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Abstract or Résumé:
This panel argues that information professionals and literacy educators play an important bridging role
between universities and community groups and stakeholders. We describe the context of universitycommunity knowledge exchange, which is increasingly expected, but remains under-supported and
under-theorised, and consider new opportunities that exist to support and build capacity in researchers and
communities to co-create, share, and use information. We focus on the training and professional
development needed to position information professionals and literacy educators as knowledge brokers,
and innovative projects that demonstrate their value and potential in this role.

1. Problem Statement
	
  

Community engagement, knowledge exchange (KE)1, and open access to research data and
products feature heavily in Canadian universities’ strategic plans and (inter)national funding
agencies’ policies. There are growing expectations that university research be accountable to
and benefit Canadians. Drivers of these movements include: 1) increased computational power
and new media that are changing the nature of scholarly outputs (e.g., data sets, interactive and
social media) and their evaluation (e.g., altmetrics); 2) growing concerns about the social and
economic value of research and transparency in research practices (Acord & Harley 2013); and
3) the development of principles and practices to create more equitable relations between
researchers and research participants, in particular among First Nations, Métis, Inuit and
Indigenous peoples in Canada.
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Shaxson, Bielak, Ahmed, Brien et al. (2012) use the term “KStar” or “K*” as an “overarching
concept” and “useful shorthand” (Foreword) for knowledge translation, knowledge mobilization,
knowledge exchange, and so on. We use “ knowledge exchange” in this proposal to reflect:
reciprocity between researchers and knowledge users, evidence-based decision making, and the
alignment research processes and outcomes with community needs and priorities (CMHA,
2018). KE is an appropriate term to describe the range of activities that occur in knowledge
creation and sharing in diverse contexts and geographies.

	
  

	
  

Despite requirements, incentives and ethical imperatives, scholarly practices have been slow to
change. Entrenched promotion and tenure systems within universities continue to view
community-engaged scholarship as part of service rather than research, privileging publication
quantity and de-incentivizing public scholarship and non-traditional modes of dissemination
(Alperin, et al. 2018; Harley et al. 2010). In addition to institutional barriers, scholars have
limited time, tools and knowledge about open access publishing (Morrison 2013) and new genres
of scholarly output, e.g., the publishing of data sets, social and visual media, lay summaries
(Harley et al. 2010) and participatory research. Many researchers are trained in end-of-project
dissemination (e.g., writing journal articles) (Harley et al. 2010), but fewer are practicing
integrated KE, which involves stakeholders in varied capacities throughout the research process.
Integrated KE promises many benefits: higher quality research that is more targeted to
stakeholder needs, empowered research participants, increased accountability, transparency, and
democracy in research, and greater uptake and application of research findings (Esmail, et al.
2015). In the past several years, “knowledge brokers” have become an integral component of
research teams, particularly in health. Knight and Lightowler define brokers or “knowledge
exchange professionals” in university settings as staff who liaise with end users in government,
industry, and communities to “increase[e] the non-academic impact of research” in areas such as
policy (544).
2.

Knowledge Exchange Professionals

Shaxson et al. (2012) present KE professionals along a continuum from information
intermediaries to knowledge translators, knowledge brokers and innovation brokers. Progression
is marked by the shift from facilitating the dissemination of information between producers and
consumers, to shaping “co-production of knowledge, social learning and innovation” (3). The
progression also reflects a broadening of scope, from “informational activities” (enabling
physical access to information), to relational activities (creating conditions for sense-making,
decision-making, and information use), to system activities (influencing the broader systems,
e.g., publishing, that shape end users’ interactions with information and their ability to co-create
knowledge). Van der Graaf, et al. (2018) highlight that KE and information professionals both
participate in information seeking, retrieval and sharing; yet, information professionals are
overlooked in KE roles, and may require more skills to understand knowledge users and their
contexts. Literacy educators are similarly engaged in brokering knowledge in ways that are not
adequately recognized in KE; their work leans toward relational and system oriented activities as
they work with people in a variety of contexts to make sense of, respond to, and co-create
knowledge. Indeed literacy educators often to translate information into accessible texts, yet they
often lack access to physical and conceptual tools for information retrieval and sharing.
There is growing interest in exploring the ways in which information professionals and literacy
educators, who are already embedded in the KE infrastructure, can participate in and receive
recognition. Literacy educators work directly with low-literate community members in formal
and informal learning settings to help them find, read, challenge and create information relevant
to their daily lives; information professionals are experts in information access, organization,
preservation and dissemination. The combined expertise of these two groups has the potential to
enhance KE practices and outcomes (Given, et al. 2015). These professionals are well

