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WORKING WITH SCHOLARS TO INCREASE IMPACT AND GLOBAL REACH

Changes are underway regarding how scholarly in-
formation is produced and communicated. There
is a growing understanding in the library commu-
nity that it possess stewardship responsibilities and
expertise towards open access and the materials
that are generated on campus —particularly those
of researchers, including community engaged re-
searchers. Community engaged scholars are ben-
efiting when they seek the support systems that
are being offered in their academic libraries. The
presentation will focus on how researchers seek-
ing to deepen their effectiveness, global impact
and reach are being supported by librarians at the
University of Guelph in Canada. The Research En-
terprise and Scholarly Communication Team was
established at the beginning of 2010. From the
time a researcher conceives of a research project
until after the research is complete, the RE&SC
team will work with scholars in the areas of infor-
mation management, data curation, dissemination,
publication, collaboration and long-term preserva-
tion. For those involved in community research our
team will provide:
+  Consultations to discuss in-depth information
needs related to research projects.
+ Assistance with the data management needs
of research teams by identifying secure stor-
age, recommending appropriate metadata

practices, and consulting about data reposito-
ries. We assist research teams in developing a
full data management strategy for a research
project.

+ Consultations on issues researchers may have
as authors, educators, and researchers with re-
spect to copyright law, rights as an author, and
the various options available to publishing work
(both traditional academic publishing and alter-
native formats.

+ Support by offering an online presence de-
signed specifically for multi institutional re-
search teams enabling better communications
between team members and a place to store
data with security and backup mechanisms in
place.

+ Assistance in using our institutional repository.
We accept scholarly resources, in virtually all
formats and media, that are created by, pub-
lished by, or sponsored by the University of
Guelph, its faculty, its staff, its students and se-
lected other affiliated scholars. Priority is given
to fully open access collections. Items in repos-
itories are retrievable by web search engines
like Google. This significantly increases the vis-
ibility of an author’s work.

« An open access platform for the publishing of
academic, peer-reviewed journals and an on-
line platform for conference hosting.

LEARNING FROM UNIVERSITY-COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP:

UK RESEARCH FINDINGS

This paper presents findings from a Research
Cluster in UK in line with other researchers un-
derstanding concepts and practices of the partner-
ship learning between University and civil society.
It reflects upon programmes to promote commu-
nity-based learning for active citizenship in UK
(2004-2011) and the lessons emerging from re-
searching these at the Cluster. The previous New
Labour government launched two consecutive ini-
tiatives first: ‘Active Learning for Active Citizenship’
(2004-2006) Learning programmes delivered via
Third Sector organisations based in seven region-
al hubs working in partnership with voluntary and
community sector organisations and with academ-
ic partners with relevant experience of community-
based learning in their regions. Second: Take Part
Programe consisted of two components, the 'Path-
finders', which were to take the learning from ALAC
forward more widely improving knowledge, skills
and confidence of citizens and Take Part Champi-
ons supported by ‘National Support’ programme
which was to engage organisations beyond the
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Pathfinders and Champions, and to enable them
to run Take Part activities too. There were eight-
een Pathfinders and nine Champions bringing in
several local authorities as well as Third Sector or-
ganisations and universities. Learning Partnership
to support learning to take part in civil society as
an active citizen has been a topical policy commit-
ment. And Community-based learning is a key is-
sue to enable a transformative space for citizenship
engagement in democratic processes for active
citizenship(Mayo and Annette, 2010).Education
for more fully empowering forms of civic activism
would include learning how to challenge unequal
power relations working collectively to promote
agendas of social justice (Westheimer and Kahne,
2004, Mayo and Rooke, 2006). The emphases of
these programmes were upon learning collectively,
as well as individually, and learning experientially
through engaging as volunteers and participants in
structures of governance. Through increasing their
knowledge and their critical understanding, learn-
ers could in addition be empowered to take col-

lective action, it was argued, in the pursuit of the
values of equalities and social justice (Mayo, 2010)
How effective have community based approaches
been in engaging people as active citizens, includ-
ing the most excluded people? And to what extent
University — Community Learning Partnership have
actually been prepared to facilitate this learning for
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active citizenship is question civil society are part of
this paper. It also presents research finding of some
of the current challenges and dilemmas that third
sector organisations are facing, in particular we il-
lustrate manifestations of their resilience to survive
and develop strategically for the future (Buzzanell,
P.2010)

