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Executive Summary 
 
In 2006, York University and the University of Victoria obtained funding from the Tri-Council 
to establish two Knowledge Mobilization (KM) Units, one at each university. As these founding 
grants come to a close, they contracted the services of the Program Evaluation Unit in the York 
Institute for Health Research to conduct a formative and summative evaluation of the KM 
programs, and of their more recent joint effort, ResearchImpact (RI). This evaluation was to have 
three goals: 1) demonstrate the importance of the KM unit continuing; 2) determine how the KM 
unit could improve its performance; 3) inform the expansion of the KM unit to become a national 
network. 

 
The over-arching aims that encompass both KM and RI have been expressed in terms of three 
primary goals: 1) to increase the dissemination of academic research to the community; 2) to 
increase the uptake of academic research by the community; 3) to increase the impact of research 
on the community. The original focus of the Knowledge Mobilization (KM) program were in the 
area of “Health and Society” in their respective local regions: at the University of Victoria this 
was the island of Victoria; at York University, this was York Region.  
 
The evaluation process included four principal activities: development and a brief pilot testing of 
the instruments; collection of the data by a team of researchers at York University; review of the 
data; and the writing of this report. The instruments used included document reviews, semi-
structured interviews, and surveys. The majority of the data was collected from participants in 
KM partnerships and staff of the KM Units. 
 
The evaluation provided key informants’ perspectives on how effective the program has been in 
accomplishing what it intended to do and how it could be improved. The KM and RI programs 
have achieved several important outputs. These include developing successful mechanisms for 
disseminating academic research to the community including the hiring of knowledge brokers, 
delivery of several information sessions about knowledge mobilization for both community and 
university stakeholders, a Research Helpdesk, delivery of courses for student-government 
research partnerships, grants for student internships and faculty-community partnerships, 
development of a webpage, collecting research reports, and organizing research events. These 
activities engaged over 500 faculty, students and community partners.  
 
The KM and RI programs have been very successful in terms of outcomes, although have 
documented only limited success in terms of impact on decision making and program delivery. 
In terms of key success indicators, there is evidence of knowledge co-creation between both 
faculty and students and their community partners. Knowledge receptor partners report increases 
in their research skills in these relationships. Students report having acquired new skills and, in 
several cases, also acquired jobs through their partnership experiences, thus further enhancing 
the research capacity of community partners. Enthusiasm for knowledge mobilization has been 
awakened in both academic and non-academic partners, as evidenced by the large number of 
participants and applicants for internships, and by the continued willingness of community 
partners to contribute resources to the KM programs. The stakeholders believe that the 
partnerships they have engaged in and the research that they have created will lead to changes in 
programs even where those have not yet been observed. 



 iii

 
The overall evaluation of the KM and RI programs suggests that they have been successful in 
meeting their objectives in terms of outcomes and that there is promise in terms of impact. The 
necessary conditions have been created to achieve the changes that are intended, and it may only 
require time for the evidence demonstrating these changes to be obtained. In terms of future 
directions, the programs need to address issues of sustainability, focus, and capacity. They have 
the enthusiasm, good will and support of many stakeholders in these endeavours. 
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Institution and Program Background 
 
In 2006, York University and the University of Victoria obtained funding from the Tri-council in 
the form of an Intellectual Property Mobilization grant (IPM), with York also securing a 
Knowledge Impact and Society grant (KIS) to establish two Knowledge Mobilization (KM) 
Units. The concept of knowledge mobilization is defined in a variety of ways in the literature but 
the core elements of these definitions include the creation of knowledge, the use of knowledge, 
and the processes that connect knowledge creation and use (Levin, 2008; Mitton, Adair, 
Mckenzie, Patten, & Perry, 2007). This is distinguished from the term knowledge translation, 
which focuses on the transformation and communication of knowledge by creators to 
practitioners to encourage its application in practice and decision making (Mitton et al., 2007). 
 
The original aims of the Knowledge Mobilization (KM) program were to increase the extent to 
which academic research in the area of “Health and Society” is employed by government, health 
and social service agencies and to ensure that graduate students and post-doctoral fellows have 
the opportunity to gain valuable experience working with various stakeholders. These goals have 
expanded such that the ultimate goal is now to develop a national KM network linking local KM 
units across the country. The initiative to link knowledge creators and knowledge users from 
different regions is captured by ResearchImpact (RI). The over-arching aims that encompass 
both KM and RI have been expressed in terms of three primary goals: 

1) To increase the dissemination of academic research to the community 
2) To increase the uptake of academic research by the community 
3) To increase the impact of research on the community 

The project continues to be funded through governmental grants, matched by institutional and 
community partner funds, where, for the purposes of this evaluation, community refers to all 
non-academic partners including government agencies. 
 
York University and the University of Victoria have similarities that made this partnership ideal; 
both are located in provincial capitals, they already have some successful partnerships in other 
areas, and both have a strong emphasis on research in health and social sciences, with a focus on 
health policy, health systems, and health services. They also both targeted a specific local 
geographic region. At the University of Victoria, the program was intended to reach government 
and service agencies throughout Vancouver Island (population approximately 750,000). At York 
University, the focus was on governmental and non-governmental agencies located in York 
Region, a large region comprised of 9 municipalities (estimated population, approximately 
1,000,000) located just north of the city of Toronto. Most important was that both had an interest 
in developing a knowledge mobilization program at an institution-wide level. 
 

Goal and Framework of the Program Evaluation 
  
In the late spring of 2009, the managers of the KM Unit commissioned the Program Evaluation 
Unit of the York Institute of Health Research to conduct a summative and formative program 
evaluation of the KM program, focused on both processes and outcomes. The program 
evaluation was intended to address three issues: 
 

1) Demonstrate the importance of the KM unit continuing. 
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2) Determine how the KM unit could improve its performance. 
3) Inform the expansion of the KM unit to become a national network. 

 
Formative and summative evaluations tend to focus on different aspects of a program, with 
summative evaluations typically being activity and outcome focused (the “what” of the 
program), and formative evaluations typically being method and process focused (the “who” and 
“how” of the program) (Porteous, Sheldrick, & Stewart, 1997). The first of these questions 
suggests a summative evaluation; the second and third questions, however, are formative 
questions. 
 
Although traditional logic models include both formative and summative aspects in their design 
(W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004), they tend to narrow the scope of the evaluation to a predicted 
model of how the activities related to aims and impacts (Stufflebeam, 2000a). A broader 
examination of stakeholder needs, alternative models and unexpected outcomes can be obtained 
using what Stufflebeam (2000a) calls decision/accountability models.  This evaluation was 
therefore informed by two different evaluation models, which shaped the measures, methods and 
reporting of this evaluation. These are the outcome evaluation model of Burns and Cupitt (2003) 
and the CIPP (Context, Inputs, Process, Products) model of Stufflebeam (2000b; 2002). These 
models are described briefly below. 
  
Summative Evaluation 
 

 
Figure 1: Outcomes Evaluation Model (Burns & Cupitt, 2003) 
 
The Burns and Cupitt (2003) model highlights three elements: the overall aim, specific aims and 
objectives (see Figure 1). The overall aim refers to the mission statement of the program or 
organization, the reason for its existence. This is normally described in terms of the effect or 
changes that the program intends to create for a specific target group. The specific aims refer to 
the actual differences or changes that the organization hopes to make, often, but not only, within 
individuals. The objectives refer to the services and products that an organization plans to offer 
in order to achieve their specific and overall aims. Because the aims of the KM and RI programs 
have evolved since they were first proposed, this model’s emphasis on articulating aims at the 
general and specific level will be useful in tracking these changes. Clarifying shared concepts of 
these goals, and how they have changed since the inception of the KM Units, is also an important 
element of this evaluation, however, which is more consistent with the CIPP model described 
below. 
 

Overall Aims 

Specific Aims 

Objectives 
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The documenting of the activities in the summative evaluation will compare the activities and 
outcomes of the KM Units against the goals articulated in the grants, and will track activity over 
time. Given that there are two distinct sites and programs involved in this evaluation, the two 
KM Units will also be compared and contrasted with each other.  
 
Formative Evaluation 
 
The formative goals were addressed using Stufflebeam’s CIPP model (Stufflebeam, 2000b; 
2002). This approach emphasizes engaging decision makers and stakeholders in evaluating the 
merit or worth of a program, and doing so both proactively to improve the program, as well as 
retroactively to evaluate its value. In this evaluation framework, indicators are grouped into four 
categories: Context, Inputs, Process and Products (see Table 1). Each of these different kinds of 
indicators, or evaluations, provides different kinds of information. A context evaluation 
examines stakeholder needs and the rationale of the program and organizational strengths. This 
helps in making decisions about planning goals and objectives. Input evaluation examines how 
resources are allocated to support the program and, where possible, alternative approaches in 
terms of cost-effectiveness. Process evaluations assess implementation of the program, namely 
how the program activities are actually carried out. Product evaluations identify and assess the 
outcomes and impact of the program by comparing these outcomes to the needs of the 
stakeholders.  
 
Table 1: Definition of CIPP terms (Stufflebeam, 2002) 
 

Indicator Category Definition 
Context Stakeholders’ needs, rationale of program, program goals and 

objectives 
Inputs Human, material, economic resources available to support 

program 
Process How the program was implemented 
Products Outputs and outcomes, both planned and unexpected 

 
Application of Frameworks to Goals 
 
Following the initial consultation with the KM advisory committee, the original three goals were 
expanded into the following evaluation questions: 

1. What were the original goals or intended outcomes of KM and RI? 
a. How have these goals changed?  In response to what? 
b. To what extent have these intended outcomes been achieved? 
c. Are new goals being met? 

2. What were the unintended outcomes of KM and RI? 
a. What lessons can be gleaned from these unintended outcomes? 

3. How has capacity-building been operationalized? 
4. What are the successes of KM and RI?  What made them successful? 
5. Have key success factors of KM and RI been learned? 
6. What improvements could be made to  

a. KM services? 
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b. RI or KM infrastructure? 
c. Processes of community/university partnership? 
 

A question matrix was developed based on Stufflebeam’s CIPP model which was informed by 
the evaluation goals described above and encompassed within it the Burns and Cupitt (2003) 
model’s emphasis on aims. This matrix was used to construct survey and interview questions and 
to guide the review of available documents. Interviews were used to obtain in-depth perspectives 
on the subjective experiences of stakeholders, and were particularly useful for exploring 
processes, limitations, key learnings, and unexpected outcomes. Surveys were used for focused 
evaluative questions regarding the webpage and activities, and regarding the impact of the KM 
activities. Different stakeholders were asked different questions, as they had different 
perspectives and needs. The results will be reported in line with the main questions in the matrix. 
The discussion will synthesize these results in terms of the evaluation questions described above. 
 
