helped 

users with questions 

related to LLMS 

They answered No” or “Not 

that I am aware of” to the 

previous question about 

whether they had helped 

library users with questions 
related to LLMs. 

 0 

Explain what they 

are 

Questions about what LLMs 

are and how they can be 

used. 

“Told them that it is a 

probability machine that 

calculates the next word using 

statistics and probability. 
Many are worried about what 
AI is and is capable of.” 

1 
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Show different 

functions 

Showing library users what 
LLMs can be used for and 
how, such as prompting. 

 2 

Discuss pros and 

cons 

Discussing the benefits as 

well as disadvantages with 

LLMs 

“Mostly about drawing 

attention to the fact that AI 

sometimes provides incorrect 
information.” 

3 

Organised digital 

activities 

Organised activities, such as 

digital workshops or IT help 

that AI an LLMs are a part 

of. 

“Many people, especially 
older people, are a little afraid 
of AI. I had an ongoing group 
that received IT help, where 
we always had an AI session 
at the end.” 

4 

 

The different professional roles were divided into the following categories: 

• librarian 

• library assistant 

• children's and youth librarian 

• pedagogical librarian 

• IT librarian 

• media librarian 

• accessibility librarian 

• coordinator 

• manager 

• other 

 

Note. Those without librarian in the title still worked with library users in some 

capacity. 

 

In response to the question about whether the workplaces had guidelines 

concerning the library’s knowledge-dissemination role in relation to AI and 

LLMs the below categories were identified. Some respondents simply 

answered that there were guidelines either on a regional level or in the library 

plan but did not define what guidelines. As a result, some categories are less 

precise than others. 

• no such guidelines exist 

• municipal policies 

• included in the library plan 

• under development 

• internal policies regarding handling of data 

• use of AI should be avoided or restrictive 

• use of AI is encouraged 

• other 

 
Regarding if the workplaces offered or were planning to offer training about AI 
and LLMs and if so what kind, the following categories could be discerned: 

• no training offered 

• self-directed learning 

• training provided at the regional or municipal level 
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• staff-led training for colleagues 

• introductory information on general concepts 

• online learning formats 

• theoretical education 

• practical education 

• combination of theoretical and practical education 

• not specified 

• other 

 

Note. Examples of theoretical education can be lectures and examples of 

practical education can be workshops and hands-on use of AI tools. 

The answers to how they had used LLMs in their professional lives were 

divided into below categories: 

• no use of LLMs in a professional capacity 

• reluctantly or unintentionally 

• as a way to learn more about LLMs 

• as a search engine 

• to generate material 

• to edit or process material 

• for both information searching and generating or processing of material 

• not specified 

 

Note. To use LLMs to edit or process material can mean a variation of things, 

such as editing or translating text, to get suggestions on how to improve 

materials, or prompts on how to proceed. 

 

The answers to how they had helped library users with questions related to 
LLMs were divided into the following categories: 

• have not helped users with questions related to LLMs 

• explain what they are 

• show different functions 

• discuss pros and cons 

• digital activities 

• AI and LLM activities 

• other 

 

Note. Digital activities can be workshops or IT help that AI and LLMs are a 

part of, whereas AI and LLM activities are activities specifically focused on AI 

and LLMs. 

 

The responses to what tools and support they had at the workplace to educate 

library users about AI and LLMs were divided into the categories below. 

Several of the responses fit into more than one category and in that case the 

one that was the best fit was chosen. 

• no such tools or support exist 

• not sure 
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• personnel are to keep updated and share their knowledge 

• tools and support provided at municipal level 

• books or printed material for library uses 

• online material for library personnel 

• hardware and software for library users 

• software for library personnel 

• educational/digital activities for library users 

• educational/digital activities for library personnel 

• department for digital support for both library users and library 

personnel 

• other 

 

Note. Educational/digital activities may include digital workshops or courses 

that deal with AI and LLMs, this could be in combination with digital and 

physical material. 

 

Finally, the responses regarding what tools and support they wanted at the 

workplace to educate library users about AI and LLMs were divided into the 

categories below. Again, a number of the responses fit into more than one 

category and in that case the one that was the best fit was chosen. 

• no tools or support needed or wanted 

• no further tools or support needed 

• not sure 

• clear guidelines for library personnel 

• a more critical approach 

• books or printed material for library users 

• online material for library users 

• hardware and software for library users 

• educational/digital activities for library users 

• educational/digital activities for library personnel 

• more time for library personnel to work with it 

• collaboration 

• other 

Once the coding was done the empirical data could be compiled and analysed. 

The responses were a mix of ordinal and nominal variables, which meant that 

the method had to be adapted accordingly. Ordinal variables are variables that 

can be ranked but the “the distance between categories is not necessarily equal, 

such as the size of the city they work in or Likert scales. Nominal variables 

cannot be ranked, such as which part of the country they live in or what their 

professional role is (Bryman, 2018, p.411-412). 

The analysis of the empirical data was done in different steps to answer the 

MRQ: “How do Swedish public library personnel assess their competence in 

AI technologies, particularly LLMs?” First, pivot tables were constructed in 

Excel to obtain an overview of the demographic factors. 

 

Next the third and main part of the survey was addressed. This part concerned 

the main research question as well as SRQ1: “How do Swedish public library 
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personnel assess their competence in assisting library users with AI- and 

especially LLM-related inquiries?” The six themes derived from Long and 

Magerko’s (2020) AI literacy framework served as analytical categories for 

interpreting respondents’ self-assessed competence. Each AI literacy theme 

was studied individually to see how the respondents perceived their 

competence in each area on a scale of 1-4 (disagree completely, partly agree, 

largely agree, or agree completely). Patterns in the data were identified, 

focusing on variation in perceived confidence and ability levels. These results 

were presented using stacked bar charts to effectively demonstrate the 

distribution between the Likert scale options. Integrated into this part were the 

results of SRQ2: “How do Swedish public library personnel perceive their 

conditions for working with AI technologies, particularly LLMs?” This meant 

looking more closely at their own experience of using LLMs and what 

guidelines, training, tools and support there were and how this related to the AI 

literacy themes. Additionally, the open-ended responses were studied to 

discern patterns or statements relating to the AI literacy themes. To visualise 

the results from this part bar charts and pie charts were used. According to 

Bryman (2018) bar charts and pie charts are a common method to clearly 

describe ordinal –and nominal variables (Bryman, p.411-412). Djurfeldt et al. 

(2018) argue that the downside with pie charts is that it can be difficult to 

estimate the difference in size between each alternative (Djurfeldt et al, p.47). 

Therefore, bar charts are used when there are many different response options. 

 

Bivariate analyses were conducted and contingency tables were created in 

Excel to answer SRQ3: “Is there a relationship between Swedish public library 

personnel’s perceived working conditions for using AI technologies, 

particularly LLMs, and their self-assessed competence in these technologies?” 

Cross-tabulations were performed between Likert-scale responses and the 

following variables: the presence of workplace guidelines concerning the 

library’s knowledge-dissemination role in relation to AI and LLMs; whether 

the workplace had offered or planned to offer AI-related training; whether 

respondents had used LLMs in their professional work; and whether 

respondents had access to tools and support for educating library users about 

AI and LLMs. 

 

Variables with more than three response categories were excluded or, when 

appropriate, merged into fewer categories to ensure sufficient observations 

within each category. For the question concerning whether the workplace had 

offered or planned to offer AI-related training, the response categories were 

merged into two groups: respondents whose workplace had offered or was 

currently offering training, and respondents whose workplace had not offered 

training yet to their knowledge. Similarly, responses to the question concerning 

whether respondents had access to tools or support for educating library users 

about AI and LLMs were divided into two categories: those who reported 

having access to tools or support, and those who reported not having access to 

such resources to their knowledge. 

 

According to Djurfeldt et al. (2018) the basic principle of cross-tabulation is to 

combine the frequency distributions of two categorical variables to see how 

many observations for values that occur at the same time. Fisher-Freeman-

Halton (FFH) exact tests were done to test if there was a statistical significance 
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to any possible patterns. The null hypothesis is the assumption that there is no 

effect or difference in a study, while the p-value indicates the probability that 

observed results are due to chance, given that it is true. A p-value below 0.05 

(5%) usually means that the null hypothesis is rejected in favour of an 

alternative hypothesis, which indicates statistical significance (Djurfeldt et al., 

2018, p. 183-191). 

Demographic factors were not included in the bivariate analyses. Because, in 

cases where the cell counts were high enough to perform FFH exact tests 

(region, city size, and age), no statistically significant correlations were found 

between demographic variables and AI competencies. 

The results were presented and analysed and then those findings were 

discussed in relation to the previous research presented in this essay, in an 

attempt to answer the research questions. First each sub-question was analysed 

individually then those results were combined to answer the main research 

question. 

4.6 Method Discussion 

Since it is such a new field mapping the general situation was of interest. 

Therefore, using a survey was deemed the best choice. The goal was to get as 

honest and unbiased answers as possible. Bryman (2018) speculates that a 

benefit with using a survey rather than interviews is that you can avoid that the 

answers might be skewed to fit a socially accepted norm. Meaning that when 

the interviewer is present, people are more inclined to want to say the proper 

thing. They may also want to avoid difficult or sensitive topics. Furthermore, 

the answers can vary depending on who the interviewer is and how they phrase 

the questions. The use of a survey therefore increased the chances of honest 

and unbiased answers. Surveys can also be adapted to the respondents' 

convenience, and they can answer it when it suits them (Bryman, p. 287-288). 

Another benefit of using surveys is that the respondents can be anonymous, 

which may mean that the answers are more honest. For instance, they may be 

less inclined to admit if they lack knowledge about AI and LLMs or criticise 

the amount of training or guidelines given by their employers if their answers 

were to be made public. 

 

All in all, 110 people answered the survey. A downside of it being an 
anonymous survey was that it was impossible to measure the response rate 

from each library, as it was not possible to see which libraries answered or how 

large percentage of the staff received the survey and therefore had the option to 
answer it or not. 

 

A flaw in the construction of the survey was discovered when exporting the 

data for the first half of the answers. The questions in part three of the survey 

were meant to be obligatory to answer, but that setting had not been activated. 

This was rectified upon discovery but still resulted in five respondents not 

answering all the questions and a total of 12 unanswered questions. Out of 

those respondents four missed one question each, which could indicate that it 

was by mistake. The fifth respondent omitted to answer eight questions in a 

row, which suggests that it may have been intentional. Despite this, the choice 

was made to keep those respondents in the empirical data, as they still 
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answered the majority of the questions and contributed to a balanced 

population. 

 

The sample contained respondents of various ages, with ≈ 25.45 % respondents 

between 18-34 years old, ≈ 48.18% between 35-50 years old and ≈ 26.36 % 

over 51 years old. The majority being between 35-50 mirrors the actual 

population. According to Statistiska centralbyrån (2023) ≈16.76 % of librarians 

and archivists in Sweden are between 18-34 years old, ≈ 46.01% are 35-49 

years old and ≈ 37.23% are 50-64 years old. Geographically ≈ 48.18 % of the 

respondents worked in Götaland, 40% in Svealand and ≈ 11.82% in Norrland. 

This aligns closely with how library workers are distributed across Sweden, 

which is ≈ 49.60 % in Götaland ≈ 36.52% in Svealand and ≈ 13.88% in 

Norrland (Kungliga Biblioteket, 2025). Though, the second round of emails to 

libraries in Svealand and Norrland did result in a slight overcorrection in 

favour of Svealand. Around 6.36% of the respondents worked in a 

metropolitan municipality (Stockholm, Gothenburg, or Malmö), ≈ 34.55% in a 

municipality belonging to a larger city (over 100,000 inhabitants), ≈ 44.55% in 

a municipality belonging to a medium-sized city (20,000–100,000 inhabitants) 

and ≈14.55% in a municipality belonging to a smaller city (fewer than 20,000 

inhabitants). There only being three metropolitan municipalities in Sweden, it 

made sense that fewer respondents worked there. Municipalities belonging to 

smaller cities, with fewer than 20,000 inhabitants were underrepresented but 

that may be because they have a smaller number of employees than libraries in 

bigger cities do. On average there is one full time librarian position on over 

2000 inhabitants, but this can vary a lot between municipalities (Kungliga 

biblioteket, 2024). A variation of professional roles at city as well as area 

libraries were represented. The majority of the respondents worked at city 

libraries. Since city libraries are bigger and require more staff, this was 

expected. Likewise, people with different lengths of work experience 

participated. Though, only one of the respondents had worked for less than a 

year in a public library. Overall, the sample broadly reflects the demographic 

and geographic distribution of Swedish public library personnel, although 

some minor deviations should be taken into account when interpreting the 

findings. 

4.6.1 Validity and Reliability 

The use of a survey-based design and the characteristics of the sample have 
implications for the study’s validity and reliability, particularly in terms of 

measurement accuracy and data consistency. 

 

Reliability examines how trustworthy the measurements of the study are. This 

can be done by examining how stable a measure is, according to Bryman 

(2018). To establish that there is correlation rather than coincidence the same 

thing should ideally be measured at least twice. If the results differ a lot 

between the two tests that means the answers are probably not reliable 

(Bryman, p.207). In this case there was not enough time to repeat the survey at 

a different time. Instead, previous research will be used to compare the results 

to. Additionally, further research on the subject will be suggested. 

 

Another way to measure reliability is through internal reliability. If several 
questions are added up to form a result the results can be skewed if they are not 
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related in the way the researcher assumes. There needs to be a correlation 

 between the variables in order for the results to be representative (Bryman, 

p.208). Several questions were used to measure each AI literacy-theme, which 

contributed to internal reliability. 

 

Validity concerns whether a study measures what it intends to measure 

(Bryman, 2018, p. 208–210). Since this study relies on self-assessment, one 

challenge is determining whether respondents’ answers accurately reflect their 

actual competence in AI and LLMs. For example, low self-assessments may 

reflect limited knowledge, but they may also be influenced by factors such as 

modesty or uncertainty. Nevertheless, the anonymous nature of the survey may 

have increased the likelihood of honest responses. 

Statistical validity was also considered during the analysis process. Chi2-tests 

were originally done to test statistical significance for correlations between 

working conditions and AI literacy. However, as many cells had an expected 

count lower than five that test was not reliable and instead FFH exact tests 

were conducted. 