CO-CREATION OF SOLUTIONS BY GENERATING PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN CIVIL
SOCIETY ORGANISATIONS AND KNOWLEDGE INSTITUTIONS. EXAMPLES FROM THE

WAGENINGEN UR SCIENCE SHOP

1. Introduction: working in a governance
situation
In the last 20 years policy has shifted from a gov-
ernment situation — more or less top down —into a
governance situation where policy is made in coa-
litions in society (e.g. Ayre & Callway, 2005). This
is also effecting the problem statements; many vi-
sions on cause and effect co-exist, which make
the decision-making process difficult (Bressers &
Kuks, 2011; Vreke et al., 2009). However, making
use of the potentials of the different stakeholders,
their money, knowledge, power and labour, also in-
creases the problem solving capacity of the region.
Unleashing this potential requires a transdicipli-
nary method, that takes into account not only new
sources of knowledge (as transdisciplinary nor-
mally is defined, Tress et al., 2005) but also other
resources: successful participation in governance
situations is an equal exchange of money, power,
time, consent and support (Stobbelaar, 2012). The
legitimacy of claims is also at stake here. This of
course also holds true for green claims: is this pure-
ly self-interest, or do other parties also gain from
the green project (Leistra, in prep.)?
All these issues lead us to the main question of this
paper: how can a broad range of different stake-
holders work together on civil society issues? We
will discuss this matter in two ways. Firstly, we give
three models of cooperation we use when running
projects for the Science Shop of Wageningen Uni-
versity. Secondly, we describe the roles that the
stakeholders can play in the different stages of the
Science Shop projects.

2. Models of cooperation

When a Science Shop project starts, it intervenes
in an existing stakeholder arena. Depending on the
situation different approaches can be taken. Here
we highlight three models, namely the interactive
model, the representation model and the ‘taking
the lead’ model, on basis of three cases.

2.1 The interactive model: the case of design-
ing a new future for empty sand pits

In the case Spaubeek (province of Limburg, the
Netherlands), the interactive model was chosen.
Here, sand mining in two quarries had come to an
end and the local environmental group asked the
Science Shop to prove that an ecological redevel-
opment of the exhausted sand pits would be bet-
ter than just the standard lay out that is required
legally (Stobbelaar&Hoofwijk, 2009). The Science
Shop rephrased this question into: which lay-out
would fit best the needs of the region. A survey
among the stakeholders learnt that landscape,
ecology, environment, economy, recreation, live-
ability and cultural historical elements all had to be
taken into account. Hence, the scale of the solution
could no longer be the sand pits only, but also the
surrounding areas had to be included.

In several rounds, alternatives for the redevelop-
ment of the sandpits plus the surroundings were
discussed with the local and regional stakeholders.
In every round the most suitable directions of de-
velopment could be detected, which were used to
improve our plans — more in line with the wishes
of the stakeholders — in the next round (using stu-
dents and planners). In the end, the local environ-
mental group could present a broadly supported
plan for integrated redevelopment of the pits plus
their surroundings. This, in combination with the
interactive procedure followed, changed the status
of the environmental group from ‘always oppos-
ing against’ into taking the lead in finding solutions.
The environmental group became an equal part-
ner in regional discussions, which — as it seems
now — are also more integral than before.