As much as possible, a participatory approach was undertaken, such that stakeholders had a say 
in the development of the research model and questions. The evaluation model was developed in 
consultation with an advisory committee, made up of key staff members of the KM Unit, and 
regular interactions were maintained between the evaluation leaders and the advisory committee. 
The original plan had been to work with an advisory committee comprised of staff members and 
community partners from both University of Victoria and York University. This proved to be 
impractical and, ultimately, the advisory committee was primarily staff members from the York 
University KM Unit. Different types of stakeholders (community members, academics, staff, 
students) were interviewed in order to obtain multiple perspectives on the programs’ 
conceptualization, success and limitations. The interview was piloted with four stakeholders, two 
from the community and two academics from York University. Thus, stakeholders were engaged 
in many different ways. 
 
In keeping with the capacity building goals of the Program Evaluation Unit and the KM unit, the 
staffing model of the evaluation used a hierarchical network of staff and students. Undergraduate 
research assistants conducted basic data collection under the supervision of senior graduate 
students. These graduate students helped design and conduct surveys and interviews and led the 
qualitative and quantitative analyses of the data under the supervision of the evaluation leaders 
(Dr. Yuka Nakamura and Dr. Michaela Hynie). The team had weekly meetings during the data 
collection phase that included training in the basic elements of evaluation (ethics, transcription, 
interviewing, survey design, etc.) to ensure that engagement in the project genuinely built 
knowledge and capacity among the student researchers, while also ensuring regular supervision 
and feedback. 
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Materials and Methods 
 
Materials 
 
Interviews 
 
A semi-structured interview guide was developed based on the question matrix. This was shared 
with the advisory committee for feedback. As noted above, the revised guide was then used in a 
pilot study with four stakeholders, two academic faculty members and two community members. 
Care was taken to ensure that one member from each sector had achieved a successful 
partnership through KM and one had not (i.e., “friendly critics”, Stufflebeam, 2002), to increase 
the likelihood that the right questions about limitations and barriers were being asked. The guide 
was then revised again based on feedback from participants in the pilot study. The final interview 
guide is presented in Appendix A. 
 
Surveys 
 
Three surveys were used to collect evaluations of the impact of KM activities, and to measure 
satisfaction with the website. One survey was developed for use with all respondents. This 
survey consisted of a brief demographic section, inquiring about respondents’ primary KM Unit 
affiliation and sector affiliation (i.e., academic faculty, governmental agency, etc.).  
 
For those respondents who had not participated in a partnership, we developed a brief survey 
using closed ended Likert-type questions to address the impact of the KM activities and services. 
Respondents rated their agreement with each item on a 7 point scale with 1 representing “not at 
all” and 7 representing “very much.” Finally, open ended questions were also included to elicit 
respondents’ understanding of the term “Knowledge Mobilization” and to ask about where they 
thought KM had the most and least impact.  
 
Respondents who indicated that they had participated in a KM partnership were directed to 
complete the Community Impacts of Research Oriented Partnerships (CIROP) measure (King et 
al., 2003). This 33-item tool assesses perceiving impact in personal knowledge development, 
personal research skill development, organizational/group access to and use of information, as 
well as community and organizational development.  A sample item is, Over the past year, to 
what extent has your organization's or group's experience with the partnership changed your 
organization's or group's beliefs/understandings with respect to an intervention or approach, a 
topic, or a group of people (e.g., led to a new way of thinking or to a broader or new perspective, 
altered ideas about how to best deliver service or programs)? Participants rated their agreement 
with each statement on a 7-point scale ranging from "to a very great extent" to "not at all". The 
survey was modified to include "Don't know" and "Not applicable" response options. 
 
The items can be classified into 6 different areas of impact.  

1) The extent to which the partnership affected the respondent’s personal knowledge and 
confidence in research (Personal Research Knowledge).  

2) The extent to which the partnership affected the respondent’s research skills (Personal 
Research Skills).  



 6

3) The impact of the partnership on the organization’s knowledge and access to information 
(Organization Research Knowledge).  

4) The impact of the partnership on the organization’s activities and programs (Organization 
Activities) 

5) The impact of the partnership on the community’s research capacity (Community 
Research Capacity) 

6) The impact of the partnership on the local community (Community Impact) 
 
The first four themes of the CIROP were used as average scores. For the items in themes 5 and 6,  
individual questions are reported, since they address slightly different aspects of the impact of 
partnership on communities that are relevant to this evaluation.  
 
All three surveys were shared with the advisory team for feedback and revised accordingly, 
except for the CIROP, which was used as published. These surveys are included in Appendix B. 
 
Sample and Data Collection 
 
An effort was made to include all stakeholders in the evaluation to ensure that the evaluation was 
relevant and valid. This was particularly important from a formative perspective. Ideally, 
community members who were not yet using the KM Unit would also have been surveyed but 
given the limited responses to surveys by users of the KM Unit, this was not deemed to be 
practical.   
 
As noted above, four participants were interviewed initially to pilot the interview guide. These 
participants were recommended by the York University KM Unit. Two of those interviewed as 
pilot participants were from the community, and two were academics. 
 
Interviews 
 
Staff in each of the KM Units identified a total of 28 potential interview participants across the 
two sites who were then contacted by a female interviewer. Of the potential participants 
identified, only 2 did not complete the interviews; one was not available and the other was 
unreachable.  
 
York University: A total of five faculty members, five community partners, and four students 
were interviewed. The faculty members were represented by the Faculty of Education, School of 
Nursing, Schulich School of Business, and the Departments of Geography, and Psychology. 
They were involved in a broad range of activities, including participation in meetings organized 
by the KM Unit, facilitating partnerships with community organizations, and applying for grants 
offered by the KM Unit. 
 
Of the community partners interviewed, three were associated with the provincial government, 
one with the school board, and one with a non-profit organization. The community partners were 
also involved in a variety of activities associated with the KM Unit: participating in meetings 
organized by the KM Unit; developing projects with faculty partners; seeking advice for funding 
applications; and supervising students through the KM Internship program.  
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Of the four students interviewed, two were from the Psychology Department, and the remaining 
two were associated with the Faculty of Education. All of the students were previous recipients 
of a Knowledge Mobilization Internship and had been involved in developing and working on a 
project with a community partner over the course of the summer. 
 
University of Victoria: Three faculty members, five community partners, and four students were 
interviewed. The faculty members were affiliated with the Environmental Studies and 
Psychology Departments. All of the faculty members surveyed were involved with teaching the 
Research Helpdesk courses, where they provided instruction on research methodology and 
theory and guided students through the completion of projects developed by ministry partners.  
 
All but one of the community partners was affiliated with the provincial government, and were 
either responsible for developing project proposals for the Research Helpdesk courses or acting 
as mentors to students throughout the course of the project. There was one representative from a 
non-profit organization.  
 
Three of the students were from the Psychology Department, and the fourth had an academic 
background in Biology. All the students interviewed were previously enrolled in the Research 
Helpdesk course. 
 
Surveys 
 
KM Unit staff at York University and University of Victoria were asked to provide a list of all 
their relevant contacts. These lists included all individuals who had attended at least one KM 
event, as well as a list of all newsletter subscribers, including the individuals who subscribed to 
the newsletter themselves, as well as those who were added to the list by the knowledge brokers. 
In order to identify potential differences between these two groups, the survey included a 
question assessing whether the participants subscribed themselves or were put on the list by 
someone else. The survey explored different questions that were relevant for knowledge 
mobilization.  
 
The study was conducted online, using Survey Monkey (a third-party online software package). 
In August, the program evaluation team sent links to the survey out to 1,161 individuals who 
were involved with knowledge mobilization units in some capacity, 37 of which were returned as 
undeliverable. Another 51 came back as out of office replies. A second request went out in 
October, at which time 26 came back as out of office replies. A pop-up link soliciting people to 
participate in the survey was also placed on the ResearchImpact home page for the duration of 
approximately two weeks in August.  
 
A total of 56 responses were received to the survey. This represents 0.05% response rate (N = 
56/1124). There were no responses obtained through the pop-up invitation to participate the 
survey on the website. Of these respondents, 18 (32.7%) had previously engaged in a partnership 
facilitated by a KM Unit and 37 (67.3%) had not. One person did not answer this question. Of 
those who had not participated in a partnership with a KM Unit, when asked which unit they 
would be most likely to contact, 35 (92.1%) said that they would be most likely to contact the 
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York KM Unit and 3 (7.9%) identified the UVic KM Unit. Of those who had partnered with a 
KM Unit, 12 (66.6%) had partnered with York, 2 (11.1%) with University of Victoria, and 4 
(22.2%) with both.  
 
Thus, of the 56 respondents, 37 were directed to the overall KM evaluation (survey 2). One 
participant had difficulties maintaining the web connection and quit after the first page. This left 
18 people who were eligible to complete the CIROP survey (survey 3) of whom 15 actually 
completed the CIROP survey. All of these were faculty members whose partnerships had been 
facilitated through the York KM Unit. These 15 made up the subsample who completed the 
CIROP measure. 
 
Document Review 
 
All available documents were obtained from the management teams. This included prior grants 
that had been submitted by York University and University of Victoria, information regarding 
courses offered, contacts requested and made, earlier surveys conducted by the York KM Unit to 
evaluate their KM Internships, events organized, input and output data that had been collected to 
date, and documents from the ResearchImpact webpage. A literature review was also conducted 
to aid in identifying other Knowledge Mobilization activities in the region, and to assist in 
interpreting some of the findings. A list of the documents reviewed is presented in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Documents reviewed 

 
Prior Evaluations 
     Mid-term Report 
Grants 
     KM IPM, 2005-2009 (York U & U Vic, successful) 
     KIS, 2005-2008 (York U, successful) 
     SSHRC Capturing Outcomes Grant, 2008 (York U, successful) 
     RI SSHRC Environmental Grant, 2008 (York U, U Vic et al. unsuccessful) 
     CIHR K-T Operating Grant, 2009 (U Vic, unsuccessful) 
Graduate Course Information 
     GS 500 Course Description (2008) 
     GS500 Poster 
     GS 500 Environment 
     GS 500 Wildlife, Course Description 
     GS 500 Children, Youth, & Family Services, Course evaluations 
Previous Data Collected 
     Activities and outcomes spreadsheet 
     York opportunities spreadsheet 
     Funding opportunities spreadsheet 
     Internship surveys, 2007 (community and student partners) 
     Internship surveys, 2008 (community and student partners) 
ResearchImpact Website 
     Mission statement and objectives 
     Research reports 
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     Case studies 
     Blog 
     Events listing 
Publications 
     Phipps, Johnny, & Zanotti, (2009) 
     Phipps & Shapson (2009) 
Literature Review 

 
Data Analysis 
 
Interviews 
 
Interviews were analyzed using thematic coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). In the first step, 
preliminary codes were assigned according to the type of question asked. Where relevant, the 
responses were categorized according to the university with which the stakeholder was affiliated 
and/or stakeholder status (academic, community partner, student, staff). The coded data were 
examined by another rater to ensure reliability, and any discrepancies in the labels assigned to 
the data were resolved by discussion before the final codes were assigned. The second step in 
data analysis involved finding conceptual categories in the data, establishing relationships 
between the categories, and deriving an account of the patterns observed. This step was informed 
by the research questions, background literature, and other themes observed in the data. 
 