 

Construct validity concerns the correlation between hypothesis and the terms 

that are measured. Some concepts may be hard to measure and therefore there 
needs to be evidence to support the interpretation. The survey questions are 

directly linked to a theoretical framework, which strengthens the study’s 

construct validity. 

 

External validity concerns whether the results from a study are generalisable 

outside of the context of the study itself (Bryman, 2018, p.74). Bryman (2018, 

p.244) claims that it is impossible to make proper generalisations from 

convenience sampling, as we do not know which population it is representative 

of. While it is possible to tell which part of the country a respondent works in or 

if the library they work at is located in a densely or sparsely populated area, it 

is impossible to ascertain with any certainty if all library personnel from the 

contacted libraries had the same chance of participating. Many different factors 

can affect this, such as workload, holidays, sick leave, internal communication 

or the email getting mistaken for spam mail. Furthermore, though it is possible 

to see how many respondents work in, for example, cities belonging to 

municipalities with more than 100 000 inhabitants, in Götaland. It is, however, 

impossible to say if they all work in the same city or different ones. Here 

anonymity comes at a price. Furthermore, calculating with 4908 full time 

equivalents at Swedish public libraries and a confidence interval of 95% 356 

answers would have been needed to generalise (Bryman, 2018, p.237). This 

limits the external validity of the study, as it is not possible to generalise the 

findings to the wider population of Swedish public library personnel with any 

certainty. Consequently, any generalisations made from the results or analysis 

thereof will only suggest patterns or tendencies and lay a foundation for further 

research. 

4.6.2 Ethical Considerations 

The Swedish Research Council (2024) claims in its guide Good Research 

Practice that research ethics is a balancing act between the involved parties and 
their agendas. The researcher wants to obtain new knowledge, yet the research 
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participants and those affected by the research are entitled to their integrity 

(The Swedish Research Council, p.12-13). 

 

Any participant must consent to partake and know what it is they are 

consenting to (The Swedish Research Council, p.63). The cover letter for this 

study informed the potential respondents that the survey was anonymous and 

that the collected responses would be processed and reported in a way that 

prevents individuals from being identified. They were also informed that the 

raw material and different versions of the processed material would be 

available during the writing process, but afterwards only the finished essay 

would be saved, and other material would be deleted. 

 

While a researcher cannot promise that no one outside the research group will 

ever have access to the material or information collected for the study, attempts 

can be made to anonymise the information by removing sensitive data from the 

accessible information (The Swedish Research Council, p.89). This can be 

done by removing personal information on completed questionnaires or, as in 

this case, by not including that information in the survey in the first place. 

Information that individually may not be traceable can in combination with for 

example information about profession, age, gender, annual income and home 

municipality make it possible to identify a person (The Swedish Research 

Council, 2024, p.67-68). Therefore, gender, income, cities and the names of the 

libraries were left out of the survey, which should make it difficult to identify a 

certain respondent. Though some factors such as age, position and if they 

worked at an urban or rural library were relevant for the study as it may affect 

their answers. 
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5. Results and Analysis 

In this section, the results of the empirical data are presented and analysed. 

First, the demographic factors are outlined to provide a picture of the sample 

population. The results are then divided into different categories based on the 

six themes of AI literacy derived from Long and Magerko’s (2020) AI literacy 

competencies. Those themes are: the ability to recognise AI, understanding the 

technology behind AI, understanding how AI uses the technology, the ability to 

be critical and identify AI’s strengths and weaknesses, ethics and AI, and 

possible future applications of AI. Findings from the part of the survey 

concerning guidelines, training, access to tools and support and experience 

working with LLMs have been integrated into these AI literacy themes. 

 

Crosstabulations and FFH exact tests were used to examine whether 

relationships existed between the perceived working conditions of public 

library employees and their assessed AI and LLM literacy. When contingency 

tables are used to show correlations the FFH exact tests had a result of P<0.05, 

which indicates a statistically significant association between the categorical 

variables. 

 

Pie charts, bar charts, stacked bar charts, and contingency tables are used 

depending on what was considered most suitable. Percentages were rounded to 
two decimal places, meaning that totals do not always add up to exactly 100%. 

5.1 Demographic factors 

The sample consisted of 110 respondents who each answered 36 questions 

(except for the five participants that did not answer all questions). The 

respondents had different roles at their libraries, worked in different parts of 

the country, in cities of various sizes and at both city libraries as well as area 

libraries. 

 

In instances where the cell counts were high enough to conduct FFH exact tests 
no statistically significant correlations between demographics and AI 

competencies were found. Therefore, the demographic data simply serve as a 

representation of the sample group. 

 

As shown in Figure 1, out of the 110 respondents 25.45% were between 18-34 

years old, 48.18% were between 35-50 years old and 26.36 % were over 51 

years old. This correlates quite well with the population. 
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Fig. 1 

 

Most of the respondents, 65.45%, worked at a city library, 14.55% at an area 

library and 20% worked at both. 

 

Fig. 2 

 
 

As evident in Figure 3 the majority worked in Götaland, followed by Svealand 

and then there was quite a drop to Norrland, the most sparsely populated region 

in Sweden. This correlates well with the distribution of library personnel in the 

country. 
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Fig. 3 

 

Figure 4 shows that only 6.35% of the respondents worked in a metropolitan 

municipality (Stockholm, Gothenburg, or Malmö), over twice as many 

(14.55%) worked in a municipality belonging to a smaller city with fewer than 

20,000 inhabitants. Whereas most (79.10%) worked in a municipality 

belonging to a larger city with over 100,000 inhabitants or a medium-sized city 

with 20,000–100,000 inhabitants. 

 

Fig. 4 

 

As illustrated in Figure 5, only one respondent (0.9%) had worked in a public 

library for less than one year. Whereas 17 respondents (15.45%) had up to 

three years of work experience and 38 respondents (34.55%) had worked in 

public libraries for 4–10 years. The largest group of 42 respondents (38.18%) 

had between 11 and 20 years of work experience, whereas only 12 respondents 

(10.90%) had more than 20 years of work experience in public libraries. 

In which region of Sweden is the library where you work 
located? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
   

How large is the municipality where the library is 
located? 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Metropolitan municipality  
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Fig. 5 

 

Figure 6 demonstrates that a variation of professional roles were represented, 

ranging from accessibility librarian to coordinator. General librarian 

constituted the biggest group of 45 respondents (40.90%) and accessibility 

librarian the smallest, with only 2 respondents (1.82%). The second smallest 

group were those that were rare or difficult to define and therefore referred to 

as “other” with three respondents (2.72%). In the middle there were 

pedagogical librarian (5.45%), media librarian (7.27%), manager (7.27%), 

library assistant (8.18%), IT librarian (8.18%) and coordinator (8.18%). 

 

Fig. 6 

 
 

5.2 AI Literacies 

This section is structured after the six AI literacy themes derived from Long 

and Magerko (2020) and presents the empirical data from the respondents’ 
self-assessed AI and LLM competence, ability to discuss related queries with 

library users as well as their perceived working conditions. 
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The coded categories were shortened and abbreviated to fit the charts. The 

questions about AI literacies were presented in the survey as statements that 
the respondents could answer on the following scale: disagree completely, 

partly agree, mostly agree or agree completely. However, they are referred 
to as questions when analysing the results. When quotes from the open-

ended questions are used, they have been translated from Swedish to 

English. 

The empirical data presented below shows that on the whole the respondents 

assessed their AI literacy as low, with just around half choosing the two highest 

agreement options in most cases. The respondents rated themselves the highest 

in Ethics and AI and the lowest when it came to possible future applications of 

AI. Crosstabulations and FFH exact tests found several cases of statistically 

significant associations between the respondents’ self-assessed AI and LLM 

competence and their perceived working conditions. 

5.2.1 The Ability to Recognise AI 

The first theme “The ability to Recognise AI” was assessed through the 

following questions: 

18. I feel confident explaining to library users what AI is. 

19. I feel confident explaining to library users what an LLM is. 

20. I can identify when a digital service is AI-driven. 

21. I feel confident explaining to library users the difference between text 

written by a human and text generated by an LLM. 

As visualised in Figure 7 in response to question 18, just over half of the 

respondents (51.85%) indicated that they “largely agree” or “completely agree” 

with the statement that they are confident explaining to a library user what AI 

is. For question 19 more respondents (21.82%) chose the option “disagree 

completely” and a mere 10% chose “completely agree”. Most of them 

(40.90%) chose “partly agree”. When answering question 20 about whether 

they were able to tell if a service is AI-driven just over 40% chose the top two 

options and one respondent did not answer the question. A greater proportion 

of respondents expressed confidence in explaining the difference between text 

written by a human and text generated by an LLM, with 58.18% selecting 
“largely agree” or “agree completely”.  
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Fig 7. 

 
 

Long and Magerko (2020) emphasise the importance of being able to 

understand what AI is and what sets AI apart from human intelligence. To do 

this one must understand how it works and what different kinds of AIs there are 

(for example LLMs). In the empirical material, respondents reported varying 

levels of confidence across these competencies, with lower confidence related 

to explaining LLMs compared to explaining AI in general. 

 

A correlation was found between the existence of tools and support at their 

workplace to educate library users about AI and LLMs and whether they felt 

confident explaining to library users what AI and LLMs are. When asked about 

access to tools and support, 36.36% responded that they had none that they 

were aware of, while 63.63% said that they did. 

As seen in Table 2 out of those that had some form of tools and support only 

2.86% said that they disagreed completely with the statement that they felt 

confident explaining to library users what AI is. The majority chose the options 

“largely agree” or “agree completely”. By contrast over four times as many 

(12.50%) of those that had no tools or support that they were aware of chose 

“disagree completely” and the majority (57.50%) of them chose “partly agree”. 

Table 2 

Existence of Tools and Support in Relation to Agreement with the Statement “I feel 
confident explaining to library users what AI is” 

Tools and 

Support 

Disagree 

completely 
Partly agree Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

There are tools 
and support 

2.86% 32.86% 50.00% 14.29% 

No tools or 

support to my 
knowledge 

12.50% 57.50% 17.50% 12.50% 

 

Table 3 shows that when asked if they felt confident explaining to library users 

what an LLM is only 17.14% of respondents that had tools and support 

answered “disagree completely” compared to 30% of those with no tools or 

support. Furthermore, 50.00% of those that said they had tools or support at 
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their place of work answered that they “largely agree” with the statement that 

they could explain LLMs to library users compared to 10.00% of those 

without. 

Table 3 

Existence of Tools and Support in Relation to Agreement with the Statement “I feel 

confident explaining to library users what an LLM is” 

Tools and 

Support 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly agree Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

There are tools 
and support 

17.14% 37.14% 50.00% 8.57% 

No tools or 
support to my 
knowledge 

30.00% 47.50% 10.00% 12.50% 

 

The empirical data show that the respondents with tools and support at their place of 

work regarding the AI and LLM knowledge-dissemination mission 

reported feeling more confident explaining what AI and LLMs are than those 

without. 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) suggest that although AI is increasingly embedded 

in technologies used by the public, people’s understanding of how it works 

remains limited. Knowing when and if you are interacting using an AI powered 

tool is not always easy to tell. Despite being unsure of what exactly LLMs are, 

a large majority (74.54%) answered that they had used LLMs in a professional 

capacity. As seen in Figure 8 only 25.44% responded that they had not, to their 

knowledge, used LLMs for their work. 

Fig. 8 

 

Crosstabulations and FFH exact tests found no statistically significant 

correlation between the use of LLMs and the ability to explain what an LLM 

is. 

 

However, a factor that turned out to be relevant for their understanding of LLMs 

was the existence of guidelines regarding that topic at their place of work. Figure 9 

shows that only 16.36% were aware of any guidelines concerning AI and LLMs. 

Have you used LLMs in your professional work? 
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The majority either did not have any guidelines or were not aware of any. 

 

Fig. 9 

 

As seen in Table 4 crosstabulations show that those respondents that had 

guidelines at their workplace regarding the AI and LLM knowledge-

dissemination mission more frequently selected the higher agreement options 

for confidence in explaining to a library user what an LLM is. No respondents 

with guidelines selected the option “disagree completely” and over half 

(55.55%) chose “largely agree” or “agree completely”. In contrast, out of the 

respondents that had no guidelines 21.43% disagreed completely and less than 

half (42.8%) chose “largely agree” or “agree completely”. However, the group 

that reported the least confidence on the matter was those that were not aware 

of any guidelines with 30% choosing “disagree completely” and 44% “partly 

agree”. 

 
Table 4 

Existence of Guidelines in Relation to Agreement with the Statement “I feel confident 

explaining to library users what an LLM is” 

Existence of 
Guidelines 

Disagree 
completely 

Partly agree Largely 
agree 

Agree 
Completely 

Yes 0% 44.44% 44.44% 11.11% 

No 21.43% 35.71% 33.33% 9.52% 

Not that I am 
aware of 

30% 44% 16% 10% 

 

The empirical data indicate that the respondents who worked at places that had 

some sort of guidelines concerning the library’s knowledge-dissemination role 

regarding Artificial Intelligence (AI) and LLMs were more confident in their 

AI literacy when it came to identifying LLMs than those without. 

 

Though, as illustrated in Figure 10 the existing guidelines varied. Some 

respondents said the municipality had general guidelines that applied to them 

too, others said that it was part of the library plan. Some said they had 

guidelines dealing with handling of data and AI and others answered that there 

were guidelines regarding whether AI should be used or not. At times the 

guidelines opposed each other. For instance, some respondents were 

Are there any guidelines at your workplace concerning 
the library’s knowledge-dissemination role regarding 

AI and LLMs? 
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encouraged to use AI in their professional work: “We are encouraged to use 

AI, both in terms of information work and internally.”1 Others were told to 

avoid using it or to use it restrictively: “As far as I know we are not to purchase 

books with AI generated text/images. And we are not to use AI generated 

images in our marketing.”2 

 

Fig. 10 

5.2.2 Understanding the Technology Behind AI 

The second theme “Understanding the technology behind AI” was measured 

through the following questions: 

22. I have a basic understanding of how LLMs are built. 

23. I am aware of the role humans play in the development and governance of 

LLMs. 

24. I have a basic understanding of how LLMs choose which word should 

come next in a text. 