2.2 The representation model: the case of de-
signing an integral solution for mountain
bike annoyance

National Park Utrechtse Heuvelrug (NPUH) is an

important area for Dutch mountain bikers. Local

terrain bikers, but also large groups from other
parts of the country, come to the vicinity of Am-
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erongen, Leersum to Veenendaal to ride the trails
(Hoofwijk&Stobbelaar, 2012). However, the cur-
rent four mountain bike trails fail because they are
too busy, too short and not challenging enough.
Moreover, there are no trails in the western part
of the NPUH. Therefore, some mountain bikers
choose to ride (partly) their own routes. Most land
owners do not like this unregulated presence of
mountain bikers on their property at all. They are
afraid of disturbance of nature (mainly game and
birds), of violation of privacy and property rights
and of additional conflicts with other recreationists.
Over the last years the number of mountain bikers
has been growing very quickly and still continues
to do so - as do the subsequent conflicts between
land owners, recreationists and nature on one side
and mountain bikers on the other side.

With this in mind the researchers of the Science
shop worked with representatives of organisations
for nature conservation, private landowners, moun-
tain bike clubs and municipalities on an integrat-
ed solution of the problem. Core of the proposed
solution was the creation of a consistent network
of mountain bike tracks, complemented by a cor-
rect managerial, financial and legal integration. This
consistent network of mountain bike trails was to
cover the entire National Park (and to be expanded
to the entire Utrechtse Heuvelrug region in a later
stage). After all: a continuous and challenging route
structure will ensure that the terrain bikers less of-
ten leave the tracks.

The advantage of the model used was that all
types of stakeholders were equally present. Also,
always the same persons were available to discuss
the new proposals. This meant that these peo-
ple could really attach to the process and deepen
their understanding of it. In several interactive ses-
sions, solutions were formulated that — according
to the representatives - would stand the chance
of being accepted by the organisations they were
representing and their respective grass root level.
Another expected advantage was that these rep-
resentatives could more easily reach these organi-
sations than we could. However nice in theory,
practise showed that knowledge and insights did
not always flow neatly from the representatives to
the represented organisations nor further on to the
grass roots: although our plans were supported by
the representatives, this did not mean that they
were automatically supported by the represented
organisations or by their grass roots. And without
consent of those grass roots (e.g. the landowners)
the proposed solutions cannot be put into practice
Yet another disadvantage is that the process was
not visible for the stakeholders on grass root level,
so they were wondering what was happening and
some were overwhelmed and even felt betrayed
when we presented our solutions.
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2.3 The ‘taking the lead’ model: the case of
finding solutions for local traffic problems

The village of Erp, a small village in the municipality
of Veghel (North Brabant, the Netherlands), suf-
fered from high traffic intensity in its village centre.
The construction of a ring road was propagated for
many years already. However, this proposal divided
the community already for a very long time. Half
of the village wanted the ring road, the other half
absolutely not. The situation was very polarised: or-
ganisations pro and contra the ring road were not
on speaking terms. Due to these circumstances, it
was not possible to start an interactive model or
representation model. A local pressure group ‘Erp
Alert" asked the science shop to prove that the ring
road was a bad solution for the traffic problems
in Erp. The science shop rephrased this question
into: what is the best solution to the traffic prob-
lem taking into account the wishes of all stakehold-
ers in the area. A stakeholder analysis showed that,
notwithstanding the differences, there was a great
deal of consensus: everybody wanted a safe situ-
ation, no traffic nuisance, fast traffic flow, and no
decline of landscape and nature qualities. The re-
searchers used these criteria to test eleven traffic
options which they collected from the stakeholders
themselves, and found out that one of the solu-
tions — which was not the ring road - was by far the
best. This option consisted of guiding the through-
traffic away from the village onto the main roads,
combined with a dead-end access road to the in-
dustrial area. This option was later on incorporated
in municipal policy.

This solution could only be found by looking at a
higher spatial level and a higher social level, the
latter meaning not discussing the different solu-
tions per se, but first the criteria on which a solu-
tion should be based.

The advantage of the ‘taking the lead’ model was
that progress could still be made, despite of the
strong polarisation. We did so by matching the cri-
teria for solutions that the stakeholders brought up
with their proposed solutions. By using scientific
techniques it was possible to define the solution
that matched best. Disadvantage of this way of
working was that stakeholders were only used as a
source of reference, they were not involved in co-
creating knowledge. This made the outcomes for
some of them being a bit of a surprise. Although
this caused new roaring in the village, at the end it
proved to be helpful.