Surveys 
 
The data were downloaded from the on-line website into Excel and SPSS data management 
programs. Because of the limited number of responses, simple descriptive statistics (means and 
frequencies) are the primary focus of the analyses. Statistics are reported by type of respondent, 
where relevant. There were too few respondents from University of Victoria to permit 
meaningful comparisons between the two sites. Means were calculated for the subcategories of 
the CIROP, after the subscales were subjected to Cronbach’s alphas to confirm internal 
reliability. These means must be interpreted with extreme caution given that this measure was 
only completed by a small sub-sample of the survey respondents. Open ended responses were 
subject to simple coding by two researchers and disagreements were settled by discussion.  
 
Document Review 
 
Documents were scanned for information regarding activities and outcomes. This information 
was tabulated. Ambiguous information was reviewed by multiple team members and where 
uncertainty remained, the advisory committee was contacted for clarification. Previously 
collected surveys were analyzed using the methods described for surveys, above. 
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Results 
1. Context 
 
1.1 Overall Aims 
 
1.1.1. Early years: 2005-2007 
The overall aim of the KM Units and ResearchImpact is to increase the uptake of academic 
research by knowledge receptors and to enhance its impact. The emphasis in the early grants 
(IPM, 2005; KIS, 2005) was on one-way knowledge transfer from academic researchers to 
knowledge receptors, but these early grants included a clear statement that, ultimately, the flow 
of knowledge would be bi-directional and that academics and knowledge receptors would create 
knowledge in partnership.  
 
1.1.2. Later years: 2008-2009 
In the later grant applications (SSHRC, 2008; K-T Help Desk, 2009) and the current 
ResearchImpact website, the primary aim is to promote knowledge exchange between research 
creators and receptors. For example, the quote below is from the mission statement on the 
ResearchImpact website. 

 
ResearchImpact, Canada's emerging knowledge mobilization network, is designed to 
support the active, two-way exchange of information and expertise between knowledge 
creators and knowledge users. (www.researchimpact.ca, accessed October 25, 2009) 

 
The stated aim of the 2008, SSHRC Knowledge Broker Model grant was slightly different. The 
overall objective of the grant was the development of a method to maximize the “dissemination, 
uptake and impact of new knowledge in the social sciences and humanities” (p.9, SSHRC, 2008).  
 
1.2 Specific Aims 
Following Burns and Cupitt (2003), it is useful to think about the kinds of changes the KM Unit 
hopes to accomplish in its stakeholders. However, it is also important to realize that two of the 
stakeholders are the universities themselves, and so some of the goals of the KM Units were 
institutional in nature.  
 
The KM Units initially focused their energies on health and social science researchers and on 
possible receptors of this research. In terms of the kinds of changes that were intended for these 
stakeholders, one can identify several specific aims.  
 

1) Faculty members at the two institutions would continue to produce the same research but 
would make it accessible to knowledge users (IPM, 2005; KIS, 2005; SSHRC 2008).   

2) Government policy makers, and health and social service agencies in the local regions 
would increase their accessing of academic research and apply it to their practice and 
decision making. (IPM, 2005; KIS, 2005; SSHRC, 2008; CIHR, 2009) 

3) Graduate students would be trained through working with stakeholders to become more 
highly qualified personnel with broader skill sets. (IPM, 2005; CIHR 2009) 

4) Academic researchers and students would create new knowledge to meet knowledge 
users’ needs (SSHRC, 2008; CIHR, 2009). 
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5) Partnerships between knowledge users and knowledge receptors would be created, such 
that both knowledge transfer and knowledge creation occur through the partners directly, 
rather than being mediated by the KM Unit. This aim was articulated more clearly later in 
the KM Units’ development (Phipps, Johnny, & Zanotti, 2009; Phipps & Shapson, 2009). 

6) Links would be created across KM Units in different institutions. This was initially just 
University of Victoria and York University (IPM, 2005; KIS, 2005), but grew to include 
other KM Units across Canada (SSHRC, 2008).  

 
These specific aims regarding impact on stakeholders have not really changed as the KM Units 
have evolved but have changed in emphasis. Moreover, the emphasis on different aims varies 
between the two Units. Relative to the York University KM Unit, the University of Victoria KM 
Unit places more emphasis on aim 4 (creating knowledge for users), through the Research 
Helpdesk course, than on aim 5 (creating partnerships). The York KM Unit has placed more 
emphasis on aim 6. 
 
1.2.1 Perceptions of staff at York University 
From the perspective of the staff, there has been a real shift since the early years of the KM 
initiative, from focusing on the transfer of academic research to knowledge receptors to focusing 
on brokering relationships between academic and community partners. According to the staff at 
York University, it was necessary for the unit to first develop a culture of engaged research at the 
university, and to inform communities about the potential resources at the university. The 
original areas of activity undertaken by the unit were guided by the goal of education, both 
within and outside the university: staff had to learn about the research taking place within the 
university, and learn to package it for the different users. Most significantly, funding had to be 
secured to support this endeavour and to develop the capacity (human resource and information 
technology) to carry out work. As this was a pilot initiative, multiple short-term goals had to be 
developed to develop best practices.  
 
Over time, however, the overall aim of the KM Units has evolved towards a model of brokering 
relationships between academic researchers, which include faculty members and students, and 
community partners. Instead of the initial emphasis on a one-way flow of information, the Units 
are more engaged in acting as a liaison between stakeholders. 

 
What we were looking for in the first iteration is we’re going to push research out. What 
we’ve evolved into is much more brokering relationships between people who are looking 
to engage with research and with our researchers and graduate students. So it’s much 
more a relationship brokerage than it is a knowledge transfer. (Staff) 
 

1.2.2. Perceptions of staff at University of Victoria 
For staff at the University of Victoria, the overall goal for the unit was to develop the capacity 
for knowledge mobilization as part of the overall university structure, instead of it being attached 
to specific faculties or projects. This involved providing services to researchers at the university 
and in the community. In order to achieve this goal, it was important for the unit to incorporate 
the objective of civic engagement that had been identified in the university’s strategic plan in the 
planning of its activities. The university’s creation of the Office of Community Based Research 
(OCBR) a year into the KM Unit’s existence facilitated this specific objective but also narrowed 
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the scope of the KM Unit’s activities. In the beginning, both offices worked in parallel, with the 
OCBR focused on outreach to grassroots organizations and the KM unit focused on developing 
partnerships with the provincial government. Now, the KM Unit is operating within the OCBR. 
 
1.3 Objectives 
 
Based on a review of the grants and publications, and on the interviews with the staff, several 
objectives could be identified for the KM Units. These are linked to the specific aims described 
below in Table 3. It should be noted that the specific aims have multiple activities associated 
with them. Moreover, several objectives address more than one specific aim.   
 
Table 3: Specific aims and objectives of KM initiative 
 
 Aims Objectives and Activities 
1 Make existing 

research accessible 
 Establish KM Unit (York) 

   Establish Research Help Line (UVic) 
   Develop inventory of research and researchers 
   Identify champions among research faculty and receptor 

organizations for KM advisory committee (York) 
   Identify opportunities for KM and broker partnerships 
   Develop educational strategy for faculty (York) 
   Develop process for collecting research outputs (York) 
   Develop marketing campaign 
   Develop website 
   Offer KM grants 
   Host conferences for research and needs (York) 
   Offer training in plain language writing (York) 
   Develop Web 2.0 tools 
   Create a national network of KM Units 
   
2 Increase uptake of 

research by receptors 
 Establish KM Unit (York) 

   Establish Research Help Line (UVic) 
   Develop inventory of receptor organizations, focusing on 

public sector 
   Develop method of identifying receptor needs 
   Identify champions among research faculty and receptor 

organizations for KM advisory committee (York) 
   Identify opportunities for KM and broker partnerships 
   Engage governmental agencies in reciprocal relationships 
   Develop educational strategy for receptor organizations 

(York) 
   Develop marketing campaign 



 13

   Develop website 
   Offer KM grants 
   Host conferences for research and needs (York) 
   Offer training in plain language writing (York) 
   Develop Web 2.0 tools 
   Create a national network of KM Units 
   
3 Train graduate 

students 
 Establish KM Unit (York) 

   Establish Research Help Line (UVic) 
   Create Research Helpline graduate course (UVic) 
   Develop website 
   Offer KM graduate internships 
   Host conferences for research and needs (York) 
   Offer training in plain language writing (York) 
   Develop Web 2.0 tools 
   
4 Create new 

knowledge for users’ 
needs 

 Establish KM Unit (York) 

   Establish Research Help Line (UVic) 
   Establish Research Helpline graduate course (UVic) 
   Develop inventory of research and researchers 
   Develop inventory of receptor organizations, focusing on 

public sector 
   Develop method of identifying receptor needs 
   Identify opportunities for KM and broker partnerships 
   Develop educational strategy for faculty (York) 
   Develop educational strategy for receptor organizations 

(York) 
   Develop marketing campaign 
   Develop website 
   Offer KM grants 
   Offer KM graduate internships 
   Host conferences for research and needs (York) 
   Develop Web 2.0 tools 
   Engage governmental agencies in reciprocal relationships 
   
5 Promote partnerships  Establish KM Unit (York) 
   Establish Research Help Line (UVic) 
   Develop inventory of research and researchers 
   Develop inventory of receptor organizations, focusing on 

public sector 
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   Identify champions among research faculty and receptor 
organizations for KM advisory committee (York) 

   Develop method of identifying receptor needs 
   Identify opportunities for KM and broker partnerships 
   Develop educational strategy for faculty (York) 
   Develop educational strategy for receptor organizations 

(York) 
   Develop marketing campaign 
   Develop website 
   Offer KM grants 
   Offer KM graduate internships 
   Host conferences for research and needs (York) 
   Develop Web 2.0 tools 
   
6 Link KM Units  Create a national network of KM Units 
   Develop website 
   Develop bi-university governance committee 
   Exchange managers 
   Share researcher data bases 

 
1.4 Relevance 
 
Questions about the relevance of the program addressed unstated goals, competing objectives, 
minimal indicators of success, and information about why this is the best model for achieving the 
goals. 
 
 1.4.1. Unstated or competing goals 
Competing goals can be assessed by looking at the goals of the stakeholders and comparing 
those to the goals of the program. Because the success of the KM Unit depends on meeting the 
needs and goals of the stakeholders, stakeholder goals were an important focus of the evaluation. 
This information was obtained from several sources: evaluation surveys, stakeholder interviews, 
and internship surveys previously conducted by the York KM Unit. 
 