 

As seen in Figure 11 less than half of the respondents answered positively to 

the question if they had a basic understanding of how LLMS are built. The 

results showed that 47.26% chose the options “largely agree” or “agree 

completely”. For question 24 about how LLMs choose which word should 

come next in a text just under 40% chose “largely agree” or “agree 

completely”. The respondents were somewhat more confident when it came to 

question 23 about humans’ role in developing and governing LLMs. Here, just 

over half (50.9%) chose the top two options. 
 

 

 

 

1 Original quote: “Vi uppmuntras att använda AI, både när det gäller informationsarbetet och 

internt.” 
2 Original quote: “Vad jag vet så har vi att vi inte köpa in böcker med AI genererad text/bild. Och att 
vi inte ska använda AI genererade bilder i vår marknadsföring.” 
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Fig. 11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) argue that although not everyone needs an expert 

understanding of how AI works, a basic understanding is essential. The 

empirical data show that the majority of the respondents answered that they did 

not have a basic understanding of how LLMs are built or how they chose the 

word that should come next. Just over a half felt that they had a basic 

understanding of what role humans play in the development and governance of 

LLMs. 

Nevertheless, as demonstrated in Figure 12, the majority of the respondents 

(71.82%) said that they had some form of training about AI and LLMs. Either 

in the past, ongoing or planned for the future. 

 

Fig. 12 

 
 

When asked what sort of training there was (in the case they had any) the 

answers were scattered, as visualised in Figure 13. From the 110 respondents 
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13 respondents (11.82%) answered that they had only received some education 

about the general concepts. An online learning platform for librarians called 

Digiteket was a reoccurring source of material, according to the open answers. 

 

Several respondents mentioned learning by-doing as the best approach to 

learning about AI and LLMs in their open-ended answers. However, 10 

respondents (9.09%) had only had theoretical education, such as lectures or 

reading material and only 25 respondents (22.73%) said they had been offered 

training that involved a practical aspect with testing and using AI tools. This 

can be illustrated with this quote from the open-ended answers: “So far, we 

have only received praised lectures.”3 

The education was not always provided directly by the employer. Instead, 14 

respondents (12.73%) answered that they had gotten the training from either 

regional level, their colleagues or that it was their own responsibility to keep 

updated. As one respondent phrased it: 

The workplace encourages us to monitor the world around us after courses or 

participate in, for example, Internet Days to learn more about AI, among other 

things. It is not a requirement, but those who are interested are encouraged to 

learn more. Those who do not want to educate themselves in AI do not have 

to.4 

 

 

Fig. 13 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) stress the importance of recognising the human role 

in designing and shaping AI systems. Similarly, Oladokun et al. (2024) argue 

that the increasing human–machine interaction in the 5IR requires information 
professionals, such as librarians, to continuously adapt and develop their skills. 

 

3 Original quote: ”Än så länge har vi bara fått hyllande föreläsningar.” 
4 Original quote: ”Arbetsplatsen uppmuntrar att vi omvärldsbevakar efter kurser eller deltar i 

exempelvis Internetdagarna för att lära oss mer om bland annat AI. Det är inget krav men de 

som är intresserade uppmuntras lära sig mer. De som inte vill utbilda sig inom AI behöver 

inte.” 
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Despite the fact that the majority (71.82%) stated that they had received or 

were about to receive training in AI and LLMs, fewer respondents selected the 

higher agreement options regarding their understanding of the technology 

behind them. 

 

The results can also be analysed in relation to the answers to the questions 

“What tools and support exist at your workplace to educate library users about 

AI and LLMs?” and “What tools and support for educating library users about 

AI and LLMs would you like to have?”. The questions had two layers. What 

tools and support there were for the library users to learn about AI and LLMs 

and what tools and support there were for the personnel to be able to educate 

the library users about these questions. As seen in Figure 14, when asked what 

tools and support there were the answers focused mainly on what there were to 

help the library users. However, as illustrated in Figure 15, when asked what 

they wanted focus shifted to what tools and support they wanted for 

themselves. 

Fig. 14 

 

 

Fig. 15 
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A pattern could be discerned between having used LLMs in a professional 

capacity and having a basic understanding of how LLMs are built. Out of those 

that had used LLMs for work 15.85% agreed completely with the statement 

that they had a basic understanding of how LLMs are built. In contrast to those 

that had not used LLMs where no one chose “agree completely”. Furthermore, 

only 13.41% of those that had used LLMs for work disagreed completely with 

the statement that they had a basic understanding of how LLMs are built 

compared to 23.08% of those that had not used LLMs for work. 

Table 5 

Use of LLMs in a Professional Capacity in in Relation to Agreement with the 

Statement “I have a basic understanding of how LLMs are built” 

Have used 

LLMs for 
Work 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly agree Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

Yes 13.41% 34.15% 36.59% 15.85% 

No 23.08% 42.31% 34.62% 0.00% 

Not that I am 
aware of 100% 0% 0% 0% 

As only two respondents (1.81%) answered that they were not aware that they 

had used LLMs in their work, that data is too small to discern any pattern from. 

However, the difference between those that had used LLMs for work and those 

that had not indicates that those that had used LLMs for work had a deeper 

understanding of how they are built. 

There was also a correlation between usage of LLMs in a professional capacity 

and being aware of the role humans play in the development and governance of 

LLMs. With over a fifth (20.73%) of those that had used LLMs for works 

choosing “agree completely” compared to none of those that had not. 

Table 6 

Use of LLMs in a Professional Capacity in in Relation to Agreement with the 

Statement “I am aware of the role humans play in the development and governance of 

LLMs” 

Have used 

LLMs for 

work 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly agree Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

Yes 10.98% 32.93% 34.15% 20.73% 

No 15.38% 42.31% 42.31% 0% 

Not that I am 

aware of 

100% 0% 0% 0% 

5.2.3 Understanding How AI Uses the Technology 

The third theme, “Understanding how AI uses the technology,” was explored 
through the questions that follows: 

 

25. I have reflected on what material LLMs are trained on. 

26. I have reflected on how the material that LLMs are trained on affects the 
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responses they generate. 

27. I feel confident explaining to library users how LLMs generate content. 

Figure 16 shows that almost two thirds (63.63%) “agreed completely” or 

“agreed largely” that they had reflected on what material LLMs are trained on. 

Moreover, just over two thirds (68.17%) agreed largely or completely with the 

statement that they had reflected on how training data affect the responses 

LLMs generate. However, only 36.36% of respondents felt sufficiently 

confident explaining to a library user how LLMs generate content to select the 

options “largely agree” or “agree completely”. 

 

Fig. 16 

 
 

Long and Magerko (2020) believe that it is essential to be able to recognise 

when and how personal data is used to train machine learning. Furthermore, 

KIB (2026) points out that the results presented by an LLM can differ 

depending on the data it has been trained on and that LLMs can reproduce 

factual errors, stereotypes, and bias. From the empirical data it becomes 

evident that most of the respondents had reflected on how AI uses the 

technology. Yet, despite this they were not as confident explaining how it 

works to a library user. 

 

The most common way to use LLMs in a professional role was to generate 

and/or edit material, with over half of the respondents (57.27%) using it for one 

of those purposes. 
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Fig. 17 

 

This shows that while they may have been uncomfortable explaining how 

LLMs generate material many used it for that very purpose. One respondent 

answered that they had used LLMs for a variety of tasks: “Generate 

summaries, translate text, generate images and sketches. Help with structuring 

and sorting information. Write reports and strategic documents, primarily 

through Notebook-LM. Program and configure Linux installations. Edit Excel 

templates.”5 Another answered that they primarily used it to edit and process 

material: “I use it to summarise texts, to edit complicated texts into easy 

Swedish and into plain language. I use it for help when making posters if there 

are functions I need to use that I am not familiar with.”6 One used it to create 

material for library users: “Develop questions for book circles about a specific 

book, etc.”7 

 

When asked which LLM/LLMs they had used in their work the respondents 

were presented with the following options: The AI-generated summary at the 

top of a Google search, ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, Gemini, Poe, Llama, 

PaLM, Claude, and Other. From the given options no one answered that they 

used Poe or PaLM, so they are not included in Figure 18 below. When asked if 

they used any other LLMs the following were mentioned. Intric, Perplexity, 

LM Google Notebook, RISE, Midjourney, Weka, Deepseek, Svea, Canva, 

Firefly, Grok, Suno, Whisper, DALL-E, and Leonardo AI. However, those that 

were only mentioned once have too been removed from the chart in Figure 18. 
 

 

 

 

5 Original Quote: ”Generera sammanfattningar, översätta text, generera bilder och skisser. 

Hjälp med att strukturera upp och sortera information. Skriva rapporter och strategiska 

dokument, framför allt genom Notebook-LM. Programmera och konfigurera linux-

installationer. Redigera Excel-mallar.” 
6 Original Qoute: ”Jag använder det för att sammanfatta texter, för att redigera komplicerade 

texter till lätt svenska och till klarspråk. Jag tar hjälp när jag gör affischer om det är funktioner 

jag behöver använda som jag inte känner till.” 
7 Original quote: ”Ta fram frågor till bokcirkel om en specifik bok. mm.
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The most popular LLM used was ChatGPT. Second most popular were 

Microsoft Copilot and the AI summary at the top of google search. Gemini was 

on third place. 

 

Fig. 18 

 

A correlation was observed between respondents using LLMs in their work and 

reflecting on how the training material behind LLMs affects the responses they 

generate. As seen in Table 7, respondents who had used LLMs in their work 

appeared to reflect on this issue to a greater extent. Among those who had used 

LLMs professionally 3.66 % selected “disagree completely” and 39.09% 

selected “agree completely”. In comparison, among those who had not used 

LLMs for work, 15.38% selected “disagree completely” and 34.62% selected 

“agree completely”. Only two respondents answered that they were unsure 

whether they had used LLMs professionally, making that group too small to 

draw any conclusions from. 

Table 7 

Use of LLMs in a Professional Capacity in Relation to Agreement with the Statement 

“I have reflected on how the material that LLMs are trained on affects the responses 

they generate” 

Have used 
LLMs for 
work 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly agree Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

Yes 3.66% 28.05% 29.27% 39.02% 

No 15.38% 11.54% 38.46% 34.62% 

Not that I am 

aware of 

50% 50% 0% 0% 

 

Additionally, a correlation was observed between having received training 

about AI and LLMs and having reflected on what material LLMs are trained 

on. Table 8 shows that those that had received training on the subject were 

more likely to reflect on what material LLMs are trained on. Even though, 

slightly more of those without training chose “agree completely” the overall 

result showed that 35.21% of those who had had training chose “largely agree” 

compared to 12.81% of those without training. Additionally, only 5.63% of 
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those who had received training chose “disagree completely” compared to 

20.15% of those without. 

Table 8 

Having Received Training About AI and LLMs in Relation to Agreement with the 

Statement “I have reflected on what material LLMs are trained on” 

Have received 
Training 

Disagree 
Completely 

Partly agree Largely 
Agree 

Agree 
Completely 

Yes 5.63% 23.94% 35.21% 35.21% 

No or not yet 20.51% 28.21% 12.82% 38.46% 

In addition to using LLMs themselves the respondents were also met with 

questions regarding LLMs from library users. As illustrated in Figure 19 over a 

third (38,18%) had helped library users with questions related to LLMs. 

Fig. 19 

 

Figure 20 shows that the most common queries from library users regarding 

LLMs had to do with how AI uses the technology, as a number of library users 

asked about how LLMs works and what functions they have. In the open-ended 

answers one respondent said common queries regarded: “What it is. Which 

models there are. How to think about what information to feed them with. 

etc.”8 Another said that they had to learn about it to meet the needs of the 

users: “We do the best we can, as we constantly get questions about this, I've 

picked up quite a bit over time. I really don't feel like an expert!”9 The 

empirical material also showed that, in some cases, the library offered digital 

activities (such as IT cafés, workshops etc.) where participants could ask about 

LLMs if they wanted. In other cases, digital activities specifically focused on 

AI and LLMs were offered. 
 

 

 

 

8 Original quote: ”Vad det är. Vilka som finns. Hur man ska tänka kring vad för information 
man matar dem med. mm.” 
9 Original quote: ”Vi gör så gott vi kan, eftersom vi ständigt får frågor kring detta har jag väl 

snappat upp en del över tid. Känner mig verkligen inte som någon expert!” 

Have you helped library users with questions 
related to LLMs? 
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Fig. 20 

 

5.2.4 The Ability to be Critical and Identify AI’s Strengths and 
Weaknesses 

The fourth theme “The Ability to be Critical and Identify AI’s Strengths and 

Weaknesses” was addressed through the following questions: 

28. I can determine when an LLM is an appropriate tool for solving a task and 

when other tools, such as catalogues or databases, should be used instead. 

29. I feel confident explaining to library users the possible advantages and 

disadvantages of using an LLM. 

30. I feel confident explaining to library users why LLMs do not “understand” 

information in the same way humans do, and what that means. 

The results of all three questions are rather similar, as illustrated in Figure 21. 

Between 12.73 – 14.55% chose “disagree completely” and between 33.64 - 

36.37% chose the option “partly agree”. For all three questions around half 

chose “largely agree” or “partly agree”, the main difference being that only 

13.64% chose “agree completely” in response to if they felt confident 

explaining to library users the possible advantages and disadvantages of using 

an LLM. Compared to the 21.82% that chose “agree completely” when asked if 

they felt confident to determine when an LLM is an appropriate tool for 

solving a task or explaining why LLMs do not process information like humans 

do and the implications of that. One respondent neglected to answer the first 

two questions in this theme and two respondents did not answer the last 

question. 
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Fig. 21 

 

 

According to Long and Magerko (2020) being able to tell AI’s strengths & 

weaknesses, refers to the ability to recognise both the benefits and limitations 

of AI and to determine when its use is appropriate. Critically interpreting data, 

concerns understanding that data does not speak for itself but always requires 

interpretation. Because AI systems are trained on data, their outputs also 

require a critical approach, Long and Magerko explain. The empirical data 

from this study show that around half of the respondents selected the two 

higher agreement options for statements corresponding to these criteria. 