3. Choosing a model of cooperation

In the projects of the Science Shop of Wageningen
UR, the following stakeholders usually are includ-
ed: client organisation, project leader, researcher,
students, project steering committee, and other

stakeholders. Each group has its own share and its
own role. In the representation model, the repre-
sentatives of the stakeholders are included in the
steering committee. In the ‘taking the lead” model,
the ‘external’ stakeholders are only asked for in-
formation, not for feedback on research or design.
When it comes to the stakeholders’ ownership of
the process, and to the co-creation of knowledge,
the interactive model is the scenario of choice. The
active involvement of the stakeholders enables
checking and adjusting the proposed solutions.
Moreover, it also gives exposure to the client organ-
isation. This exposure has an empowering effect;
the client organisation will be seen as leader in the
process and discussion instead of a ‘mere'follower.
Not every situation, however, allows for the inter-
active model to be employed. This is the case, for
example, when there are too many stakeholders to
take into account or when the situation is too tense
for interaction. Then the representation model or
‘taking the lead’ model are second best.
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Start-up Project pro- Phrasing
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Network analy- { Defining the
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boundaries ;. edge
Organising
critics on
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phase : designs
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4. Stages in the process

In this section, we will elaborate on the four differ-
ent phases of a typical Science Shop project: start-
up, research, design, and dissemination.

In the start-up phase, the client organisation ob-
viously has its own perception of the problem at
hand. However, it is the researcher’s responsibility
to check whether this problem definition is broad
enough to be recognised by the other stakeholders
involved (see the case of the ring road, or the case
of the sand pits, for example). The project steering
committee can be instrumental by putting forward
valuable information from other, similar, cases.

In the subsequent research phase, the client organ-
isation can be of value in mapping the stakehold-
ers and the local experts. Sometimes, the client
organisation can even be of help in the actual re-
search. In the case of the ring road, the client or-
ganisation conducted a survey to find out which
subareas were highly valued by the inhabitants of
the region (in terms of landscape) and which were
less valued. Of course, this survey was conducted
under strict supervision of the researchers.

In the design phase, it is the client organisation that
should take the lead in critically reviewing the re-
searchers’ plans — and in stimulating other stake-

Local input for External input

E]eephz?lliq rephrasing the | for rephrasing
P problem i the problem
. Beingthe :
Researching i network ¢ Providing
the network Local feedback
knowledge
Producing
the vision
Bringing the Criticising
problem to a o
. the vision
higher o
(geographical) ! . | (Criticising
8 i Checking : the vision
level ; T :
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Clarifying the
effect of
the vision
Informing
the scientific :
. » Informing
community New coalitions cersc
and society by P

writing papers

Table 1: roles of the project participants in the Science shop project phases.
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holders to do so as well. This will fortify the client
organisation’s role in the upcoming developments,
thus empowering the client organisation. As an
added bonus, this process can already bring along
approximation between the stakeholders involved.

The latter is fortified still further in the dissemina-
tion phase, during which the client once again can
show it is able to critically review the products de-
veloped. And since a locally defined problem hard-
ly ever is truly unique, the researchers on their part
should endeavour to disseminate their findings —
both those related to content as well as those re-
lated to the process. In table 1 the roles of the
different project participants are detailed out.

5. Conclusions

Several models can be used to involve stakehold-
ers in research projects. A truly interactive model is
to be preferred, since it allows all stakeholders to
contribute - thus maximising the stakeholders’ po-
tential in coming to the best solution. The choice of
which model to use, however, depends on several
factors such as the number of stakeholders, the
degree of polarisation and the number of possi-
ble solutions that have been explored at an earlier
stage. The cases also make clear that — as written
in the introduction — different perceptions of real-
ity are present, which makes it necessary to design
a suitable process with the proper role for every
stakeholder. The roles the different stakeholders
can play in the project, depend on the phase the
project is in and on the position of the stakeholder.
Understanding the different roles the stakeholders
can play is a crucial success factor for Science Shop
projects, as is shown (albeit negatively) by the case
of the mountain bikers: the insufficient flow of in-
formation in the representation model seriously
hampered the acceptance of the final outcome.
Legitimacy for the solutions of the Science shop
client was gained by improving the dialog during
the science shop process, by making use of the
strongpoints of the different stakeholders (see ta-
ble 1) and structuring the process in the best pos-
sible way, as shown in section 2.
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ENGAGING STAKEHOLDERS IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY: ADAPTED EUROPEAN
AWARENESS SCENARIO WORKSHOPS IN THE INPROFOOD PROJECT