1.4.1.1. Participation in KM activities in general 
Survey participants were asked about their primary goal for collaborating with KM. 
Interestingly, almost half, (N = 16, 42.1%) of respondents said that they were interested in 
knowledge mobilization in general. Thus interest in the process and theory of knowledge 
mobilization, rather than the knowledge being mobilized, was a major draw for many 
participants. Another 11 (28.9%) respondents were interested in gaining access to research 
information, while 3 (7.9%) said that they were interested in disseminating research. Six (15.8%) 
said that they were interested in getting assistance with research, and 2 (5.3%) selected “other.” 
These other responses included “no collaboration at present” and “meeting with colleagues.” 
This varied by which sector they were affiliated with (see Figure 2). Government officials were 
somewhat more interested in KM itself, whereas non-profit organizations were more interested 
in obtaining research information.  
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Figure 2: Types of goals for collaborating with the KM Unit by type of community partner 
 
1.4.1.2. Participation in partnerships 
In the stakeholder interviews, faculty, students and community members were asked why they 
had approached or worked with their respective KM Unit. For faculty, the goal of the initial 
contact with the KM Unit was to explore opportunities to generate and share knowledge, and to 
increase the connections between academia and the community. Faculty members wanted to 
increase the capacity of their community partners to conduct and value research but were also 
keen to further their personal goals in relation to research. 
 

I don’t just want to do free consulting for people. I want to be able to do research. 
(Faculty, York University) 

 
Community partners who approached the KM Unit were aware of the value of research expertise 
within academia and were keen to explore the ways in which they could apply that expertise to 
the design of projects which could inform their own work. They were also interested in seeking 
advice about increasing their organizations’ capacity for research and to explore how current 
academic research could be presented in a format that was more accessible to policymakers. 
Some partners had already developed specific projects and were looking to the KM Unit to bring 
in academic researchers to complete these projects.  
 
1.4.1.3. Participation in partnerships with students 
In the faculty interviews, faculty also spoke of their goals in working with students. When 
working directly with students on KM projects, faculty goals were to expose students to 
practical, real-life situations where students could learn to apply the theories and methodologies 
they had been exposed to in their coursework.  
 
Students engaged in community-based projects because they were interested in bridging the gap 
between academia and practice by facilitating the exchange of information and skills. The goal 
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was to develop long-term relationships with their community partners and to broaden the 
network of researchers who were interested in a particular social issue and the organisations 
which were engaged in frontline work. Some of the students were also interested in exploring 
opportunities for future employment with their community partners.  
 
Community members were also asked about goals for partnership in surveys conducted with 
internship partners by the York KM Unit in 2007 and 2008. When asked their primary goals for 
participating in the internship program, the following themes emerged 
 

 to produce data to support strategic planning or policy development 
o Better awareness of the needs within the specified community and an ability to 

better respond 
 to exchange knowledge with stakeholders 

o Increase awareness of the impacts of urban living on wildlife [….] Increase 
exposure of the centre's work to the public 

 Building partnerships with researchers and other community organizations 
o By using York we bring in a 3rd party to the complex relationships of two tier 

government, strengthening the relationship with York and researchers to our 
mutual benefit 

 Providing their intern with the opportunity to build knowledge and skills 
o Develop a mutually beneficial relationship that broadens the student's 

understanding of homelessness/risk of homelessness in York Region 
 
For those students taking the GS500 course, there was some tension between the course goals 
and partnership goals. Some students in the UVic KM Unit were concerned that the method of 
evaluation did not adequately account for the level of complexity of the individual projects. For 
example, students perceived that literature reviews and needs assessments were graded in a 
similar way, despite the latter taking more time and requiring a broader range of skills. There 
were also concerns that the time-line of the course did not fit well with the time-line for the 
government partners or the project. This is discussed in more detail in section 3.9. 
 
1.4.2. Appropriateness of the KM Model 
Several observations were made about the appropriateness of the model of KM being used. 
Three key elements of the KM model being implemented that were discussed were the 
importance of two-way knowledge mobilization to increasing knowledge uptake, the use of a 
knowledge broker who would bring research creators and users together, and the creation of a 
unit that was university-wide rather than discipline or faculty specific (e.g., IPM grant, 2006). 
These are discussed separately below. 
 
1.4.2.1 Knowledge exchange and knowledge creation 
In general, participants described the process of mobilizing knowledge as going beyond the 
simple transfer and exchange of knowledge to developing innovative ways in which knowledge 
can be produced, shared and disseminated to a wider audience. They described a dynamic 
process in which there is a feedback loop between all the stakeholders, and lays the foundation 
for sustainable relationships to develop. This is consistent with the depiction of knowledge 
mobilization in the KM publications (e.g., Phipps & Shapson, 2009).  
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Knowledge mobilization is when you move beyond the push and the pull of knowledge. 
Knowledge mobilization is less about intelligence gathering, it’s about sharing 
information, but sharing that between people rather than just on paper. I think it’s when 
you actually link people together and bring people together who are doing similar work, 
so that they can share that information. (Community partner, University of Victoria) 
 

They also echoed the importance of research creating change in policy and practice. 
 

(Knowledge mobilization is) taking research that’s produced not just by academics but in 
multiple settings and taking it to different users. Taking research produced by the 
university to new audiences so that it has an impact on policy and practice. So it’s not just 
that it’s taken up but it actually creates change and contributes to solutions. (Faculty 
member, York University) 

 
1.4.2.2. The role of knowledge brokering 
Both faculty and community partners spoke to the importance of the model of brokering that the 
KM Unit played between themselves, academics, and other potential stakeholders for building 
relationships. Its role was characterized as the hub within a wheel, as a planter of seeds in both 
the university and community sectors, and as a dating service. They felt that the KM Unit should 
be responsible for identifying areas of interest, inviting potential partners, and providing a forum 
in which these partners can engage in dialogue, ensuring that an equitable relationship develops 
between the community and university partner, and providing or suggesting resources to 
facilitate the project. They would also be responsible for leading knowledge mobilization 
initiatives and educating people in both sectors about current developments. Who played this part 
was also seen as critical.  
 

You need people with energy and experience. You need people who can understand the 
university bureaucracy and how to work it, and you need people who can sell the concept 
within the university infrastructure and hierarchy and the people how have creditability 
among their academic counterparts. So it’s really important to have someone who […] 
understands and appreciates the value in an interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary manner. 
Somebody who has credibility in terms of pure research but also in academic applied 
research. (Community partner, University of Victoria) 

 
1.4.2.3. Having a university-wide KM unit  
There was strong support for having a knowledge mobilization unit housed in a university, and 
supported by the university. This is beneficial when staff, representing the unit to potential 
partners, can introduce themselves as a resource to meet the latter’s needs without being tied to a 
specific research theme or project.  

 
The OCBR is important because having an office that isn’t in a specific faculty or 
department gives a “platform” for academics to come together and talk about the 
community, engage scholarships that they’re working on; having an office where they 
can come and highlight their work and talk about it and maybe get support for it, or 
develop a larger team or write a proposal for funding for it. (Staff) 



 18

 
1.4.2.4. Engaging graduate students in community-university research partnerships 
Engaging graduate students as part of this model was viewed favourably. A faculty member from 
the UVic KM Unit noted that having the projects developed by the community partner but 
housed in the structure of a course by the KM Unit reduced the administrative complexity for the 
faculty members, especially with regards with course promotion and recruitment. Moreover, the 
internship funding for students provided an incentive for organizations to consider the possibility 
of integrating research with their daily operations: 
 

If I hadn’t been able to say […], “I can come in here, York is going to pay me to work for 
you”, then I may not have been able to get my foot in the door anywhere because just the 
idea of coming in and doing research within an organization is not as appealing if 
they’re already short-staffed and feeling overwhelmed because they don’t have time to 
engage in any kind of research even if it’s collaborative. (Student, York University) 
 

Students were also able to further their own research interests while working on their projects 
and were able to contribute significantly to the work of the partner organization. The opportunity 
to apply their knowledge in a practical way, to learn about policy-making, and to lead (or co-
lead) a major project were perceived to be unique and valuable as the students would not be able 
to gain such experience within their typical academic curriculum. The potential of the 
relationships developed with partner organizations, especially partnerships with the provincial 
government, to lead to future employment were seen as a strong benefit of this model. 
  
1.4.3. Minimum Indicators of Success 
Stakeholders were asked to indicate the minimal indicators of success. Despite the early focus on 
knowledge translation, respondents focused on successful partnerships (i.e., knowledge 
exchange) as the key measure of success. There was frequent mention of increasing access to 
material resources, directly by providing them or indirectly by helping partners apply for funding 
elsewhere. The access to these resources was seen as an important element for the success of the 
partnerships. The KM Unit would play a role in facilitating access to these resources, identifying 
areas of interest for partnerships, inviting potential partners, and providing a forum in which 
these partners can engage in dialogue. They would also be responsible for educating people in 
both sectors about current KM opportunities. 
 

I really got fired up about the opportunity to collaborate with academic institutions and 
the leveraging of resources. There were opportunities there where we could invest our 
own money and have that matched by the university. (Community partner, York 
University) 
 

1.5. Was the KM model clearly conceptualized? 
 
Stakeholders perceived the KM model differently depending on whether they were affiliated 
with York University or the University of Victoria. Those affiliated with the York KM Unit 
perceived that the role of the KM Unit was to act as a broker between academics and 
practitioners, and to promote opportunities for collaboration by matching the resources available 
within the university to community needs. They also noted that the role of the KM Units was to 
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put knowledge mobilization on the agenda of academics who engaged in more traditional arenas 
of research, create opportunities for the dissemination of their research and to encourage 
dialogue about best practices across faculties. Some respondents also perceived a pedagogical 
role for the KM Unit in which the Unit was responsible for providing training in knowledge 
dissemination and community-based research methodology. 
 
There was an acknowledgement of the fact that knowledge mobilization was a relatively 
innovative concept in the social sciences, compared to the pure sciences, and that there were 
growing pains associated with establishing best practices for the uptake and sharing of 
knowledge. These included role confusion, the lack of clarity in communicating the expectations 
of the various stakeholders, and the adoption of roles for which the KM Unit may not have had 
the expertise or duplicating expertise that already existed elsewhere in the university. 
 

The fact that they hired a guy to do the press releases or whatever it was they 
were doing … it seemed to me like such a university thing to do …we have the 
expertise here, let’s work with our own expertise, if you want someone to do the 
writing, go to the English department … maybe you should go to the psychology 
department and see if they’ve got a newsletter or the sociology department and 
see if they’ve got a newsletter. They are journalists who know the actual field. 
(Faculty member, York University) 

 
Those affiliated with the UVic KM Unit indicated that the KM Unit was a “connector” between 
stakeholders and “promoter” of resources available both within the university and within partner 
organizations. The KM Unit was also seen to be a source of funding (partial or matched) for 
community-based research. There was some confusion, however, among community partners at 
the UVic site about the difference between the mandates of the KM Unit and the Office of 
Community-Based Research (OCBR). Concern was also expressed about the potential overlap 
between the goals of the projects organized through the course and the functions of specific 
Ministry departments. One community partner commented that there is an in-house research and 
evaluation unit within the Ministry which works with various departments to produce similar 
research to that the students are engaging in. The same unit is responsible for some of the courses 
within the Master’s in Public Administration at UVic suggesting some duplication of goals and 
functions. 