These results can be seen in relation to their use of LLMs in a professional 

capacity. Whereas most used LLMs to create or edit material, some 

respondents (3.64%) only used them reluctantly or unintentionally and nearly a 

quarter (24.55%) did not use LLMS at all in their work tasks. One aspect that 

was brought up in the open-ended answers was the environmental impact and 

that they used it restrictively because of that. One respondent answered that 

they mainly used it for educational purposes: “Mostly to learn. I am restrictive 

as there also is a negative environmental impact.”10 Another answered: “I try to 

use AI as little as possible from an environmental point of view”.11 One 

respondent said that while they did use LLMs occasionally they tried to not use 

them more than needed: “But I rarely choose to use it unnecessarily as it feels 

difficult to defend casual use because of how it affects the climate, the 

economy, the world and my own brain.”12 

This critical approach could also be seen when discussing what tools and 

support they wanted. Some participants emphasised the importance of adopting 

a more critical perspective on AI and LLMs. As one respondent reflected: 

 

10 Original qoute: ”Mest för att lära mig. Är restriktiv då det också är en negativ 

miljöpåverkan.” 
11 Original quote: ”Jag försöker att använda AI så lite som möjligt ur miljösynpunkt.” 
12 Original quote: ”Men jag väljer sällan att använda det i onödan då det känns svårt att 

försvara lättvindigt användande på grund av hur det påverkar klimatet, ekonomin, världen och 

min egen hjärna.” 

12.73% 14.55% 12.73%
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Perhaps ideally, training courses with a focus on pitfalls and weaknesses 

around these. I see a tendency that young users in particular rely too heavily 

on AI. However, I am unsure whether that target group is inclined to utilise 

the support that the library offers. 13 

Another respondent wanted more discussions about the effects of using AI: 

“Lectures and seminars that concretely connect AI/LLM to the operations and 

conditions of libraries. Both practical use but also its impact on society, 
learning, reading, democracy, etc”.14 The environmental effect was also 

brought up again “I think it's unreasonable that AI is being pushed like this in 

the business when it's not in line with environmental policies.”15 One 

respondent went as far as comparing AI to the emperor’s new clothes: 

“CRITICAL STANCE, everything is so insanely glossy with AI, but AI is crap 

and it would be refreshing if someone, sometime, said that the emperor has no 

clothes. :D.”16 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) argue that understanding AI’s capacity to perform 

different tasks enables people to better assess both when AI should be used and 

when its outputs can be trusted. A correlation was observed between 

respondents using LLMs in their work and them being able to determine when 

an LLM is an appropriate tool for solving a task and when other tools, such as 

catalogues or databases, should be used instead. With 57.32% of those that had 

used LLMs for work choosing the top two options compared to 30.77% of 

those that had not used LLMs for work. 

Table 9 

Use of LLMs in a Professional Capacity in Relation to Agreement with the Statement 

“I can determine when an LLM is an appropriate tool for solving a task and when 

other tools, such as catalogues or databases, should be used instead“ 

Have used 

LLMs for 

work 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly agree Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

Yes 7.32% 35.37% 31.71% 25.61% 

No 23.08% 42.31% 19.23% 11.54% 

Not that I am 

aware of 

100% 0% 0% 0% 

 

Another factor that seemed to come into play regarding the knowledge of when 

it is appropriate to use LLMs was if they had received training about AI and 

LLMs or not. Table 10 shows that those with training on the subject were 

somewhat more confident. Among respondents who had received training, 

53.52% selected one of the two highest agreement options, compared to 

43.59% of respondents who had not received training. Although a higher 
 

13 Original quote: ”Kanske allra helst utbildningar med fokus på fallgropar och svagheter kring 

dessa. Ser en tendens att framförallt unga användare i för hög grad förlitar sig på AI. Är dock 

osäker på om den målgruppen är benägen att utnyttja stöd som biblioteket erbjuder.” 
14 Original quote: ”Föreläsningar och seminarier som konkret kopplar AI/LLM till bibliotekens 

verksamhet och villkor. Både praktiskt användande men också dess inverkan på samhället, 

lärande, läsning, demokrati, osv osv.” 
15 Original quote: ”jag tycker det är orimligt att AI pushas så i verksamheten då det inte går i 

linje med miljöpolicys.” 
16 Original quote: ”KRITISKT HÅLLNING, allt är så sjukt glättigt med AI men AI är skit och 
det vore uppfriskande om någon någon gång sa att kejsaren är naken. :D” 
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proportion of respondents without training selected “agree completely,” 

respondents with training were more than twice as likely to select “largely 

agree” (35.21% compared to 15.38%). Furthermore, respondents without 

training were more likely to select “disagree completely” than those who had 

received training. One person neglected to answer the question which may 

affect the results. 

Table 10 

Having Received Training About AI and LLMs in Relation to Agreement with the 

Statement “I can determine when an LLM is an appropriate tool for solving a task and 

when other tools, such as catalogues or databases, should be used instead“ 

Have 
received 
training 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly 

agree 

Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

No 

answer 

Yes 8.45% 38.03% 35.21% 18.31% 0.00% 

No or not 
yet 20.51% 33.33% 15.38% 28.21% 2.56% 

 

Similarly, having received training affected their confidence in explaining to 

library users why LLMs do not “understand” information in the same way 

humans do, and what that means. Out of those that had received training only 

7.04% respondents chose the option “disagree completely” in contrast to 

23.08% of those that had not received any training to date. 

Table 11 

Having Received Training About AI and LLMs in Relation to Agreement with the 

Statement “I feel confident explaining to library users why LLMs do not “understand” 

information in the same way humans do, and what that means” 

Have 

received 
training 

Disagree 

completely 

Partly 

agree 

Largely 

agree 

Agree 

completely 

No 

answer 

Yes 7.04% 40.85% 30.99% 21.13% 0.00% 

No or not 
yet 23,08% 28.21% 20.51% 23,08% 5,13% 

5.2.5 Ethics and AI 

The fifth theme “Ethics and AI” was assessed through the following questions: 

31. I have reflected on ethical issues related to LLMs, such as misinformation, 
bias, transparency, and accountability. 

32. I understand how the use of LLMs can affect how information is produced 

and distributed in society, for example by generating articles, blog posts, or 

research summaries. 

33. I feel confident discussing possible stereotypes or lack of representation in 

text generated by LLMs, with library users. 

 

As seen in Figure 22 the respondents rated themselves higher in this AI literacy 

than previous ones. For question 31 about whether they had reflected on ethical 

issues related to LLMs almost half of the 110 respondent (48.18%) selected the 

option “agree completely”, 36.36% opted for “largely agree” and only 1.82% 

chose “disagree completely”. Regarding question 32, and their understanding 
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of how the use of LLMs can affect how information is produced and 

distributed, 67.27% selected “agree completely” or “largely agree” and only 

3.64% selected “disagree completely”. They reported being somewhat less 

confident concerning the final question about discussing possible stereotypes 

or lack of representation in text generated by LLMs. Here just over half 

(55.46%) opted for the top two options and 9.09% chose “disagree 

completely”. It should be noted that one respondent neglected to answer 

question 31 and 33 and two respondents left out question 32. 

Fig. 22 

 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) explain that ethics in relation to AI is about being 

able understand and discuss ethical issues surrounding AI, for example, privacy 

issues or misinformation. They argue that this is an area that is especially 

important for people to be aware of. The results show that the respondents 

assessed their abilities in this area highly. 

That AI can spread misinformation is a common ethical concern and the lack 

of transparency in AI algorithms increases this issue, according to Long and 

Magerko (2020). The respondents assed their competence especially high for 

question 31 about reflecting on ethical issues to do with misinformation, bias, 

transparency, and accountability. This question can also be tied to the more 

traditional information mission of public libraries. As one respondent pointed 

out when asked about their guidelines: “It is also part of the library act that 

public libraries must work to increase knowledge about MIK.”17 Another 

respondent described the overarching municipal guidelines as concerning: 
“everything from obligatory courses, source criticism and plagiarism etc.” 18 

This theme could also be seen in the responses to the question about what tools 

and support they wanted to educate library users about AI and LLMs. One 

respondent wanted: “something that can show better alternatives from different 

 

17 Original quote: ”Det ingår även i bibliotekslagen att folkbibliotek ska verka för att öka 

kunskapen om MIK.” 
18 Original quote: “allt från obligatoriska utbildningar, källkritik och plagiat mm.” 
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perspectives; economic, moral, political, etc.”19 Another reflected on the need 

for tools to help deal with the effect of LLM usage on society: “research 

support for how having that access affects us humans.”20 

 

Though, not everyone wanted any tools or support on the matter. Of the 110 

respondents 31 (28.18%) replied that they did not want any tools or support to 

help educate library users about AI and LLMs. One respondent argued that: “I 

don't think it’s a given that that's the role of libraries. It's not a tool for 

information retrieval or knowledge acquisition.”21 

 

Others (4.55%) said they wanted clear guidelines from their employer on the 

subject. As one respondent put it: 

It would be good to have clearer guidelines for what libraries should actually 

do in this matter. Right now, things are quite fluid with slightly different 

proposals from different actors, e.g. the proposal from the AI Commission on 

the role of libraries, which has not yet received any clarity.22 

 

FFH exact tests found no correlations between the theme of ethics and AI 

literacy and the variables of guidelines, training, professional use of LLMs, or 

tools and support. 

5.2.6 Possible Future AI Applications 

The sixth and final theme “Future AI applications” was assessed through the 

following questions: 

34. I feel prepared to discuss with library users how LLMs may affect the 

labour market, for example by changing certain tasks or professional roles. 

35. I feel prepared to discuss with library users how LLMs may affect 
education and learning, for example by changing how students search for, use, 

and interpret information. 

36. I have reflected on how LLMs may affect library work and services in the 

future. 

The empirical data presented in Figure 23 show that the respondents rated 

themselves lower in this AI literacy than any of the others. The most frequently 

selected response was “partly agree”, chosen by 35.45 - 40% of respondents, 

followed by “largely agree”, selected by 25.45 - 31.82%. Compared to the 

other themes, this area also had a relatively higher proportion of “disagree 

completely” responses. Question 34, in particular, which concerned 

preparedness to discuss how LLMs may affect the labour market, had 23.64% 

selecting “disagree completely”. This is the highest level of uncertainty 

reported across all 19 assessed LLM competence questions. In contrast, 

 

19 Original quote: ”något som kan visa på bättre alternativ sett ur olika perspektiv; ekonomiskt, 

moraliskt, politiskt osv.” 
20 Original quote: ”forskningsstöd för hur det påverkar oss människor att ha den tillgången” 
21 Original quote: ”tycker inte att det självklart är bibliotekens roll. Det är inte ett verktyg för 

informationssökning eller kunskapsinhämtning.” 
22 Original quote: ”Det vore bra med tydligare riktlinjer för vad biblioteken egentligen ska göra 

i frågan. Just nu är det ganska flytande med lite olika förslag från olika håll, ex. förslaget från 

AI-kommissionen om bibliotekens roll som ännu inte kommit några klartecken kring.” 
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respondents showed greater certainty in regard to question 36, where 18.18% 

selected “agree completely”. For questions 24 and 35, one respondent did not 

provide an answer. 

Fig. 23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Long and Magerko (2020) emphasise the importance of being able to discuss 

future applications of AI and what effects it may have on the world and IFLA 

(2020) believes that public libraries should aid their users in adapting to 

possible changes in the job market caused by AI. Yet, this was the question the 

respondents reported feeling the least confident discussing. The respondents 

rated themselves higher in their ability to reflect on how AI may affect future 

library work and services, as well as education and training, than on its impact 

on the general labour market. 

 

There were no correlations found between the theme of future AI literacy and 

the variables of guidelines, training, professional use of LLMs, or available 

tools and support. Furthermore, none of the answers to the open-ended 

questions mentioned guidelines, training or tools and support relating to future 

applications of AI and LLMs. 
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6. Discussion 

In this section the findings are discussed and analysed in an attempt to answer 

the research questions. The discussion is based on the previous research 

presented in this essay. 

 

The respondents of the survey belonged to different demographic groups, and 

the sample is rather similar to that of the chosen population. It is, however, 

important to note that the sample is too small to generalise to the wider 

population. Additionally, using a convenience sample means that the findings 

cannot be generalised, as we cannot say for sure which population it is 

representative of (Bryman, 2018). Hence, the results discussed and any 

conclusions drawn based on them only sugg00st patterns or tendencies seen in 

the sample group. It also serves as a basis for the further research suggested. 

6.1 How do Swedish public library personnel 
assess their competence in assisting library 
users with AI- and especially LLM-related 
inquiries? (SRQ1) 

This section attempts to answer SRQ1: “How do Swedish public library 

personnel assess their competence in assisting library users with AI- and 
especially LLM-related inquiries?”. This is done by examining the results to 

the questions concerning those aspects in relation to previous research. 

Although research shows the importance of librarians taking the lead in this 

new technological era, dominated by AI, the results suggest that there is a lack 

of confidence among librarians in doing so. Over a third of the respondents had 

helped users with queries specifically related to LLMs. Yet almost two thirds 

had answered that they were not comfortable explaining to library users what 

an LLM is. In response to the question whether they were comfortable 

explaining what AI is only just over half of the respondents answered that they 

“largely agree” or “completely agree”. They felt somewhat more confident 

explaining the difference between text written by a human and text generated 

by an LLM, with nearly 60% selecting “largely agree” or “agree completely”. 

The majority of the respondents had reflected on what material LLMs are 

trained on and how it affects the material they generate. However, they did not 

feel particularly confident explaining to library users how LLMs generate 

content, with only slightly more than a third of respondents selecting the 

options “largely agree” or “agree completely”. This strengthens Oladokun et 

al.’s (2024) theory that keeping up with the 5IR creates a challenge for 

information professionals. In an era with a focus on interactions between 

humans and machines understanding how LLMs “interact” is essential. 

Oladokun et al. further argue that following the trends is not enough, but 

information professionals need to assimilate them. In part it could be argued 

that the respondents fulfilled this criterion as the majority (74.54%) had used 

LLMs themselves in their professional work for an assortment of purposes. The 

respondents had used a variety of LLMs, ranging from ChatGPT and 



56  

workplace-specific tools to more specialised models. Having experience using 

different kinds of LLMs may prepare library personnel to meet the public’s 

needs. Melonis (2025) observed that the students that were the target group for 

her study mainly based their experience of AI on their interaction with 

ChatGPT and similar LLMs and struggled distinguishing them from the library 

centric tools used in her study. Despite the respondents having experience 

using LLMs the still results suggest that the respondents’ AI literacies, 

regarding recognising what is AI and how it uses the technology could be 

improved upon. Especially as the most common queries from library users 

regarding LLMs had to do with how LLMs works and what functions they 

have. 