	
  

	
  

positioned to support researchers in the development and use of context-appropriate, equitable
and diverse KE strategies and media; the retrieval of existing scholarship; approaches for
working with different communities; and methods to securely store, preserve and share research.
They can also bring attention to the value of KE within their respective geographical,
professional and academic communities. In this, the practices of KE open up a range of new
research literacies in which researchers are increasingly compelled to engage and in which
literacy educators and information professionals can offer guidance.
3. Panel Composition and Structure
This panel brings together faculty in information science and literacy education programs and
academic libraries to examine ways in which information professionals and literacy educators
“broker” knowledge. Using Shaxson et al.’s (2012) model of the “K* spectrum,” we examine:
education, training and professional development, and innovative KE projects.
Heather O'Brien (Associate Professor, UBC iSchool) will moderate and introduce the panel.
She will contextualize the K* landscape, and present the K* spectrum as an organizing
framework for the activities and qualities that have been purported to be important for
knowledge brokering (Knight & Lightowler 2010; Phipps & Morton 2013). This discussion will
provide the context for the following focal questions for the panel:
• What training and professional development opportunities are required to enhance
information professionals and literacy educators participation in the K* spectrum?
• How might we think about KE as a curricular and pedagogical framework in library and
information studies (LIS) and education programs?
• How are current professionals breaking ground in terms of the projects they are
undertaking and the communities with which they engage?
Luanne Freund (Associate Professor and Director, UBC iSchool) will present an analysis of
strengths and gaps in existing curricula of information schools with respect to KE and knowledge
brokering roles. Her presentation will be informed by expertise in LIS learning outcomes and
assessment, and a decade of teaching and research in information seeking, the design of
information services and systems, and digital scholarship.
Suzanne Smythe (Associate Professor, Adult Literacy and Adult Education) will position KE as
research literacy and pedagogy. She will expand on the role of literacy education in
problematizing research products and processes, as well as using textual and communication
strategies to make research knowledge more accessible to different audiences.
Aleha McCauley (Community Engagement Librarian, UBC Library) will describe current
efforts to develop an “infohub” with UBC Library and the UBC Learning Exchange. Infohub is
an online space to correlate end of research outputs such as articles, with other novel forms of
dissemination such as videos; its purpose is to enhance university-community KE. She will
discuss lessons learned to date, including the challenges of helping authors negotiate copyright
and share their research, and designing online portals for multiple stakeholders that are inclusive,
representative, and accessible to diverse communities.

	
  

	
  

Heather De Forest (Community Scholars Librarian, SFU Library) will discuss the Community
Scholars Program (CSP), an innovative collaboration of SFU Library, Vancouver Island
University Library, University of Northern BC Library and supporting community organizations.
CSP is facilitating and assessing the information needs of community organizations in BC and
providing access to previously paywalled research to these end users. She will share her
experiences of mediating publisher and community interests, and insights pertaining to the
capacity required to sustain and grow CSP, including the need to help prepare graduate students
and early career scholars to engage in KE.
Each panellist will speak for 10-12 minutes, with time remaining for Q&A and discussion.
4. Conclusion
This panel seeks to demonstrate that information professionals and literacy educators can bridge
the divide between traditional and more open and engaged scholarly practices, and support
researchers in responding effectively and ethically to institutional and funding mandates.
Adequate support is required for researchers to co-create knowledge with community
stakeholders, to enhance traditional scholarly outputs (e.g., journal articles) through more
accessible genres (e.g., visualizations, lay summaries), and to work towards the restructuring of
the scholarly enterprise at a broader societal level.
Information professionals and literacy educators are well positioned to take on new roles within
the K* spectrum, and to increase capacities within the university and stakeholder communities to
co-create knowledge in mutually beneficial ways. While these groups are already integrated into
the research process and engaged with their communities, increased training, professional
development, and recognition of their value in the KE landscape is essential for open social
scholarship to move from a good idea to established practice.
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