 
A number of students take this course where they learn about research methods 
and work with a […] government organization. What they do is produce products. 
I guess that I was concerned because that’s the type of work that we do. I was a bit 
surprised that [the KM Unit] didn’t know that that was the work that we were 
involved in even though we had worked with them for quite some time … perhaps 
we weren’t doing a good enough job of letting them know that that’s the type of 
work that we do as well, which seems like there’s some overlap. It just seems like 
we’re stepping on each other’s toes a bit lately. I think we were in a position where 
we were going to have to lay off most of our staff. (Community partner, University 
of Victoria) 
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An area that lacked some clarity had to do with defining “community”. Many respondents 
recognized the geographical implication of the word, but suggested that stakeholders’ roles could 
differ depending on whether community was perceived at a local, provincial or national level, or 
whether it was defined as a community of interest. Thus, although the original intention of the 
KM Units was to deliver services to specific geographical regions, most stakeholders rejected 
this definition of community and rather endorsed the definition of “community” as that of a 
community of practitioners.  
 
Stakeholders were also asked to describe their idea of a successful community-university 
partnership. According to the stakeholders, in a successful community-university partnership 
both parties attain their goals: the community obtains research findings that can be used to 
inform their work, and the researchers and students gain experience with community-based 
research and develop positive reciprocal relationships with community partners. It is cost-
effective for both parties as resources are pooled. Long-term collaboration is encouraged, and all 
stakeholders are empowered to work together and share their knowledge. The relationship is 
marked by a sense of interdependency and mutual respect. This definition is in line with the 
definition used by the KM Units. 

 
It’s certainly not about dumbing down what I know to make it accessible to the people 
I’m working with. It’s about building bridges so that we can learn from each other like 
going to community events, participating in fundraising activities even, and then having 
your community partners be active in what’s happening in the university, and not just as 
listeners but as people who have something to share. (Student, York University) 

 
2. Inputs 
 
2.1. Availability of Resources 
 
Several challenges were identified for the funding of KM activities at an institutional level. First, 
despite the relevance of the work, there is typically no funding support of the development of a 
university-wide knowledge mobilization infrastructure; the Tri-Council Intellectual Property 
Mobilization (IPM, York University and University of Victoria, 2005-2009; $665,000), 
Knowledge Impact and Society (KIS, York University, 2005-2008, $300,000) and an IPM 
SSHRC & CIHR funded extension grant (2008-2009, $330,000) grants which have funded the 
unit thus far were one-off calls (Staff Interview). University of Victoria also applied for a CIHR 
grant to continue the support of the Research Helpdesk but was not successful.  
 
It was suggested that the KM Unit needs to secure funding for the long-term existence of the 
Unit so as to develop a strategic plan to integrate short-term goals with a long-term vision. 
However, a staff member noted that it is difficult to obtain research funding for KM Unit 
activities from potential funders. 
 

The challenge for funding for KM activities is that at the institutional level this is not 
research…this is an operation of a university. And so there is more funding for KM 
activities within a project. There is no funding support for the type of infrastructure, 
human resource infrastructure or operating funds for the university. (Staff) 
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Knowledge mobilization activities therefore often have to be integrated within smaller-scale 
research projects in order to obtain research funding. Staff remarked that potential funders are 
also uncomfortable with the notion of an “organic” initiative in which needs and research 
questions emerge over the course of time, rather than being identified in the funding proposal. 
The current economic climate has also adversely affected the capacity of private funding sources 
such as charities and foundations. As a result, the move is towards collaborating with researchers 
to pursue project-based funding under the theme of social issues such as climate change and 
mental health.   
 
2.1.1. University of Victoria 
University of Victoria provides institutional support in the form of space, computing equipment, 
telecommunications, and access to facilities and resources required by the unit. Its close working 
relationship with the Office of Community Based Research (OCBR) also facilitates support with 
academic programming, publicity of KM initiatives and partial administrative-support of about 
four to six hours per week. 
 
The UVic KM Unit is staffed by one knowledge broker on a full-time basis and is advised by the 
Contracts and Special Programs Officer at University of Victoria, who was previously employed 
in the same position, the Director of OCBR, and the Associate Vice-President of Research. 
University of Victoria has committed to hiring the knowledge broker for one year after the IPM 
grant expires.  
 
2.1.2. York University 
The York University KM Unit is staffed by the Director of the Office of Research Services, 
Manager of Knowledge Mobilization, Knowledge Mobilization Officer, an undergraduate 
student funded by Research at York (10 hours/week in the academic year; full-time in the 
summer), and a graduate student (summer only).  
 
York University has committed substantial funds since the initiation of this project. It provided 
matching funds for the IPM grant ($636,000) and for the KIS grant ($210,000). York University 
has committed to hiring the Manager of Knowledge Mobilization when the grant expires, and is 
working towards the retention of the Knowledge Mobilization Officer, who is currently funded 
by one of the grants. It was suggested that the KM Unit requires the capacity of at least one full-
time staff and a yearly budget of $200,000 to achieve its objectives. Given the institutional 
support of one staff, the unit will need to source operational costs of about $100,000 per year. 
Given the challenges in obtaining funding described above, it is not clear if these funds will be 
obtained and whether the Unit will be able to continue its work at the same level. 
 
York University provides other physical resources in terms of the space, computing equipment, 
telecommunications, and access to facilities and resources required by the unit. Other, non-
material contributions from the university include the position of the university within York 
Region, its reputation as a credible partner, and the expertise of the KM Unit’s administration. 
 
2.1.3. Community 
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Government partners played an important role in providing resources. At the University of 
Victoria the IPM grant funds were matched by community partners for the functioning of the 
Research Helpdesk. The following contributed funds for helpdesk partnerships: Ministry of 
Environment ($15,000, matched; 2008-2009); Ministry of Child and Family Development 
($15,000, matched; 2009).  The following organizations contributed funding for the Research 
Helpdesk course: the BC Ministry of Labour and Citizens Services ($85,000, 2007-2009); 
Ministry of Environment ($15,000, 2008-2009); Ministry of Child and Family Development 
($15,000, 2009); Ministry of Housing and Social Development ($11,000). 
 
At the York University KM Unit, the university has matched the funds that are brought in by the 
original Tri-Council grants, and received $45,000 ($15,000 each year, 2006-2008) from both 
York Region and the York Region District School Board. 
 
Community also contributed funds through research contracts that were awarded to university 
faculty and students. This model was particularly prevalent at York University, where the KM 
Unit often matched funds from community partners for research projects. A total of $228,000 has 
been brought in through community partnerships: $151,000 in 2007-2008, $83,000 in 2008-2009 
and $6,000 so far in 2009-2010. 
 
2.2. Institutional Support 
 
2.2.1. Academic Partners 
In terms of general institutional support for knowledge mobilization, faculty and student 
participants indicated that the attitude towards applied research at York was generally positive. 
The faculty members reported that in recent years, a greater number of faculty are asking how 
they can present their applied research accomplishments in the tenure and promotion process. 
The opening of TD Community Engagement Centre in Jane/Finch area and the promotion of a 
culture of interdisciplinary research at the university were perceived to be 
 

a recognition by this university of its need to work with and engage its neighbours, not just 
to the benefit to the neighbours, but also very much to the benefit that comes to the 
university, for students doing placements for our research, and for our general 
understanding, for the betterment of our community. (Faculty member, York University) 
 

The respondents at University of Victoria concurred that the climate towards applied research 
was positive, especially given the establishment of the Office of Community-Based Research 
and the identification of civic engagement as a priority in the university’s strategic plan. The 
relatively small size of the university was conducive for the development of strong community-
university relations and for facilitating discussions on the recognition of applied research in the 
tenure and promotion process. 
 

I think it’s interesting to see the different sizes of different universities, how 
differently [they work]. UVic being a smaller university, population-wise, it’s 
been a little bit easier to do KM and community-based research and talk about 
the office and everyone seems to hear or know of the initiatives, this KM initiative, 
or this CBR initiative (Staff) 
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Despite these encouraging developments, participants were aware of the traditional tensions in 
academia that attribute greater significance to non-applied, quantitative research over that which 
is participatory, applied and more qualitative in nature. As a result, even though a faculty 
member may appreciate the value of applied research, he or she may be concerned that 
traditional research is weighted more heavily in the tenure and promotion process and thus not be 
able to commit their resources to establishing partnerships. Those who persevere with their 
applied research often make sure that they also conduct research that is relatively easier to set up 
and publish in peer-reviewed journals as well. In addition, the structure of the tenure and 
promotion committee adds an element of subjectivity as the outcome may depend on the 
opinions of individual members: 
 

…you don’t really get a whole university culture that’s for or against you; you get factions 
that have different kinds of influences at different points in time. (Faculty member, York 
University) 
 

Some faculty members suggested that the divide between the two research traditions is often 
exaggerated: many faculty have made a career of community-engaged scholarship, and their 
work in the community is also recognized in the “professional contributions” section of their 
tenure and promotion file. It was noted that the tensions might be more prevalent in some 
departments than others.  
 
2.2.2. Community Partners 
The community partners surveyed noted that the size and capacity of the community 
organization often placed limitations on the extent to which the former could engage in a 
partnership and the timeline along which the project would develop, given that they had to 
continue delivering services at the same time. Most organizations did not have the infrastructure 
and financial resources to “tell their story” and engage in research and policy development. The 
limitations of capacity also meant that community partners were often unable to respond to 
opportunities for collaboration in a timely fashion and to attend networking events. Moreover, 
when resources were scarce, research priorities were usually the first to be downgraded so the 
resources committed to research were unpredictable.  
 
2.3. Stakeholder Support and Participation 
 
Over the 3.5 years that the KM Units have existed, there was evidence of increasing involvement 
by faculty and students, particularly with respect to the first year (2006) (see Table 4). Moreover, 
the number of different ways in which faculty and students could become engaged in KM 
activities also increased over this time period. 
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Table 4: Student, faculty and community engagement over time by site 
University of Victoria 2006 2007 2008 (Jan-Jul) 2009 Total 
Number of faculty involved 0 0 4 5 9 
Number of students involved 1 29 30 25 85 
Information sessions for faculty and students 5 13 15 9 42 
Information sessions for community 8 15 23 12 58 
Number of agencies involved in partnership 0 16 3 14 33 
Number of ways of engaging students/faculty 2 4 5 9 9 
York University 2006 2007 2008 2009  
Number of faculty involved 2 22 53 17 94 
Number of students involved 4 20 16 7 47 
Information sessions for faculty and students 32 41 27 15 115 
Information sessions for community 26 42 47 16 131 
Number of agencies involved in partnership 0 74 70 4 148 
Number of ways of engaging students/faculty 3 6 7 10 10 
nb. Participants may be counted more than once if they participated in more than one event for 
or for more than one year. 
 
KM was seen as generally supported in the community. Participants in survey reported that they 
had discussed KM with their colleagues to a moderate extent (M = 4.3, on a 7 point scale), and 
also reported that their colleagues were moderately supportive of KM (M = 4.8).  
 
The importance of support from the community was emphasized by KM Unit staff. For example, 
the York KM Unit staff highlighted that leadership within the York Region was critical to 
identify key priorities and to improve the policy/research linkage with the government of 
Ontario. Academics were generally seen as unreceptive to community-based research, as 
evidenced by the difficulty in engaging them in community discussions and events. According to 
stakeholders and staff at both locations, faculty members are less likely to approach the unit to 
seek community partners for their research. This was seen as a limiting factor on the potential 
success of the KM Units. 
 