Around half of the respondents selected the options “largely agree” or “partly 

agree” to the questions concerning if they felt confident explaining to library 

users the possible advantages and disadvantages of using an LLM and why 

LLMs do not “understand” information in the same way humans do, and what 

that means. Though, only 13.64% chose “agree completely” in response to if 

they felt confident explaining to library users the pros and cons of using LLMs 

in comparison to the 21.82% that chose that option when asked if they felt 

confident explaining why LLMs do not understand information in the same 

way humans do. Wang and Si (2024) emphasise a critical approach in their 

description of digital literacy. They claim that the ability to understand and be 

able to use digital information is not enough, it is also about being able to 

navigate and evaluate it. In the open-ended responses, a critical approach to 

LLMs was shown with several of the respondents mentioning the need of a 

more critical stance to the use of LLMs and the negative effects they have on 

the environment and society. 

 

Ayinde et al. (2025) claim that in the 5IR, librarians’ roles have changed from 

custodians of knowledge to intermediaries between sophisticated technology 

and users. As a result, information professionals are expected to support AI 

literacy, safeguard data privacy, and address ethical issues such as algorithmic 

bias and transparency. This aligns with Ylipulli and Luusua’s (2019) belief that 

through public education and access to new technologies, libraries can help 

reduce the digital divide and support democratic participation. The responses to 

the open-ended questions suggested that the respondents placed importance on 

ethical issues related to AI and LLMs, including their moral, political, and 

economic impact on society. Melonis (2025) further argues that libraries are 

the “heart” of learning and that librarians are providers of reliable, ethical and 

unbiased information. Overall, the respondents assessed their ability to reflect 

on ethical issues relating to AI and LLMs highly. Though, when asked if they I 

felt confident discussing possible stereotypes or lack of representation in text 

generated by LLMs, with library users the responses were somewhat less 

confident. Here just over half of the respondents selected the two highest 

agreement options. 

Oladokun et al. (2024) believe that future roles of information professionals, 

such as librarians, will continue to grow and centre around the relationship 

between human intelligence and machine capabilities and that this will demand 

a more personalised and flexible approach to the job. Similarly, Melonis (2025) 

argue that libraries must change together with society. How library users 
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engage with the new, fast-growing technology inevitably shapes information 

access, according to Melonis. Yet, the respondents in the survey rated their AI 

literacy regarding AI and its future applications lowest out of the six AI 

literacies. The results were especially low when assessing their preparedness to 

discuss how LLMs may affect the labour market, with 23.64% selecting 

“disagree completely” and only 40% choosing “largely agree” or “agree 

completely”. Which is especially interesting as IFLA (2025) explicitly 

mentions the importance of libraries role in this. Furthermore, Lankes (2025) 

points out that librarians may need to deal with library users that have lost out 
on jobs due to AI. 

The respondents rated their preparedness to discuss how LLMs may affect 

future education and learning slightly higher, with 41,80% choosing one of the 

top two options. However, the results indicate that more future oriented 

guidelines, training, tools and support may be needed. 

Overall, the respondents showed an uncertainty in assisting library users with 

AI and LLMs related inquiries. Despite most having used LLMs themselves 

and having critically reflected on how LLMs are built, work, and operate, they 

were less confident explaining these processes to library users. This suggests 

that if librarians are to educate and lead the citizens in the 5IR more in-depth 

knowledge about AI and LLMs is needed. 

6.2 How do Swedish public library personnel 
perceive their conditions for working with AI 
technologies, particularly LLMs? (SRQ2) 

This section deals with SRQ2: “How do Swedish public library personnel 

perceive their conditions for working with AI technologies, particularly LLMs? 

 

Oladokun et al. (2024) raise the issue of potential lack of support for 

information professionals from employers and institutions. Ongoing 

competence development is crucial to be able to navigate these professional 

roles in the 5IR, they claim. Inadequate support from employers, such as 

insufficient funding, too little time to work with it or little or no encouragement 

can impede professional growth. This is supported by Andersdotter’s (2023) 

study where she observed a learning circle of 123 Swedish librarians and 

conducted focus group interviews. The participants in her study said that with 

new technology new queries from library users arose. As a result, training to 

develop new skills to deal with those queries was needed. Carlsson (2025) also 

states that for libraries to position themselves as educational nodes for AI 

literacy they need the resources to do this. Additionally, Hervieux and 

Wheatley (2021) argue that librarians must gain an understanding of what AI is 

and how it can be used. To offer adequate services to lead citizens into the new 

technological era, there is a need to strengthen AI knowledge within the library 

profession, and libraries should support both staff and users in developing this 

competence. Because AI has the potential to fundamentally transform the 

profession, according to Hervieux and Wheatley. 

Most of the respondents (71.82%) had received training in AI and LLMs or 
were about to. However, the kind of education they had received varied from 
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more general to in-depth and from purely theoretic to practical and hands-on. 

The providers of education also varied, ranging from regional initiatives and 

colleagues to individual responsibility for one’s own learning. Wang and Si 

(2024) claim that industry standards are important because they can be used to 

guide training and measure digital skills. Nevertheless, the results from the 

sample group indicate that there is a lack of a general approach to libraries and 

AI. 

Less than half of the participants felt comfortable telling if a service was AI-

driven. Which is especially interesting considering that the majority used it in 

their work. Those results are in line with Hervieux and Wheatley’s (2021) 

research that show that 20 of the 163 librarians in their study claimed that they 

did not use AI in their daily lives. Though, Hervieux and Wheatley argue that 

100% of the respondents should have responded that they used AI in their 

personal lives since it is so integrated into all aspects of our lives. They claim 

that the reason they did not do so could be due to an inability to identify which 

applications use AI. This could be because, as Isaka et al. (2024) calls 

attention to, providing up-to-date training on such a big and changeable area is 

difficult. Only slightly more than a fifth of the respondents in this study had 

undergone some sort of practical hands-on training. 

 

The need for further education is supported by the fact that the respondents 

were met with questions from library users about how LLMs work, what 

functions they have and what the advantages and disadvantages of using them 

are. Though only around half of the sample group reported feeling confident in 

explaining those issues. 

A pattern emerged when coding and constructing answer categories to the 

questions about what tools and support there were at their workplaces to 

educate library users about AI and LLMs. When asked what tools and support 

they had most of the answers focused on what they offered the library users. 

Whereas, for the question about what tools and support they wanted most of 

the answers concerned what they themselves felt that they may need or not 

need to do their job. This is in line with the results on Andersdotters’ (2023) 

focus groups interview where the participants said that to teach AI, they first 

had to understand it themselves. 

Almost half of the respondents answered that they could not think of any tools 

and support that they wanted or that they were content with what they had. As 

no follow up question was asked in that case it is impossible to establish why 

that is. Though, some respondents took the time to write why they did not want 

any tools or support. Some said that they thought AI and LLM education was 

not the library’s responsibility and others thought that LLMs should not be 

promoted in any sense due to the environmental harm they cause. This ties to 

Lankes’ (2025) statement that librarians may see AI as a betrayal of the values 

of libraries. 

Moreover, Hervieux and Wheatley’s (2021) research shows that what the 

library users want and what the libraries offer are not always the same. In their 

study 20% of the participating academic librarians thought their library users 

might be interested in AI services. However, only 6.62% of the libraries in 

their survey actually provided AI workshops and 72.19% of the respondents 
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said they had not considered offering them. Oladokun et al. (2024) elaborates 

on this further by acknowledging that time and resistance to change may be 

factors that obstruct development. Continuous training is time-consuming and 

may clash with other work duties. Additionally, information professionals may 

be averse to changing work methods and wholeheartedly adapt to a new 

technological era. This could be because they lack confidence in their ability to 

be able to acquire the skills needed, according to Oladokun et al. The results of 

this study imply that that may be the case. 

Wang and Si (2024) conclude that digital literacy education in libraries with 

workshops, training programs, and resources that cover various aspects of 

digital skills should be a priority. Ylipulli and Luusua (2019) bring up Finnish 

libraries as a positive example, with their work with digital matters with 

workshops, events, and hands-on activities. However, only 23.64% of the 

respondents said that their place of work offered library users hardware or 

software or digital activities and support. Moreover, only 16.36% mentioned 

that they wanted different kinds of education for users, when asked what tools 

and support they wanted. 

Some respondents (4.54%) said that they had a digital department that dealt 

with AI and LLM related queries both for personnel and library users. This 

aligns with Carlsson’s (2025) suggestion to outsource the teaching rather than 

relying solely on individual teaching sessions led by librarians. To accomplish 

this Carlsson suggests creating a knowledge bank with material, which is not 

unsimilar to Digiteket that many respondents mentioned using. 

Wang and Si (2024) claim that policy makers play a big role in libraries work 

with digital literacy education, as they establish which requirements those that 

educate the public in digital literacies should meet. However, the empirical 

data showed that only 16.36% were aware of any guidelines concerning AI and 

LLMs. Moreover, when guidelines did exist, they were not always consistent. 

Some respondents described being encouraged to use AI in their professional 

work, both for information services and internal tasks. Whereas others reported 

restrictions on AI use, particularly regarding AI-generated texts and images in 

areas such as marketing. 

Nevertheless, the majority of the respondents answered that they had used 

LLMs in their professional work and out of those most had used it to generate 

material, such as library social media content or activities for library users. 

This is in stark contrast to Hervieux and Wheatley’s (2021) survey where only 

22.70% of the respondents had interacted with AI in their professional work. 

This shows just how quickly AI has grown. One respondent in this study 

answered that since they work with social media, posters, and the like, they 

sometimes use Copilot to generate texts for each task. Another said that they 

had used it as inspiration for quizzes and author talks. Here the previously 

shown lack of guidelines becomes especially relevant. If the majority use 

LLMs in order to create or edit material for the library, having clear policies 

around it is, as Wang and Si (2024) pointed out, beneficial. 

The results suggest that while most respondents had received some sort of 
training there was no clear industry standard and only a few had guidelines 

regarding the knowledge dissemination mission for libraries concerning AI and 
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LLMs. Far from all workplaces in the study had tools and support and those 

that had mainly had activities focusing on library users while there appeared to 

be a desire for more tools and support for the personnel. The majority of 

respondents had used LLMs for their work and around a third had gotten 

queries from library users regarding LLMs, which indicates that there is a need 

for clear policies and better working conditions surrounding AI and LLMs. 

6.3 Is there a relationship between Swedish public 
library personnel’s perceived working conditions 
for using AI technologies, particularly LLMs, and 
their self-assessed competence in these 
technologies? (SRQ3) 

This section concerns SRQ3: “Is there a relationship between Swedish public 

library personnel’s perceived working conditions for using AI technologies, 

particularly LLMs, and their self-assessed competence in these technologies?”. 

To examine this, FFH exact tests were conducted between Likert-scale 

responses and categorical variables to determine whether there were any 

statistically significant relationships between the observed patterns. 

Crosstabulations were performed for the following categorical variables: the 

presence of workplace guidelines concerning the l 

ibrary’s knowledge-dissemination role in relation to AI and LLMs; whether the 

workplace had offered or planned to offer AI-related training; whether 

respondents had used LLMs in their professional work; and whether 

respondents had access to tools and support for educating library users about 

AI and LLMs. As the sample group only consisted of 110 respondents and that 

number became smaller when divided into different answer categories it is not 

reasonable to make any definite assumptions from the results related to this. 

Wang and Si’s (2024) study shows that when policies are properly applied and 

evaluated, they help improve digital literacy and make society more inclusive 

in an increasingly digital world. Crosstabulations and FFH exact tests suggest a 

correlation between having guidelines concerning the library’s knowledge-

dissemination role in relation to AI and LLMs and the ability to explain to a 

library user what an LLM is. None of the respondents that had guidelines chose 

the option “disagree completely” and over half chose “largely agree” or “agree 

completely”. Those with no guidelines, on the other hand, demonstrated less 

confidence and over a fifth disagreed completely. Though, the group that was 

the least confident were those that were not aware of any guidelines, with 

almost three quarters choosing “disagree completely” or “partly agree”. This 

would indicate that a lack of clarity around whether policies exist or not affects 

AI literacy negatively. 

 

Oladokun et al. (2024) argue that to be successful in their field in the 5IR era 

information professionals must receive continuous training. It is the employer’s 

responsibility to fund and support their personnel in this endeavour, they claim. 

This is corroborated by the fact that the findings showed that receiving training 

positively influenced respondents’ confidence in explaining to library users 

that LLMs do not understand information in the same way humans do. 
Furthermore, those with training had reflected more on the types of data used 
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to train LLMs. It also strengthened their confidence in judging when an LLM is 

appropriate for a given task. With 10% more of those that had received training 

choosing the top two options than those that had not received training. This 

suggests that, as previous research has established, continuous up to date 

training is essential. 

 

Previous research shows that in order to learn about AI and LLMs hand-on 

experience is needed. Carlsson (2025) claim that libraries should offer a 

combination of workshops, and various digital resources in order to make AI 

literacy an integrated part of library services. Similarly, Wang and Si (2024) 

emphasise the importance of training programs and workshops to provide 

library users with the skills needed to effectively navigate the digital landscape. 

Ylipulli and Luusua (2019) look to Finnish libraries and their successful use of 

workshops, events, and participatory activities, as a way to enhance citizens 

digital competence. Crosstabulations indicated that those who had used LLMs 

in their professional work showed more confidence in their LLM competence 

in several areas. This suggests that that practical use of the tools is of essence 

to understand it. Among respondents who had used LLMs in their work, 

15.85% strongly agreed that they had a basic understanding of how LLMs are 

built and 13.41% disagreed completely. In comparison, none of the 

respondents who had not used LLMs selected “strongly agree” and 23.08% 

chose “disagree completely”. 