The authors present a concept for adapted and re-
fined European Awareness Scenario Workshops
(EASW), a method they apply in the FP7 project
INPROFOOD. Since about 20 years EASW have
been conducted in many countries. Usually this
method is applied in urban planning in local con-
texts to create balanced participation of stakehold-
ers in developing sustainable solutions. In general
EASW are geared at reaching a shared vision on a
given topic among different actors and to gather
their knowledge about barriers, experiences, and
needs. Furthermore, EASW participants propose
steps to make these visions come true. It is a pre-
condition for EASW that they are on topics where
decisions still can be made. That way, they aim at
promoting debate and democratic participation in
decision making and form a basis for further dis-
cussions and assessments among policy makers,
and, with outcomes being communicated widely,
a broad range of stakeholders and society at large.
In INPROFOOD the EASW approach is applied on
national and European levels for developing shared
visions of how to reconcile health concerns and
innovations in food technology. In this project 39

EASW — three series of 13 workshops each — are
conducted in 13 European countries. Among oth-
ers, participants include policy makers, health and
food professionals, representatives of consumer
associations, trade unions, industrialist associa-
tions, organisations in public health, and self-help
groups, and, of course, scientists. Connecting food
technology with health is a constant task, irrespec-
tive of different views, because there are many
varying needs in populations, and conflicts are
inevitable. In such a conflict area, stakeholder in-
volvement has to be as credible as possible and
methods have to be optimised for and tailored to
sensitive issues. The authors present the set of
rules of EASW, the adaptations and refinements
they made for making it more effective on nation-
al and European levels, their efforts to make this
approach credible and transparent, the pitfalls to
avoid in organising such participative processes,
how the workshops fit into the framework of the
INPROFOOD project and relate to other project ac-
tivities, and discuss the limits of this method and
what can be expected from the workshops.

KNOWLEDGE MOBILIZATION THROUGH A
COMMUNITY-UNIVERSITY BROKER MODEL

York University's Knowledge Mobilization (KMb)
Unit has worked to connect faculty members and
graduate students with external community mem-
bers since 2006. Using a knowledge broker model,
the Unit supports community-university research
partnerships so that research can inform pub-
lic policy and professional practice. In June 2011,
the KMb Unit and their community partner, United
Way York Region, were awarded a CDN $93,000
grant from the Canadian Institutes of Health Re-
search (CIHR) to develop research initiatives look-
ing at the social determinants of health. Established
in 1976, United Way York Region is a registered
charity uniting people and resources to improve
quality of life in York Region, a regional municipal-
ity north of Toronto, Ontario which is experienc-
ing one of the fastest rates of population growth in
Canada. A large percentage of this growth comes
from immigration and settlement (Regional Munic-
ipality of York, 2009). United Way identifies com-

munity priorities and works with partners to take
action, supporting a network of 100 critical pro-
grams across the region’s nine municipalities. As
part of this funded initiative, the United Way York
Region now employs a community knowledge bro-
ker who works to make university research and re-
searchers more accessible to the community. In
this storytelling session, York University and United
Way York Region Knowledge Mobilization Officers
Krista Jensen and Jane Wedlock will discuss civil
society engagement through research partnership
building using a community-university knowledge
broker model. This session will focus on the de-
velopment of knowledge mobilization activities at
York University and the United Way York Region;
the development of the York University-United Way
York Region relationship; our community-university
knowledge broker model; benefits and challenges
of this model and next steps for our work together.
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