How good can the KM Unit ever be in its job, if the university in general or faculty 
members in particular, either don’t understand or aren’t committed in participating in 
community based research? (Faculty member, York University) 
 

Consistent with this, at the UVic KM Unit, it was determined through an internal scan that those 
faculty members who were interested in partnering already had developed partnerships, so there 
was a decision made not to pursue relationships with them. It was suggested that a faculty 
champion for knowledge mobilization should be identified so that other faculty members can be 
inspired to consider this approach for their own work 
. 
Conversely, some stakeholders argued that the difficulty experienced in promoting knowledge 
mobilization was due in part to an “anti-intellectual” bias on the part of community organizations 
– the assertion that academics were far-removed from the reality that front-line workers faced on 
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a daily basis. This was not a commonly held view, however; community members were 
generally seen as eager participants, relative to the academics.  
 

We’ve got three broad communities that we work with: one is the exterior research 
user community, one is faculty and one is graduate students. Graduate students 
and the external community really take to this; they understand it, they get it. 
We’re not getting a lot of faculty knocking down the doors saying, “Hey! I want 
you to match up my research.” We get a lot of community phoning up saying, 
“Hey, I have a need to have a researcher who can help me.” (Staff) 

 
3. Process 
 
3.1. How is KM implemented at each site? 
 
An overview of the activities engaged in by the two KM Units is presented below. The Units are 
implemented somewhat differently at each site. The staff see this as a strength of their 
partnership. 
 

I’m glad that we haven’t created a one size fits all approach. It’s to the credit of the 
respective institution that we’ve allowed ourselves that space and the freedom for these 
units to emerge based on the needs, the strengths, and the relationships that our 
universities have. I’m happy about that., I don’t mind the areas of divergence because I 
still think the underlying philosophy is what bring us together. (Staff) 

 
3.1.1. York University 
The KM Unit at York University offers a range of services that are organized by and arranged 
through the knowledge broker, who is the manager of KM Unit (see Table 5). They describe 
their work as being guided by three pillars: to create space for partners to interact; to provide 
resources to support partnership development; and to support stakeholders (e.g., by providing 
training and maintaining a peer-to-peer network). The KM Unit now has several programs that 
are designed to meet the specific aims described earlier. These include: 
 

 Research Translation: (Aim 1, Aim 2) 
  The KM Unit works to broker relationships between research users and research creators 

who are seeking partners. Two tools were developed to facilitate this activity and two 
activities were also developed to collect and disseminate information about research 
partnerships completed.  

o  A data base of research creators and their research interest and expertise, and 
community partners with their research interests was created. The knowledge 
broker can search for potential partners by looking for shared interests in the 
research data base. 

o  A ResearchImpact Opportunity Description Form was developed, where 
researchers, students, or community members can put in a request for a 
partnership that is then “translated” by the knowledge broker (typically the 
Manager of Knowledge Mobilization) to be relevant to the type of partner being 
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sought. The knowledge broker then arranges an initial meeting between two 
parties with shared interests, who are located through the research data base. 

o Research Summaries. A SSHRC grant (2008) was obtained for the documentation 
and publication of summaries of collaborative research projects. These were made 
available on the ResearchImpact website as a way of disseminating collaborative 
research. 

o Plain language writing workshops were offered to encourage faculty and students 
to learn how to better disseminate their research to knowledge receptors. 

 
 KM in the AM: (Aim 1, Aim 2, Aim 4, Aim 5) 
  Another way in which research creators and research users are brought together is through a 

regular series of research meetings, normally held in the morning in varying locations in 
York Region. These meetings focus on a particular area of interest (e.g., immigrant mental 
health, youth homelessness, literacy), normally one that is initiated by community partners. 
A faculty member and a community member who have expertise in the area are identified, 
and invited to briefly present their work. Interested faculty, students and community 
members attend and use the meeting as an opportunity to discuss their shared interests and 
seek new partnerships. 

 
 Research Forums: (Aim 1, Aim 2, Aim 5) 
  Research forums were larger meetings of community partners and researchers that were 

organized on an ad-hoc basis. These took the form of workshops, roundtables or more 
traditional conferences, and included faculty, student, government and community agency 
stakeholders. The KM Unit also held annual KM Expos that brought together research users 
and creators for a celebration of KM activities and an opportunity to highlight concerns and 
characteristics of York Region agencies. 

 
 KM Interns: (Aim 3, Aim 4) 
  Graduate students were able to compete for 2 to 4 month summer internships by submitting 

a work proposal for a KM related project in collaboration with a research user partner. 
Internships were for $6000 each, payable to the student. Students then presented the results 
of their findings at a day long research forum in the fall.  

 
  Seed Funding and Grants: (Aim 4, Aim 5, Aim 6) 
 The York KM Unit encouraged partnerships by providing small amounts of money to 

support the development of partnerships. The knowledge broker can also suggest sources of 
funding to support the partnership, should the partners decide to move forward on a shared 
project. The funding provided by the KM Unit was tied to the founding grants and is no 
longer available. The funds took several forms.  

o Incentive Grants were small ($4000) grants that were available to faculty 
members and their research user partners that were to be used to develop 
proposals for larger research grants 

o  Release Time applications allowed researcher and their research user partners to 
apply for a half-course release from teaching for the faculty partner to allow them 
to devote the equivalent amount of time (135+ hours) to research based activities 
with their partner 
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o  Matching/Seed Funding refers to small amounts of money that were made 
available as seed funding, or to match funds provided by research user partners, to 
engage in KM related activities such as joint research or knowledge translation 
activities. These include collaborative grants intended to encourage partnership 
between University of Victoria and York University stakeholders. 

 
Table 5: York KM Unit Activities 
 2006 2007 2008 (Jan-Jul) 2009 Total 
Internal/external scan completed 1 1 0 0 2 
Research Helpdesk requests received 2 25 68 23 118 
Research Helpdesk projects brokered 2 23 52 12 89 
Knowledge Summaries      
Research summaries written 0 0 43 40 83 
New knowledge disclosures 3 5 2 0 10 
Presentations      
KM in the AM/Seminars 0 6 6 2 14 
     Number of participants in total 0 142 121 39 302 
Research Forums 0 1 1 1 3 
Other information sessions, community 32 82 18 2 134 
Other information sessions, faculty/students 32 41 27 3 103 
Grants      
Proposals supported 28 2 0 0 30 
Graduate internships awarded/applied for 0 12/42 12/63 0 24/105
Research time support awarded/applied for 0 11/13 10/10 0 21/23 
Incentive grants awarded/applied for 0 8/18 7/7 0 15/25 
York region project development grants 0 0 0 2 2 
 

 Web Communication: (Aim 1, Aim 2, Aim 6) 
 Information about KM activities and opportunities for partnership have been disseminated 

to all stakeholders who have had any contact with either KM Unit through the development 
of the ResearchImpact webpage, the Mobilize This electronic newsletter and range of Web 
2.0 programs such as a blog and twitter (see Table 8).  

 
3.1.2. University of Victoria 
At the University of Victoria, the KM initiative has had five elements (see Table 6). 
 

  Internal and external scan of stakeholders. (Aim 1, Aim 2) 
 The unit began with an internal scan of the resources and researchers’ needs at UVic and an 

external examination of community needs. It was established that the majority of the 
researchers at UVic had developed their personal contacts in the community and were less 
likely to require assistance to do so. As a result, the unit approached policymakers in the 
provincial government to explore avenues in which they could support the latter’s work.  

 
 Information Sessions: (Aim 1, Aim 2, Aim 5) 
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 The UVic KM Unit holds information sessions and workshops for faculty, students and 
community members in collaboration with the OCBR.   

 
  Research Helpdesk: (Aim 1, Aim 2, Aim 4, Aim 5) 
 A “Research Helpdesk” was developed as a contact point for community. Staff fielded 

research questions and needs from local community organizations and ministries, and 
assisted them with implementing evidence-based change strategies or policy decisions.  

 
  Research Helpdesk Graduate Courses: (Aim 3, Aim 4) 
 Graduate courses were developed in which students are instructed in community-based 

research methodology and paired with government mentors to work on projects that have 
been identified to meet ministry needs. These needs were primarily identified through the 
Helpdesk. The majority of the partnerships developed by KM have been through these 
graduate courses 

 
  Student Internships: (Aim 3, Aim 4) 
 Funds provided by the government ministries have allowed the KM Unit to provide small 

grants for students to work on projects with government employees on an individual basis. 
These funds are negotiated on a yearly basis. 

 
Table 6: University of Victoria KM Unit Activities 
 2006 2007 2008 (Jan-Jul) 2009 Total 
Internal/External scan of stakeholders 1 0 0 0 1 
Research Helpdesk requests received 5 20 25 0 50 
Research Helpdesk projects 0 8 0 0 8 
Number of Helpdesk courses 0 1 1 2 4 
Students enrolled in Helpdesk course 0 8 8 15 31 
Information sessions--Community 8 15 23 0 46 
Information sessions—Faculty/students 5 13 15 0 33 
Government Student Grants awarded/applied 0 18/36 17/41 0 35/77 
 
3.1.3. Joint activities 
There were some activities that were clearly joint activities by the two units. These are 
represented in the Table below (see Table 7). 
 
Table 7: Joint activities by York University and University of Victoria 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total 
Collaborative research projects 1 1 1 2 5 
Collaborative incentive grants  0 0 0 2 2 
 
ResearchImpact was a joint York University and University of Victoria website, and so that 
could also be included under joint activities. ResearchImpact utilizes web tools which allow 
anyone to access information about its initiative. This includes a Web, a blog and Twitter feed to 
reach a wider audience. The website was established in 2006 and as of August, 2009. Flickr was 
added in 2007 and a blog was established 2008. In 2009, the KM Unit added del.icio.us book 
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marks and Twitter feed, respectively. There was considerable activity in these different methods 
(see Table 8) 
 
Table 8: Web 2.0 Activity as of July 27, 2009 
Technology Date Established Activity as of October 30, 2009 
Website 2006 1,613,152 hits 
Flickr May, 2007  
Blog May, 2008 35 subscribers  

12 receive e-mail postings  
115 posts  
13,788 views  
60 comments  
1,079 subscribers to monthly e mail 
newsletter Mobilize This! (20% open rate) 

Del.icio.us March, 2009  
Twitter May, 2009 218 followers, 448 updates 
 
3.2. Governance of the KM Units 
 
3.2.1. York University 
The York KM Unit developed a joint advisory committee in 2006 composed of 9 faculty 
members engaged and 9 community representatives (one of whom was engaged by the 
University and so was perhaps in both categories) (see Appendix C for the full list of members). 
The faculty members represented several different faculties including Environmental Studies, 
Education, Health and Liberal Arts. The community representatives included representatives of 
the York Region school boards, United Way, the regional Human Services Planning Coalition, 
and a homelessness alliance. The intention was to have this committee meet regularly, but the 
momentum for the committee has not been sustained. The committee met 2 to 3 times per year 
from 2006 until 2008, at intervals ranging from 3 to 10 months, but has not met since July, 2008. 
It was suggested that the lack of clarity regarding the parameters of engagement might have 
contributed to this phenomenon.  
 