Moreover, respondents who had used LLMs in a professional context appeared 

to have a stronger awareness of the role humans play in the development and 

governance of LLMs. More than one fifth of those who had used LLMs for 

work selected “agree completely,” compared to none of those who had not 

used them. They had also reflected on how the material that LLMs are trained 

on affects the responses they generate to a higher extent, with more than four 

times as many of those that had not used LLMs for work saying that they 

completely disagreed with the statement. There also appeared to be a 

correlation between professional use of LLMs and the ability to judge when an 

LLM was suitable for a task and when other resources, such as catalogues or 

databases, were more appropriate. Among the respondents who had used LLMs 

for work, over half selected one of the top two response options, compared to 

less than a third of those who had not used LLMs professionally. 

Wang and Si (2024) argue that policymakers must ensure that adequate 

resources and support are provided for Chinese libraries to become active 

spaces for digital inclusion, citizen participation and digital literacy education. 

A similar interpretation can be drawn from the result of the empirical data in 

this study from Swedish public libraries. The results indicate that the 

respondents that had some form of tools and support at their workplace to 

educate library users about AI and LLMs felt more confident explaining to 

library users what AI and LLMs are. Among respondents who reported having 

access to tools and support in their workplace, nearly two thirds selected the 

two highest agreement options regarding their confidence in explaining what 

AI is to library users, while fewer than 3% selected “disagree completely”. In 

contrast, a noticeably larger share (12.50%) of respondents without access to 

tools or support selected “disagree completely” and most chose “partly agree”. 

Those with access to tools or support were also considerably more likely to 
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report feeling confident explaining what LLMs are, with a clear majority 

selecting “largely agree” or “agree completely” compared to a much smaller 

share of those without such support. 

However, far from all the libraries in the survey offered their employees tools 

and support to help them educate library users in AI and LLMs. When asked 
about access to tools and support less than two thirds claimed to have any to 

their knowledge. 

 

The results suggest a relationship between Swedish public library personnel’s 

perceived working conditions for using AI technologies, particularly LLMs, 

and their self-assessed competence in these technologies. However, it is 

important to keep in mind that the results presented here are the cases where 

significant relationships between the assessed AI literacies and perceived 

working conditions were found. There were also several instances where the 

FFH exact tests had had a result of P>0.05, indicating that there were no 

statistically significant associations between the categorical variables. 

6.4 How do Swedish public library personnel 
assess their competence in AI technologies, 
particularly LLMs? (MRQ) 

This part aims to answer the MRQ: “How do Swedish public library personnel 

assess their competence in AI technologies, particularly LLMs?”. This is done 

by analysing the results of each AI literacy individually as well as the overall 

results. 

The results suggest that respondents were generally more confident recognising 

and explaining AI than LLMs, indicating an uneven AI literacy regarding the 

ability to recognise AI. Although most participants had used LLMs 

professionally, many still lacked confidence in identifying or explaining them. 

They were somewhat more confident explaining the difference between a text 

written by a human and an LLM. This is in line with Hervieux and Wheatley’s 

(2021) study that showed that librarians need to strengthen their knowledge 

about AI and its different applications. Confidence levels were higher among 

respondents who had access to workplace tools, support, or guidelines 

regarding AI and LLMs. However, awareness of such guidelines was limited, 

and existing policies varied from encouraging AI use to restricting it. Which 

supports Wang and Si’s (2024) theory that clear consistent guidelines are 

essential and that adequate resources need to be allocated to help libraries work 

with digital inclusion. 

 

Most respondents did not feel that they had a strong understanding of the 

technology behind AI, even though a majority had received some form of AI-

related training. The results suggest that current training may not be sufficient 

and that more targeted education and workplace tools and support for library 

personnel are needed to improve the understanding of the technology behind 

AI. The previous research presented in this essay highlights that what makes 

AI literacy especially challenging to master is how rapidly the technology 

surrounding it evolves and changes. Hence, those that educate others about it 

must change and adapt with the technology. The results from the empirical data 
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also showed that there was a clear correlation between using LLMs in a 

professional capacity and understanding how LLMs are built and governed. 

This indicates that it is important to offer practical education with a learning-

by-doing approach, as suggested by Carlsson (2025), Wang and Si (2024), and 

Ylipulli and Luusua (2019). Several respondents were also positive to this 

approach in their open-ended answers. 

 

When it came to understanding how AI uses the technology many respondents 

had reflected on the data used to train LLMs and how training data shapes AI-

generated responses, but fewer felt confident explaining these processes to 

library users. This despite the fact that librarians commonly face such queries 

from library users. In the 5IR there is a growing focus on how humans and 

machines interact and communicate, according to Ayinde et al. (2025). 

Understanding what material LLMs are trained on and how they generate 

material is part of that. The results suggest that more knowledge about this is 

needed. Professional use of LLMs and workplace education were linked to 

more reflection and understanding, indicating that practical experience and 

education can strengthen this AI literacy too. 

Respondents showed moderate confidence in the ability to be critical and 

identify AI’s strengths and weaknesses, with around half of them responding 

positively to the questions. The open-ended answers showed that several 

respondents had critically reflected on the use of AI and LLMs and their 

possible downsides. Lankes (2025) argues that while librarians may doubt the 

benefits of AI, they must still gain a deep understanding of it in order to meet 

the needs of the public. Training and professional use of LLMs were 

associated with higher confidence. 

The AI literacy respondents rated themselves most capable in was AI and 

Ethics. FFH exact tests found no correlations between Ethics and AI literacy 

and the variables of guidelines, training, professional use of LLMs or available 

tools and support. It is, however, reasonable to conclude that the respondents 

had reflected over how to use AI and LLMs ethically. As they measured their 

own competence highly and in the open-ended answers several mentioned the 

libraries’ media information literacy mission as something that was or should 

be part of the guidelines, training and tools and support. 

Out of the six AI literacy themes respondents felt the least confident discussing 

possible future applications of AI, especially its impact on the labour market 

and professional roles. This is in stark contrast to the weight previous research 

puts on the importance of keeping up and adapting with the new technologies. 

No correlations were found between this theme and factors such as training or 

workplace guidelines. One possible explanation for this could be that the 

guidelines, training, tools and support mentioned by the respondents did not 

address future-oriented uses of AI. Carlsson (2025) observes that the roles of 

libraries are transforming and they are becoming educational centres for 

information literacy, digital literacy, and AI literacy. Carlsson argues that these 

literacies should become an integrated part of library services. For this to 

happen an awareness of not just the current situation but also possible future 

applications are needed. Oladokun et al. (2024) claim that information 

professionals’ roles are likely to broaden further in the future, with a stronger 

focus on the interplay between human intelligence and machine capabilities. 
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This shift will require librarians and other information professionals to develop 

more personalised and adaptive information services. 

6.5 Conclusion 

This thesis looked at Swedish public library personnel’s self-assessed AI and 

LLM competence, their ability to assist users with AI- and LLM-related 

queries, their perceived organisational conditions concerning this, and how 

these conditions may influence their confidence and ability to work with such 

technologies. The study applied a quantitative method using an online survey. 

In total, 110 public librarians in Sweden participated. Though too small to 

properly generalise, the sample group was demographically similar to the 

intended population. The results were analysed in relation to AI literacy themes 

based on Long and Magerko’s (2020) AI literacy framework. 

The results indicate that, overall, the respondents did not rate their AI literacy 

highly. Nor did they rate their ability to assist library users with AI and LLM 

related queries highly. The AI literacy theme that they rated their competence 

the highest in was ethics and AI and they felt the least confident discussing 

possible future applications of AI. Although many participants had used LLMs 

in their professional work, fewer felt confident explaining the underlying 

technology or discussing more complex issues. Respondents with access to 

workplace guidelines, training, tools and support generally assessed their AI 

and LLM competence higher than those without. However, awareness of such 

support was limited and guidelines differed between workplaces. Use of LLMs 

in a professional capacity also seemingly increased several areas of 

competence. 

A consistent theme in prior research, as well as in existing laws and guidelines, 

is that librarians are expected not only to provide users with AI education, but 

also to take a leading role in guiding them through the complexities of a society 

where AI and LLMs are a part of everyday life. The findings from this study 

offer new insights into research on AI literacy in libraries by suggesting that in 

order to meet these expectations Swedish public library personnel need to 

strengthen their AI literacy and confidence in dealing with questions related to 

AI and LLMs. The study also contributes to existing research by suggesting a 

relationship between organisational conditions, such as guidelines, training, 

tools and support, and higher levels of self-assessed AI and LLM competence 

among the respondents. 

6.5.1 Further Research 

“The danger of talking about artificial intelligence (AI) is that by the time you 

read these words, the game has changed. Every day it seems new services and 

issues are popping up” (Lankes, 2025, p.45). This quote illustrates that as long 

as AI and LLMs keep changing, the research must keep up. The results of this 

study and conclusions drawn from them may very well be outdated in just a 

few years. Therefore, further research must be done. 

One option could be to do the same survey in a few years’ time to study what it 

looks like then. Though ideally with more respondents and stratified random 

sampling this time for a generalisable result. Another possibility could be to 
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investigate why several respondents answered that they did not need or want 

any tools and support to educate library users about AI and LLMs. It would be 

interesting to know the reasons behind this. Is it due to lack of interest, time, 

resources, a belief that it is not the libraries’ responsibility, or ethical or 

environmental concerns? Another angle would be to study the observed 

correlations between AI literacies and working conditions more in-depth. 

Ultimately, as AI and LLMs continue to evolve, so too must our understanding 

of how they influence the practice of public library personnel. 
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Appendix 

A. Cover Letter- Swedish 

Ämne: Förfrågan från student om deltagande i enkätstudie om AI och stora 

språkmodeller i bibliotek 

 

Hej, 

Jag heter Marie Anneling och studerar sista året på masterprogrammet i 

biblioteks- och informationsvetenskap vid Högskolan i Borås. Jag skriver just 

nu min masteruppsats, där jag undersöker folkbibliotekspersonals erfarenheter 

av arbete med artificiell intelligens (AI), med särskilt fokus på stora 

språkmodeller (t.ex. ChatGPT). 

Enligt Bibliotekslagen och riktlinjer från bland annat IFLA (International 

Federation of Library Associations and Institutions) ingår det i folkbibliotekets 

uppdrag att utbilda allmänheten om AI och dess användningsområden. Det är 

därför intressant att ta reda på hur personal håller sig uppdaterade kring AI och 

stora språkmodeller samt hur de förhåller sig till dessa verktyg. 

Inom ramen för studien söker jag folkbibliotekspersonal som vill delta i en 

enkät. Bibliotekarier, biblioteksassistenter, biblioteksvärdar och annan personal 

över 18 år som arbetar med bibliotekssysslor i sin yrkesvardag är varmt 

välkomna att medverka. Det spelar ingen roll om du arbetar på stadsbibliotek, 

områdesbibliotek eller bokbuss, eller om du har förkunskaper om AI eller stora 

språkmodeller. Du får gärna vidarebefordra detta mejl till kollegor som kan 

passa in i kriterierna. 

Enkäten består av tre delar och tar runt 15–25 minuter att besvara. Deltagandet 

är helt frivilligt och enkäten är anonym. Insamlade svar kommer att behandlas 

och redovisas på ett sätt som gör att enskilda individer inte kan identifieras. 

Råmaterialet och olika versioner av det bearbetade materialet kommer att 

finnas tillgängliga under skrivprocessen. Därefter kommer endast den färdiga 

uppsatsen att sparas, och övrigt material kommer att raderas. 

 

Länk till enkät: 
https://sunet.artologik.net/hb/enkät/folkbibliotek/stora_språkmodeller 

(enkäten finns tillgänglig tills den 25 mars) 

Jag skulle vara oerhört tacksam du har möjlighet att ta dig tid att delta i 

studien! 

 

Vänliga hälsningar 

Marie Anneling 

https://sunet.artologik.net/hb/enkät/folkbibliotek/stora_språkmodeller


 

Aa. Cover Letter- English Translation 

Subject: Student’s request for participation in survey study on AI and large 

language models in libraries 

 

Hello, 

My name is Marie Anneling and I am in my final year of the master's program 

in Library and Information Science at the University of Borås. I am currently 

writing my master's thesis, where I investigate public library staff's experiences 

of working with artificial intelligence (AI), with a particular focus on large 

language models (e.g. ChatGPT). 

 

According to the Library Act and guidelines from, among others, IFLA 

(International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions), it is part of 

the public library's mission to educate the public about AI and its applications. 

It is therefore interesting to find out how staff stay updated on AI and large 

language models and how they relate to these tools. 

Within the framework of the study, I am looking for public library staff who 

want to participate in a survey. Librarians, library assistants and other 

personnel over 18 years of age who work with library tasks in their daily work 

are welcome to participate. It does not matter whether you work at a public 

library, an area library or a book bus, or if you have prior knowledge of AI or 

large language models. Please feel free to forward this email to colleagues who 

may fit the criteria. 

The survey consists of three parts and takes around 15–25 minutes to complete. 

Participation is completely voluntary and the survey is anonymous. Collected 

responses will be processed and reported in a way that prevents individuals 

from being identified. The raw material and different versions of the processed 

material will be available during the writing process. Afterwards, only the 

finished essay will be saved, and other material will be deleted. 

 

Link to survey: 

https://sunet.artologik.net/hb/enkät/folkbibliotek/stora_språkmodeller (the 

survey is available until March 25) 

 

I would be extremely grateful if you could take the time to participate in the 
study! 

 

Kind regards 

Marie Anneling 

https://sunet.artologik.net/hb/enkät/folkbibliotek/stora_språkmodeller


 

B. Survey Questions – Swedish 

Introduktion enkät 

Tack för att du tar dig tid att medverka i denna enkät om folkbibliotek och 

artificiell intelligens (AI), med särskilt fokus på stora språkmodeller. 

 

Exempel på applikationer som använder stora språkmodeller och kan generera 

text är ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, Gemini och Claude. 

 

Del 1 – Demografiska frågor (fråga 1-6) 

1. Vilken åldersgrupp tillhör du? 

• 18–34 år 

• 35–50 år 

• 51+ år 

2. Vilken typ av folkbibliotek arbetar du huvudsakligen på? 

• Stadsbibliotek (huvudbibliotek) 

• Områdesbibliotek / filialbibliotek (inklusive bokbuss) 

• Både stadsbibliotek och områdesbibliotek / filialer 

3. I vilken landsdel ligger biblioteket där du arbetar? 

• Götaland 

• Svealand 

• Norrland 

4. Hur stor är kommunen där biblioteket ligger? 

• Storstadskommun (Stockholm, Göteborg eller Malmö) 

• Kommun tillhörande en större stad (över 100 000 invånare) 

• Kommun tillhörande en medelstor stad (20 000–100 000 invånare) 

• Kommun tillhörande en mindre stad (färre än 20 000 invånare) 

5. Hur länge har du arbetat inom folkbibliotek? 

(Välj ett alternativ) 

• Mindre än 1 år 

• 1–3 år 

• 4–10 år 

• 11–20 år 

• Mer än 20 år 

 

6. Vilken är din nuvarande roll på biblioteket? 



 

Del 2 – Utbildning, riktlinjer och erfarenheter av arbete med AI och stora 

språkmodeller (7-17) 

7. Finns det några riktlinjer på din arbetsplats som rör bibliotekets 

kunskapsförmedlande uppdrag gällande Artificiell Intelligens (AI) och 

stora språkmodeller? (Flervalsfråga) 

• Ja 

• Nej 

• Inte vad jag känner till 

8. Om svaret på föregående fråga är ja: Vilka riktlinjer finns på din 

arbetsplatsbibliotekets kunskapsförmedlande uppdrag gällande AI och 

stora språkmodeller? (öppen fråga) 

9. Har din arbetsplats erbjudit eller planerar att erbjuda utbildning om AI 

och stora språkmodeller? (Flervalsfråga) 

• Ja, utbildning har redan genomförts 

• Ja, utbildning sker löpandande 

• Ja, utbildning planeras i framtiden 

• Nej 

• Inte vad jag känner till 

10. Om svaret på föregående fråga är ja: Vilken form av utbildning 

erbjuds för personalen inom AI och stora språkmodeller? (öppen 

fråga) 

11. Har du använt stora språkmodeller i ditt yrkesutövande? 

(Flervalsfråga) 

• Ja 

• Nej 

• Inte vad jag känner till 

12. Om svaret på föregående fråga är ja: Vilket/vilka av nedan alternativ 

har du använt? (semi öppen flervals fråga, fler än ett svar går att välja) 

• Den AI-genererade sammanfattningen högst upp i en Google-sökning 

• ChatGPT 

• Microsoft Copilot 

• Gemini 

• Poe 

• Llama 

• PaLM 

• Claude 

• Annan  

13. Om svaret på föregående fråga är ja: Hur har du använt stora 

språkmodeller i ditt yrkesutövande? (öppen fråga) 



 

14. Har du hjälpt biblioteksanvändare med frågor relaterade till stora 

språkmodeller? (Flervalsfråga) 

• Ja 

• Nej 

• Inte vad jag känner till 

15. Om svaret på föregående fråga är ja: Hur har du hjälpt 

biblioteksanvändare med frågor relaterade till stora språkmodeller? 

(öppen fråga) 

16. Vilka verktyg och stöd finns på din arbetsplats för att utbilda 

biblioteksanvändare om AI och stora språkmodeller? (öppen fråga) 

17. Vilka verktyg och stöd för att utbilda biblioteksanvändare om AI och 

stora språkmodeller hade du velat ha? (öppen fråga) 

Del 3 – AI och LLM:er i det egna yrkeskunnandet (18-36, Likertsskalor) 

 

Besvara nedanstående påståenden genom att kryssa i det alternativ som 

stämmer bäst: instämmer inte alls, instämmer delvis, instämmer till stor del 

eller instämmer helt och hållet. 

 

(Tema 1 — The Ability to Recognise AI) 

18. Jag känner mig trygg i att förklara för biblioteksanvändare vad AI är. 

19. Jag känner mig trygg i att förklara för biblioteksanvändare vad en stor 

språkmodell är. 

20. Jag kan identifiera när en digital tjänst är AI-driven. 

21. Jag känner mig trygg i att förklara för biblioteksanvändare vad skillnaden 

är mellan text skapad av en människa och text genererad av en stor 

språkmodell. 

 

(Tema 2 — Understanding the technology behind AI) 

 

22. Jag har en grundläggande förståelse för hur stora språkmodeller är 

uppbyggda. 

23. Jag är medveten om vilken roll människor spelar i utvecklingen och 

styrningen av stora språkmodeller. 

24. Jag har en grundläggande förståelse för hur stora språkmodeller väljer vilka 

ord som ska komma härnäst i en text. 

 

(Tema 3 — Understanding how AI uses the technology) 

 

25. Jag har reflekterat över vilket material stora språkmodeller tränas på. 

26. Jag har reflekterat över hur det material som stora språkmodeller tränas 
påverkar de svar de genererar. 

27. Jag känner mig trygg i att förklara för biblioteksanvändare hur stora 

språkmodeller genererar innehåll. 



 

(Tema 4 — The Ability to be Critical and Identify AI’s Strengths and Weaknesses) 

 

28. Jag kan avgöra när en stor språkmodell är ett lämpligt verktyg för att lösa 

en uppgift och när andra verktyg, som kataloger eller databaser, bör användas 
istället. 

29. Jag känner mig trygg i att förklara för biblioteksanvändare vilka möjliga 

fördelar eller nackdelar det finns med att använda en stor språkmodell. 

30. Jag känner mig trygg i att förklara för biblioteksanvändare varför stora 

språkmodeller inte ”förstår” information på samma sätt som en människa gör 

och vad det innebär. 

 

(Tema 5 — Ethics and AI) 

 

31. Jag har reflekterat över etiska frågor gällande stora språkmodeller, som till 

exempel frågor om desinformation, partiskhet, transparens och 

ansvarsskyldighet. 

32. Jag förstår hur användning av stora språkmodeller kan påverka hur 

information produceras och sprids i samhället, till exempel genom att generera 

artiklar, blogginlägg eller forskningssammanfattningar. 

33. Jag känner mig trygg i att diskutera möjliga stereotyper eller brist på 

representation i text genererad av stora språkmodeller, med 

biblioteksanvändare. 

 

(Tema 6 — Possible Future Applications of AI) 

 

34. Jag känner mig förberedd att diskutera med biblioteksanvändare hur stora 

språkmodeller kan komma att påverka arbetsmarknaden, till exempel genom att 

förändra vissa arbetsuppgifter eller yrkesroller. 

35. Jag känner mig förberedd att diskutera med biblioteksanvändare hur stora 

språkmodeller kan påverka utbildning och lärande, till exempel genom att 

förändra hur studenter söker, använder och tolkar information. 

36. Jag har reflekterat över hur stora språkmodeller kan påverka bibliotekens 

arbete och tjänster i framtiden. 



 

Bb. Survey Questions – English Translation 

Note: The themes, that are in parentheses, were not shown in the actual survey, 

but are included here to show which questions belonged to which kind of AI 

literacy. 

 

Introduction to the Survey 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey about public libraries 

and artificial intelligence (AI), specifically focusing on large language models 

(LLMs). 

Examples of applications that use LLMs and can generate text include 

ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, Gemini, and Claude. 

Part 1 – Demographic Questions (Questions 1–6) 

1. Which age group do you belong to? 

• 18–34 years 

• 35–50 years 

• 51+ years 

2. What type of public library do you mainly work at? 

• City library (main library) 

• Area / branch library (including bookmobile) 

• Both city library and Area / branch libraries 

3. In which region of Sweden is the library where you work located? 

• Götaland 

• Svealand 

• Norrland 

4. How large is the municipality where the library is located? 

• Metropolitan municipality (Stockholm, Gothenburg, or Malmö) 

• Municipality belonging to a larger city (over 100,000 inhabitants) 

• Municipality belonging to a medium-sized city (20,000–100,000 
inhabitants) 

• Municipality belonging to a smaller city (fewer than 20,000 inhabitants) 

5. For how long have you worked in public libraries? 

(Select one option) 

• Less than 1 year 

• 1–3 years 

• 4–10 years 

• 11–20 years 

• More than 20 years 

6. What is your current role at the library? 



 

Part 2 – Education, Guidelines, and Experiences Working with AI and 

Large Language Models (7–17) 

7. Are there any guidelines at your workplace concerning the library’s 

knowledge-dissemination role regarding Artificial Intelligence (AI) and 

LLMs? (Multiple choice) 

• Yes 

• No 

• Not that I am aware of 

8. If the answer to the previous question is yes: 

What guidelines exist at your workplace regarding the library’s knowledge-

dissemination role concerning AI and LLMs? (open question) 

9. Has your workplace offered or is it planning to offer training about AI 

and LLMs? (Multiple choice) 

• Yes, training has already been conducted 

• Yes, training is ongoing 

• Yes, training is planned for the future 

• No 

• Not that I am aware of 

10. If the answer to the previous question is yes: 

What form of training is offered to personnel regarding AI and LLMs? (open 
question) 

11. Have you used large language models in your professional work? 

(Multiple choice) 

• Yes 

• No 

• Not that I am aware of 

12. If the answer to the previous question is yes: 

Which of the following options have you used? (Semi-open multiple choice, 

more than one answer possible) 

• The AI-generated summary at the top of a Google search 

• ChatGPT 

• Microsoft Copilot 

• Gemini 

• Poe 

• Llama 

• PaLM 

• Claude 

• Other   



 

13. If the answer to the previous question is yes: 

How have you used LLMs in your professional work? (open question) 

14. Have you helped library users with questions related to LLMs? 

(Multiple choice) 

• Yes 

• No 

• Not that I am aware of 

15. If the answer to the previous question is yes: 

How have you helped library users with questions related to LLMs? 

(open question) 

16. What tools and support are there at your workplace to educate library 

users about AI and LLMs? (open question) 

17. What tools and support for educating library users about AI and 

LLMs would you like to have? (open question) 

Part 3 – AI and LLMs in Your Own Professional Competence (18–36, 

Likert scales) 

Answer the following statements by selecting the option that best matches your 

opinion: Disagree completely, partly agree, largely agree, or agree completely. 

 

 
(Theme 1 — The Ability to Recognise AI) 

18. I feel confident explaining to library users what AI is. 

19. I feel confident explaining to library users what an LLM is. 

20. I can identify when a digital service is AI-driven. 

21. I feel confident explaining to library users the difference between text 

written by a human and text generated by an LLM. 

 
(Theme 2 — Understanding the Technology Behind AI) 

22. I have a basic understanding of how LLMs are built. 

23. I am aware of the role humans play in the development and governance of 
LLMs. 

24. I have a basic understanding of how LLMs choose which word should 

come next in a text. 

 
(Theme 3 — Understanding How AI Uses the Technology) 

25. I have reflected on what material LLMs are trained on. 

26. I have reflected on how the material that LLMs are trained on affects the 

responses they generate. 

27. I feel confident explaining to library users how LLMs generate content. 



 

(Theme 4 — The Ability to Be Critical and Identify AI’s Strengths and Weaknesses) 

28. I can determine when an LLM is an appropriate tool for solving a task and 

when other tools, such as catalogues or databases, should be used instead. 

29. I feel confident explaining to library users the possible advantages and 
disadvantages of using an LLM. 

30. I feel confident explaining to library users why LLMs do not “understand” 

information in the same way humans do, and what that means. 

 
(Theme 5 — Ethics and AI) 

31. I have reflected on ethical issues related to LLMs, such as misinformation, 

bias, transparency, and accountability. 

32. I understand how the use of LLMs can affect how information is produced 

and distributed in society, for example by generating articles, blog posts, or 
research summaries. 

33. I feel confident discussing possible stereotypes or lack of representation in 

text generated by LLMs, with library users. 

 
(Theme 6 — Possible Future AI Applications) 

34. I feel prepared to discuss with library users how LLMs may affect the 

labour market, for example by changing certain tasks or professional roles. 

35. I feel prepared to discuss with library users how LLMs may affect 

education and learning, for example by changing how students search for, use, 

and interpret information. 

36. I have reflected on how LLMs may affect library work and services in the 

future. 



 

C. Coding Schemes 

Table A1 

What is your current role at the library? 

Category Definition Code 

Librarian Serving all ages or 
primarily adults. 

1 

Library assistant  2 

Children's and youth 
Librarian 

 3 

Pedagogical librarian Encompassing roles 

across public and 

school libraries or with 

a pedagogical or 
reading-promotion 
focus. 

4 

IT librarian Librarian with a focus on 

IT and/or MIL 

5 

Media librarian Librarian with a focus on 
the library's media supply, 
this includes print as well 
as audio-visual material. 

6 

Accessibility librarian Someone who works with 
library users with 
disabilities, both physical 
and neurodevelopmental. 

7 

Coordinator In addition to 

coordinative and 

administrative 

responsibilities it also 

includes interaction with 

library users. 

8 

Manager In addition to managerial 

and administrative 

responsibilities it also 

includes interaction with 

library users. 

9 

Other Rare or difficult-to- 
categorise roles. 

10 



och fri åsiktsbildning.” 
 

Table A2 

What guidelines exist at your workplace regarding the library’s knowledge 

dissemination role concerning AI and LLMs? 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

No such guidelines 

exist 

They answered “No” or 

“Not that I am aware of” 

to the previous question 

about whether their 

workplace had guidelines 

concerning the library’s 

knowledge-dissemination 

role regarding Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) and 
LLMs. 

 0 

Municipal policies General municipal 

policies regarding AI 

encompass the library. 

“There are guidelines 
for the municipality that 
we are aware of. Not 
specifically for the 
library.”23 

1 

Included in the 

library plan 

The library plan or 

internal guidelines 

addresses digital 

inclusion and/or AI-

related knowledge 

dissemination. 

“We should contribute 
to increase knowledge 
in digital tools 
including AI, as part of 
the library's mission of 
digital participation, 
knowledge 
dissemination and free 
opinion formation.”24 

2 

Under 

development 

How to use, handle and 
teach AI is being 
discussed and guidelines 
are in the process of 
being developed. 

 3 

Internal policies 

regarding handling 

of data 

There are existing 

policies that focus 

specifically on how to 
handle personal data in 
relation to AI and LLMs. 

 4 

Use of AI should 

be avoided or 

restrictive 

Guidelines discouraging 

or restricting use of AI 

and creating AI-generated 

material. 

“As far as I know, we 

are not to purchase 

books with AI 

generated text/images. 

And we are not to use 

AI generated images in 

our marketing.” 