There wasn’t an exit strategy, I don’t think we had critical mass and once we started to 
get our legs underneath us and gain a better understanding of who we are and where we 
were going, we may not have needed them as much. There was also a bit of governance 
fatigue. So the last two times that we tried to set up meetings, we didn’t come close to a 
quorum. (Staff) 
 

Consequently, ad-hoc committees are also assembled to discuss issues such as the partnership 
between York and UVic. Governance-related relationships are also maintained between the KM 
Unit and its stakeholders: the Director of the Office of Research Services sits on the community 
engagement and research committee of the United Way of York Region, and ongoing 
relationships are maintained with partners such as the York Region District School Board.  
   
New activities or directions in the KM Unit are initiated at the staff level and are filtered through 
the joint advisory or ad-hoc committees and online consultation tools (blog and Twitter feed) for 
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comment and feedback. Funding decisions for internal grants offered by the unit were decided by 
a committee of two community and two faculty adjudicators. 
 
3.2.2. University of Victoria 
There is a steering committee of the Office of Community Based Research that serves as the 
steering committee of the KM Unit, which is now nested within the OCBR. The committee 
meets four times a year to provide advice and feedback on KM initiatives. It is composed of 8 
representatives from local community organizations and 7 from the University of Victoria. There 
are also 11 external members from international universities who serve in an advisory capacity, 
rather than attending the face-to-face meetings (see Appendix D). The importance of having 
external members is valued by the KM Unit. 
 

It’s really easy in an institution for everyone to keep patting each other on the back 
without someone outside saying, “Hey wait a minute, why did you do that? That doesn’t 
make any sense. Or maybe you should focus on this”. (Staff) 
 

Decisions regarding new directions and initiatives at the KM Unit are typically brought forward 
by staff. There are weekly consultations between staff and the Associate Vice-President of 
Research. Ad hoc committees of between three to six people are convened for the adjudication of 
internal grants which consists university researchers and community representatives.  
 
3.3. Building and maintaining a relationship between York and UVic KM Units 
 
The original model for the relationship between the two units included regular meetings and a 
knowledge broker exchange program, whereby the managers of the KM Units would spend a 
year at each other’s institutions in order to strengthen the link between the two organizations 
(IPM, 2006). The swapping of managers did not occur but the two units have maintained regular 
contact. According to the staff members, the units frequently communicate by email (6-7 emails 
per week; more if there is collaboration on joint projects) and have telephone conversations 
about every two weeks. Every quarter, the KM Units have face-to-face meetings. The partnership 
is also sustained by collaborating on joint conference presentations (Congress, 2007; CAURA, 
2007; 2008) and funding joint research projects (2 in 2008; 2 in 2009).  
 
The majority of joint-decision making occurs with the production of branding and 
communication materials. The values and philosophy regarding knowledge mobilization are also 
shared; however, the local operations of the KM Units are autonomous. The KM Units do not sit 
on each other’s committees, but will deliver presentations to each other’s partners or 
stakeholders. As the goals evolved to a greater focus on development of a national network, there 
was also an increased interest in the sharing of data bases of researchers and research users 
(SSHRC, 2008), although this has not really been implemented. When opportunities arise or 
when research becomes available, the information is usually sent to the partner unit in addition to 
the local network. In particular, there was a lot of emphasis on the maintenance of interpersonal 
relationships between staff, especially given that the UVic KM Unit is managed mainly by one 
full-time staff.   
 
3.3.1. Evaluating activities and impact 
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The KM Units have tried to work on developing a shared evaluation system. Common 
documents have been developed to collect data on activities, and are typically shared at the 
quarterly meetings. The statistics on activities are jointly reported to the funders. The KM Units 
also share information about the opportunities that they broker, although there is a lack of 
consensus regarding the significance of certain indicators given that there was no structured 
method of evaluation to follow initially. It was also acknowledged that much of the feedback 
regarding the brokering experience was anecdotal, and that there may not be a systematic pattern 
of following up with each stakeholder.  
 

One of the challenges is that this is so new. There was no blueprint for us to 
follow […] we had our assumptions from day one and things [have changed] 
three years into the game. There have been things that have grown more than we 
have anticipated and things less so. My philosophy about my phone calls and e-
mails is that I track everything, but I don’t know what all of it means yet. So I 
think we do have a ways to go around structured and systematic data collection 
which in turn support structured and systematic evaluations. (Staff) 

 
3.4. Boundaries for Engagement 
 
The York KM Unit will support faculty partnerships regardless of geographical boundaries to the 
greatest extent possible. It has also supported KM internships at organizations outside of the 
York Region. Some of the students, however, reported feeling pressured by the criteria specified 
in the application to submit proposals for partnerships with organizations located in the York 
Region even when they had existing relationships with other organizations in Toronto because 
they felt that proposals involving external organizations would not be successful.  
 
Currently, the UVic KM Unit does not report intending to extend its activities beyond Vancouver 
Island but is willing to partner further with agencies outside of this area should the opportunity 
arise. 
 

We aim to partner anywhere on Vancouver Island, which is quite large and has a 
population of nearly 800,000 spread out over 30 different cities/towns. We are 
open to working with any region on Vancouver Island, and would also be willing 
to build partnerships in other parts of BC if it is feasible. (Staff) 

 
York KM Unit stakeholders appreciated the focus on the under-serviced York Region and the 
KM Unit’s role in helping to develop its social infrastructure. It was noted that the KM Unit and 
its partners should make more effort to conduct meetings or schedule presentations in the York 
Region, rather than at York. Interestingly though, some respondents noted that they were 
discouraged from attending events in the York Region because of its relative inaccessibility.  
 
Conversely, there was also a suggestion that a focus on the wider Toronto area or the province 
could yield greater access to partnerships and a more significant social impact because “research 
can travel” (Community partner, York KM Unit). Likewise, in terms of the earlier surveys 
conducted with the community partners of KM interns, one respondent noted that limiting the 
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focus to only York Region resulted in “Missed opportunities” (Community partner, York 
University). 
  

While it’s important to do work in York Region, I think we miss opportunities by not 
exploring relations with other regions including the city of Toronto. I think at York we 
make assumptions that U of T and Ryerson have that covered, but it’s not true. I get 
requests all the time from people downtown who want to do work with York. There are a 
lot of KM opportunities elsewhere. We’ve learned a lot through drilling down in York 
Region but there are other spaces where we can be effective as well. I don’t think we 
need to think of York as the relationship with York Region. (Faculty member, York 
University) 

 
Similarly, survey respondents were generally very favourable to the idea of KM expanding to a 
national network, M = 5.5 on a 7 point scale. 
 
Finally, the KM Units do not have direct communication with each other’s stakeholders despite 
the original intention to share data bases. They have also not necessarily utilized each other’s 
data bases for building partnerships outside of their own regions. This is a problem for building a 
national network but has the advantage of strengthens the local relationship between the 
knowledge broker and their partners and utilizing the local KM Unit as a conduit for information.  
 

We said that we were going to create a database [that was] more adaptive for the 
knowledge brokers, like a tool. [For] example, if here at Victoria someone asks 
[about] aboriginal health, and we go to our database, we see there’s no one at 
UVic, but there’s someone at York {…] the tool will help knowledge brokers 
identify researchers or communities. In the end, we have been working in our own 
communities and we have been very successful in our own communities. Maybe 
because we haven’t found a need to go outside our universities or our 
communities and we have done everything locally. (Staff) 

  
3.5. Capacity Limitations 
 
3.5.1. KM Unit limitations 
The idea of streamlining the unit’s operations and managing the expectations of stakeholders was 
put forward by both staff and other stakeholders. In interviews, York KM Unit staff noted that 
there are capacity limitations and that they felt the need manage of expectations and deliverables. 
Other stakeholders also strongly emphasized that the KM Unit should not “be everything to 
everyone”. Rather, its functions would be well-defined and clearly articulated to match its 
capacity and competence. From the perspective of the staff, this is one of the reasons that there is 
a limit to the extent to which the Unit can promote its activities outside York Region, even 
though there is a willingness to go beyond these physical boundaries.  
 

I have heard from many 905 regions asking how they can get involved. It is an 
issue of capacity, however, that prohibits our promotional efforts outside of York 
Region. We'll work with anyone, however, we won't advertise that fact...we need 
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to manage expectations and capacity, along with deliver on our original project 
deliverables. (Staff) 

 
At the UVic KM Unit, as noted above, the reliance on a single staff member creates real limits to 
the Unit’s capacity, both in terms of starting new initiatives and in terms of regular 
communication regarding activities. Respondents were concerned about the sustainability of the 
Unit and the impact of potentially expanding its scope given the lack of staff. Some of the KM 
Unit’s needs are supported by the OCBR, however, so the Unit has support around some 
administration, academic planning, and publicity. 
 

If the OCBR didn’t exist, I would be completely lost, because I would be in a little office 
surrounded by other offices with people who don’t know what I’m doing, who don’t 
understand KM and who don’t really get why I’m always running in and out to meet with 
people, why no two days look the same necessarily for me. (Staff) 

 
3.5.2. Community capacity limitations 
Community agencies also frequently spoke of the limits to their own capacity for research. When 
asked about the barriers they faced in supporting interns in the KM Internship surveys, 
community partners spoke of having a lack of time, space and resources, and that these 
limitations prevented them from accessing existing research, conducting research, or applying 
research findings.  
 

[We need] time to disseminate the information throughout the organization to ensure 
buy in from all levels of staff up to and including our board of directors. 
Additionally, [we need] ongoing support once the research is complete to evaluate 
our interpretation and service responses. (Community partner, York University) 
 

This sometimes meant that they lacked the resources to even supervise a student intern who 
could help them obtain some of the research support that they needed. 
 

Past experience in other organizations was positive but interns required a lot of 
training which was taxing on the groups' resources. (Community partner, York 
University) 
 

3.6. Integration of Graduate Courses into the University 
 
Some concern was raised in the UVic KM Unit about the integration of the KM courses into the 
curriculum at the university, which was attributed to its interdisciplinary nature. This posed some 
difficulties when it came to publicizing the course and recruiting students; many students would 
not be aware of the course because it was a general credit and would not appear in the list of 
courses for their department. Further, students were often discouraged by advisers from taking 
the course because they would not receive program-specific credit. University of Victoria 
stakeholders also reported that because the course was being run by the KM Unit and was not 
well integrated with the university curriculum, the sustainability of the course was threatened. 
The sustainability implications for the course not being well-integrated into the university were 
also noted. 
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In the long term, we’d like to have a course that has various questions from various 
community organizations, like non-profit groups. But we need to “embed” this type of 
course a little bit deeper in UVic and find some money for a course like that, because 
there’s a professor’s salary to pay, and research stipends. (Staff)  

 
3.7. Delivery of Graduate Courses and Internships 
 
Faculty members suggested that the main challenge with the course was helping students and 
community partners to manage realistic expectations. The UVic KM Unit provided the structure 
within which the course was conducted and facilitated discussions with partner organizations to 
come up with a list of suitable projects for students. Nonetheless, students emphasized the 
importance of a face-to-face meeting with potential partners at the start of the course in the 
presence of the course instructor and KM Unit staff so that a manageable project that is suited to 
the student’s level of competence can be designed. Other students noted that course instructors 
intervened in the initial discussion between students and their partners to help to negotiate more 
manageable projects, emphasizing the importance of their early involvement. An additional 
benefit of having this three-way meeting is that, in the event that expertise is required for a 
component of the project (e.g., specialized technical or statistical skills) that is beyond the skill 
level of the instructor, partner and student, relevant contacts can be identified in advance and 
called upon when the student encounters a problem. 
 