5 

 

23 Original quote: “Det finns riktlinjer för kommunen som vi tar del av. Inte specifikt för just 
biblioteket.” 
24 Original quote: ”Riktlinjen är att vi ska bidra till ökad kunskap inom digitala verktyg 

inklusive AI, som en del av bibliotekets uppdrag med digital delaktighet, kunskapsförmedling 



övriga kollegor i en AI-workshop.” 
 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Use of AI is 

encouraged 

Guidelines encouraging 

use of AI and creating 

AI-generated material. 

“We are encouraged to 
use AI, both in terms 
of, information work 
and internally.” 

6 

Other Rare or difficult-to-

categorise responses. 

"We previously had a 

digital fixer, there was a 

gap after it was 
discontinued.”25 

7 

 

Table A3 

What form of training is offered to staff regarding AI and LLMs? 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 
Code 

No training offered They answered “No” or 

“Not that I am aware of” 

to the previous question 

about whether their 

workplace offered or is it 
planning to offer training 
about AI and LLMs. 

 0 

Self-directed 

learning 

Personnel are 

encouraged to 

independently stay 

updated and follow the 

development. 

“The workplace 
encourages us to 
monitor the world 
around us after courses 
or participate in, for 
example, Internet Days 
to learn more about AI, 
among other things. It is 
not a requirement, but 
those who are interested 
are encouraged to learn 
more. Those who do not 

want to train in AI do 
not have to.” 

1 

Training provided 

at the regional or 

municipal level 

The library itself has not 
produced the training 
material, instead material 
from the municipality or 
region has been used. 

“All staff in the 
municipality have been 
offered training through 
the municipality's 
digitalisation unit.”26 

2 

Staff-led training 
for colleagues 

Personnel who work 

with topics regarding AI 

and LLMs have shared 

this knowledge with their 

colleagues. 

“We are a few 
colleagues who work 
with digital issues, and 
we have trained other 
colleagues in an AI 
workshop.”27 

3 

 

25 Original quote: ”Vi hade tidigare en digital fixare, det blev en lucka efter att det avvecklats.” 
26 Original quote: ”All personal i kommunen har erbjudits utbildning via kommunens 

digitaliseringsenhet” 
27 Original quote: ”Vi är några kollegor som jobbar med digitala frågor, och vi har utbildat 



AI.” 
 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Introductory 
information on 
general concepts 

 “General information 
about what AI is and 
what AI tools exist”28 

4 

Online learning 

formats 

Online courses, lectures 

etc. 

“We got to take a short 

digital course”29 

5 

Theoretical 

education 

Theoretical information 

on the subject, for 

example lectures and 

reading material. 

“Lectures and articles 

about AI from Digiteket 

are what I remember.”30 

6 

Practical education Interactive and practical 

training, such as 

workshops, that may 

include hands-on use of 

AI tools. 

 7 

Combination of 

theoretical and 

practical education 

 “Lectures, Workshops, 

online courses. We have 

received a lot of training 

in AI.”31 

8 

Not specified They did not specify 
what kind of training 
there was 

 9 

Other Rare or difficult-to-
categorise responses. 

 10 

 

Table A4 

How have you used LLMs in your professional work? 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

No use of LLMs in 

a professional 

capacity 

They answered No” or 

“Not that I am aware of” 

to the previous question 

about whether they had 
used LLMs in their 
professional work. 

 0 

Reluctantly or When it has been “Mostly to learn. I am 1 

unintentionally expected or no better restrictive as it also has  

 options are available or a negative  

 not on purpose. environmental impact.”  

 

28 Original quote: “Generell information om vad AI är och vilka AI redskap som finns” 
29 Original quote: “Vi fick gå en kort digital kurs” 
30 

Original quote: “Föreläsningar och artiklar om AI från Digiteket är vad jag kan komma 

ihåg.” 
31 Original quote: “Föreläsningar, Workshops, onlinekurser. Vi har fått mycket utbildning i 



 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

As a way to learn 

more about LLMs 

 “I have used AI to learn 

more about the 

technology and its 

applications. To do 

research and generally 

in my work for various 

purposes.”32 

2 

As a search engine  “information search 

such as reading order in 

a specific book 

series.”33 

3 

To generate 

Material 

To create material such as 

text, posters, pictures, 

code, social media 

content, activities, or 

summaries. 

“Develop questions for 

book circle about a 

specific book, etc.” 

4 

To edit or process 

material 

To edit or process 

materials, such as editing 

or translating text, and to 

get suggestions on how to 

improve materials or how 

to proceed. 

“I have used them to 

handle large amounts of 

text during analysis, I 

have used them to 

translate texts from 

languages I don't 

understand, and I have 

used them to prepare 

for my salary review.”34 

5 

For both 

information 

searching and 

generating or 
processing of 
material 

Using LMMs as search 

engines as well as to 

summarise, edit or create 

material. 

 6 

Not specified They did not specify how 
they had used LLMs in 
their professional work. 

 7 

 

 

 

32 Original quote: ” Jag har använd AI för att lära mig mer om tekniken och 

användningsområden. För att göra research och generellt i arbetet för diverse syften.” 
33 Original quote: “informationssökning som t.ex läsordning i en specifik bokserie.” 
34 Original quote: “Jag har använt dem för att hantera stora textmassor vid analys, jag har 

använt dem för att översätta texter från språk jag inte förstår och jag har använt dem för att 

förbereda mig inför mitt lönesamtal.” 



 

Table A5 

How have you helped library users with questions related to LLMs? 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Have not helped 

users with 

questions related 

to LLMS 

They answered No” or 

“Not that I am aware of” 

to the previous question 

about whether they had 

helped library users with 
questions related to 
LLMs. 

 0 

Explain what they 
are 

Questions about what 

LLMs are and how they 

can be used. 

“Told them that it is a 
probability machine 
that calculates the 
next word using 
statistics and 
probability. Many are 
worried about what 
AI is and is capable 
of.”35 

1 

Show different 

functions 

Showing library users 

what LLMs can be used 
for and how, such as 
prompting. 

 2 

Discuss pros and 

cons 

Discussing the benefits as 

well as disadvantages 

with LLMs 

“Yes, a little. Mostly 

about drawing 

attention to the fact 

that AI sometimes 

provides incorrect 

information.”36 

3 

Digital activities Activities, such as digital 

workshops or IT help that 

AI an LLMs are a part of. 

“Many people, 
especially older 
people, are a little 

afraid of AI. I had an 
ongoing group that 
received IT help, 
where we always had 
an AI session at the 
end.”37 

4 

AI and LLM 

activities 

Activities specifically 

focused on AI and LLMs 

“We have had "art 

exhibitions" at the 

library, with pictures 

visitors have 

prompted.”38 

5 

 

35 Original quote: ”Berättat att det är en sannolikhetsmaskin som räknar ut nästa ord med 

statistik och sannolikhet. Många är oroliga inför vad AI är och kan.” 
36 Original quote: “Ja, lite. Mest kring att uppmärksamma på att Ai ibland ger felaktig 
information.” 
37 Original quote: ”Många, framför allt äldre, är lite rädda för ai. Jag hade en fortlöpande grupp 

som fick it-hjälp, där hade vi alltid en ai-stund på slutet.” 
38 Original quote: “Vi har haft "konstutställningar" på biblioteket, med bilder besökarna 

promptat.” 



 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Other Rare or difficult-to-

categorise responses. 

“We do the best we 

can, as we constantly 

get questions about 

this, I've picked up 

quite a bit over time. I 

really don't feel like 
an expert!” 

6 

 

Table A6 

What tools and support are there at your workplace to educate library users about AI 

and LLMs? 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

No such tools or 

support exist 

They answered that no 

such tools or supported 
existed to their 
knowledge. 

“I don't know of any. 

We talk very little 
about AI and the like 
at our workplace.”39 

0 

Not sure Unsure whether such 
tools or support exists or 
not. 

 1 

Personnel are to 

keep updated and 

share their 

knowledge 

Personnel are to keep 
updated and share their 
knowledge with each 
other as well as library 
users. 

“Just us on staff and 

our personal 

knowledge.”40 

2 

Tools and support 
provided at 
municipal level 

  3 

Books or printed 

material for library 

users 

 “We have a few 
brochures on the 
subject 
(digiguiden)”41 

4 

Online material for 

library personnel 

Online guides and 

material about AI and 

LLMs for library 

personnel, such as 

Digiteket. 

“I don't really 

know..? I don't think 

it's that much. But we 

can, for example, use 

Digiteket's training 
courses..”42 

5 

Hardware and 

software for library 

users 

Computers and laptops 

that LLMs can be used 

on are available to 

library users. 

“the technology is in 

computers and 

tablets, etc.”43 

6 

 

39 Original quote: ”Jag känner inte till några. Vi pratar väldigt lite om AI och liknande på vår 

arbetsplats” 
40 Original quote: ”Bara vi i personalen och vår personliga kunskap.” 
41 Original quote: “Vi har lite foldrar på ämnet (digiguiden).” 
42 Original quote: “Vet inte riktigt..? Tror inte det är så mycket. Men vi kan ju tex använda oss 

av Digitekets utbildningar..” 
43 Original quote: “tekniken finns ju i datorerna och surfplattor etc.” 



 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Software for library 

personnel 

LLM applications are 
available to library 
Personnel 

 7 

Educational/digital 

activities for library 

users 

Activities, such as digital 

workshops or IT help 

that deals with AI and 

LLMs, this may be in 

combination with digital 

and physical material. 

“We regularly offer 

lectures and 

workshops about 

AI.”44 

8 

Education/digital 

activities for library 

personnel 

Activities, such as digital 

workshops or courses 

that deals with AI and 

LLMs, this may be in 
combination with digital 
and physical material. 

 9 

Department for 

digital support for 

both library users 

and library 

personnel 

A special group or 

department work with 

questions regarding IT 

and help with questions 

to do with AI and LLM, 

for example the IT 

department or a 
digitalisation unit. 

“It's not my 

department 

unfortunately, but I 

know that our digital 

team has given 

lectures to library 

users”45 

10 

Other Rare or difficult-to-

categorise responses. 

 11 

 

Table A7 

What tools and support for educating library users about AI and large language 

models would you like to have? 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

No tools or 

support needed or 

wanted 

They answered that 

they did not need or 

want any or they left 

the question 

unanswered. 

“None - I don't think it’s 

a given that that's the role 

of libraries. It's not a tool 

for information retrieval 

or knowledge 
acquisition.” 

0 

No further tools or 

support needed 

What is offered is 

considered sufficient 

“What we have is 

enough. I can take 

separate courses for more 

specific things myself.46 

1 

 

44 Original quote: “Vi erbjuder regelbundet föreläsningar och workshops om AI.” 
45 Original quote: “Det är inte min avdelning tyvärr men jag vet att vårt digitala team hållit i 

föreläsningar för biblioteksanvändare” 
46 Original quote:” Räcker med de vi har. Kan gå separata utbildningar för mer specifika saker 

själv.” 



 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Not sure Unsure of what they 

might need 

“Difficult question, it is 
also a development that is 
happening quickly so 
whatever information 
material you order will 
quickly become outdated. 
But perhaps some 
interactive test to teach 
about source criticism 
linked to generative AI 
would have been good.”47 

2 

Clear guidelines 

for library 

personnel 

Clear guidelines on 

how to approach AI 

and LLMs, for 

example in the library 
plan. 

“Lack guidelines for 

what the library can 

actually be expected to 

teach the public.”48 

3 

A more critical 

approach 

The tools and support 

should focus more on 

the negative effects of 

AI and LLMs 

“CRITICAL STANCE, 

everything is so insanely 

glossy with AI, but AI is 

crap and it would be 

refreshing if someone, 

sometime, said that the 

emperor has no clothes. 
:D” 

4 

Books or printed 

material for library 

users 

  5 

Online material 

for library users 

Online guides and 
material about AI and 
LLMs for library users 

 6 

Hardware and 

software for 

library users 

Computers and laptops 

that LLMs can be used 

on are available to 

library users. 

“I would have liked to 

have one or more tablets 

that were just for AI 

placed in the library, so 

that people could try 

them out.”49 

7 

Education/digital 

activities for 

library users 

Organised activities, 

such as digital 

workshops or IT help 

that deals with AI and 

LLMs. 

 8 

 

47 Original quote: “Svår fråga, det är också en utveckling som går snabbt så vilket 

informationsmaterial man än beställer blir det inaktuellt fort. Men kanske något interaktivt test 

för att lära ut kring källkritik kopplat till generativ AI hade varit bra.” 
48 Original quote: ”Saknar riktlinjer för vad det faktiskt är biblioteket kan förväntas lära 

allmänheten.” 
49 Original quote: ”Jag hade velat ha en eller flera surfplattor som bara var till för ai utplacerade 

på biblioteket, så att man kunde få prova.” 



 

Category Definition Example 

(Author’s translation) 

Code 

Education/digital 

activities for 

library personnel 

Organised activities, 

such as digital 

workshops or courses 

that deals with AI and 

LLMs. 

“Competence 

enhancement among staff 

regarding all aspects of 

AI and language models. 

So far, we have only 

received praised 
lectures.”50 

9 

More time for the 

library personnel 

to work with it 

More time for library 

personnel to work with 

matters relating to AI 

and LLM 

“One problem is that we 

don't have the time to 

think about this very 

much. Therefore, we 

mostly scratch the surface 

when given the 
opportunity.”51 

10 

Collaboration Collaboration between 
colleagues and other 
libraries to learn more 
and share knowledge. 

"A network with others in 
Sweden/ Internationally, 
learn from good 
examples.”52 

11 

Other Rare or difficult-to-

categorise responses. 

“I wish there were 
colleagues who weren't 
terrified when you talk 
about AI”53 

12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

50 Original quote: “Kompetenshöjning hos personalen om alla sidor av AI och språkmodeller. 

Än så länge har vi bara fått hyllande föreläsningar.” 
51 Original quote: “Ett problem är att vi inte har utrymme för att fundera särskilt mycket kring 

detta. Därför blir det mest att skrapa på ytan när tillfälle ges.” 
52 Original quote: ” Ett nätverk med andra i Sverige/Internationellt, lära av goda exempel.” 
53 Original quote: “Jag skulle önskat att det fanns kollegor som inte blev livrädda när man talar 

om AI” 