Some of these projects could have been a Masters thesis, if not a PhD thesis in 
their own right. I was guarding against going into the projects and at least two 
cases; I basically lay down the law and said, “No, that’s too much.” A couple of 
students got very stressed about a third of the way into the course […] We talked 
about this in class and spent a lot of time coaching the students around no matter 
what you do, the big part of delivering the project in government is managing 
expectations, managing your own expectations, managing your boss’s 
expectations because otherwise you start setting yourself up for failure. (Faculty 
member, University of Victoria) 

 
Course evaluations of the graduate course show that students rated their instructors highly, with 
instructor ratings ranging from 4.11 (explanation of concepts was clear) to 5.00 (available to 
answer questions and provide additional assistance) on a 5 point scale. Likewise the course itself 
was evaluated highly, with ratings ranging from 4.00 (materials were useful; distribution of 
workload was adequate) to 4.75 (provided relevant skills and information).  
 
In terms of evaluating their research project, the evaluations were not quite as high but still 
positive. Ratings ranged from 3.78 (research question was clear) and 3.89 (project was relevant 
to current interests) to 4.67 (course increased your interest in community based research).  
 
In terms of their relationship with the government, ratings ranged from 3.89 (government 
sponsor was available to answer questions) to 4.33 (the course increased your interest in social 
policy). Students met with their government sponsors on average 3 times and communicated 
approximately weekly. 
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A challenge in the delivery of the graduate courses was that the UVic KM Unit had to find ways 
for students and partners who were separated geographically to maintain good working 
relationships. One of the components of the course is the final presentation to peers and partners. 
However, partners are not always able to attend. In order that partners who are unable to attend 
can participate, it was suggested that video-conferencing technology be adopted, or that the 
presentation be recorded and disseminated among partners and potential collaborators.  
 
Some student internship participants suggested that the research projects they participated in 
were not typically designed with community needs in mind, and that the findings were neither 
accessible by the relevant groups nor applied in the subsequent design of community 
interventions. 
 

It’s really hard as a researcher. You sometimes lose sight of what the actual needs are in 
the community. Sometimes you get caught in your own research questions to see the 
impact and to see the needs of the community. (Student, York University) 

 
3.8. Adequacy of Student Training 
 
Some participants associated with the UVic KM Unit suggested that the Research Helpdesk 
course be extended from one- to two-terms. This suggestion also appeared in the comments on 
the graduate course evaluations. It was noted that students came in with varying levels of 
knowledge regarding community based research, and this was also echoed in the course 
evaluation comments, with a student commenting on the value of having “more on foundation 
skills training at the beginning” and another suggesting “more emphasis on training technical 
skills.” A longer course would enable students to receive adequate instruction in the classroom.  
 

It would be great if it were extended to a full year course. If it was longer, it 
wouldn’t feel rushed so there’d be more time to build relationships with your 
community partner and to go deeper into the questions and the results that we 
could offer them. (Student, University of Victoria) 

 
As with the students in the University of Victoria course, some interns in the York internship 
surveys noted that they would have preferred a longer course. Concerns regarding training also 
came up with respect to the internships at the York KM Unit. Some students may not have 
received adequate mentorship in regards to establishing relationships with community 
organizations, which then undermined the pedagogical value of the experience.  
 

We were basically given money and told, “Go out and do it and then you have five minutes 
to tell us what you did and write a really brief report”, and I think that’s kind of weak in 
terms of a learning opportunity and I think there’s so much potential for it to be a really 
pedagogical exercise. (Student, York University) 

 
This was especially felt when students did not have the advantage of prior personal contact with 
the organization, were not previously exposed to community-based research, or were not 
introduced via a broker such as their supervisor, who could help provide the appropriate 
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mentorship. As a result, students experienced a steep learning curve with regards to negotiating 
their roles and responsibilities, addressing the balance of power between themselves and their 
partners, and agreeing on a project that matched their level of competence.  
 
It was suggested that interns be matched with faculty mentors to show you “this is an intellectual 
way, or this is a fair and equitable way of going about things”, especially if they were engaged in 
an area of research that was not complemented by that of their supervisors.  
 

My supervisor was an excellent researcher, but she wasn’t a community-based 
researcher and it wasn’t her job to be supervising me in this capacity. (Student, York 
University) 

 
3.9. Differing Time Lines 
 
Stakeholders who had participated in the internships commented on the challenges of 
establishing a healthy partnership with their community organization in the space of four months, 
especially if there was no real communication with the student before they obtained the 
internship funding. Participants suggested that successful applicants could be notified earlier, so 
as to allow for more time for the students and community partners to communicate, and for the 
KM Unit to provide support for the development of the student-partner relationship before the 
commencement of the project in the summer (e.g., foundation workshops on ethics in 
community-based research, methods of knowledge dissemination). This would provide a 
smoother transition for interns who may not have a background in community-based research 
methodology. Community members also noted that policy development, especially in a 
governmental organization, occurred on a more protracted schedule compared to research in an 
academic environment, suggesting that the four month internships may not be long enough to 
make the impacts that are desired. 
 

Another big barrier is the timeline for policy development can be stupid. Policy is 
formed on a four-year cycle.  The whole process is so clumsy; we can’t get what 
we need fast enough and the structure doesn’t work. It’s partially because [the 
academic and government] processes are clumsy and if you can make them 
neater, we could move along and do a better job. (Community partner, York 
University)   

 
There was also a mismatch between the academic and community timelines; the summer was 
ideal for a student to conduct research, given the lack of coursework, but the capacity for a 
community organization to support research was reduced as staff members were often away on 
vacation. As a result, in order to complete the work that was initially planned and to fulfill the 
commitment to the partners, all the students found themselves working longer hours, and for 
longer periods than originally suggested under the terms of the internship.  
 

When you give someone four months to engage in community work, it’s too short.  
I know that it’s because those are the four months of summer that we are meant to 
be in the field more and not be doing courses […] it makes sense in an academic 
timeline but it doesn’t make sense in the world of community work. I don’t think 
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you can get more than the beginnings of a partnership established in four months. 
In my case I worked part-time three days a week but I worked for a year. And so, I 
just wasn’t paid by the KM unit for the last eight months and that, but it was the 
only way to have a kind of sustained engagement that I wanted to have. (Student, 
York University) 

 
3.10. Maintaining Partnerships 
 
Maintaining partnerships and initiative was also a concern in terms of the types of partnerships 
being promoted. It was suggested by staff that the KM Unit should move from one-off 
collaborations towards large-scale, multi-partner initiatives that have tangible long-term 
implications for stakeholders. The small partnerships were seen as crucial to the foundation of 
the KM Unit’s work, but it was felt that sustained partnerships would have a greater impact on 
meeting the strategic needs of the partners and the unit itself.  
 

We need to be able to line up some clear priorities from our community partners 
with our clear priorities at York, so we can identify a couple of real 
flagships/priorities to invest in. Right now we’re working on a portfolio approach, 
and that’s good, I think what the portfolio approach needs to maintain is the 
foundation of the KM unit, but we need to identify a couple of major initiatives 
where we can be investing and brokering some large-scale, multi-partner 
initiatives. (Staff) 

 
3.10.2. Maintaining partnerships between students and community partners 
Student stakeholders from both KM Units suggested that the KM Unit support students and 
partners with suggestions or resources for how to perpetuate their working relationship beyond 
the life of the course. Students from the University of Victoria who were interested in 
maintaining a working relationship with their partners (e.g., to continue working on the second 
phase of the project) felt that they were hindered from doing so. This was attributed to the lack of 
funding opportunities and the absence of a formal structure or avenues for further discussion and 
collaboration.  
 

I wanted to go beyond the course and continue on with my community partner. 
I’m not sure infrastructure or funding is set to facilitate that. The people who 
were working at the KM unit at UVIC were great. They were very helpful but I 
think when it came time for me asking for funding support, it wasn’t possible for 
some reason; I didn’t really understand why. (Student, University of Victoria) 

 
Suggestions for how to improve this included extending the graduate course at UVic from one to 
two terms, creating structures to help sustain further communication and engagement (e.g., in the 
form of working groups, presentations, distribution lists etc.) starting the internships at both KM 
Units earlier in the year, thereby increasing the likelihood of developing sustainable relationships 
through the course of working on the project. 
 
3.11. Communication with Stakeholders 
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3.11.1. ResearchImpact 
Although the Web 2.0 tools should have created a greater level of access, the stakeholders 
interviewed did not subscribe to the Twitter or RSS feeds. Only one respondent accessed the 
blog and only on an occasional basis. A similarly low level of web engagement was found with 
survey participants (see Figure 3). Although 21 (56.8%) of the respondents used the 
ResearchImpact website, only 5 and 6 participants used the blog and Twitter, respectively. 
Moreover, the Web 2.0 tools were used primarily by faculty and students. Only 1 of the users of 
the blog and Twitter functions was affiliated with the government. No government 
representatives used Del.icio.us or Ning space, and none of the non-profit agency representatives 
used any of the Web 2.0 functions. However it should be noted that the more innovative 
technologies were added recently and stakeholders may not have been aware of them. 
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Figure 3: Number of Survey Respondents Using Web 2.0 Tools 
 
In general, however, most of the respondents suggested that the KM Units publicize their 
activities more broadly and more effectively in order to encourage engagement in its initiatives 
and activities. For example, one stakeholder noted that it is not immediately apparent that the 
ResearchImpact website has anything to do with York University.  
 
3.11.2 York University 
The York KM Unit staff noted that typically, the unit relies on partners such as the Human 
Services Planning Coalition, the Board of Education and United Way of York Region to share 
information about its activities with their respective constituents.  
 
They also use a newsletter to remain in touch with their constituents. When first established in 
June, 2008, the newsletter was sent out to 794 subscribers. By January, 2009, the number was 
990. In August when we sent out the request for survey responses, the newsletter list contained 
1161 addresses, of which 1080 were functional. The results of the survey found that many of the 
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respondents used the newsletter (51.7%), and the majority of the respondents (N = 22, 64.7%) 
had subscribed to the newsletter themselves. The fact that so many used the newsletter is 
consistent with the fact that the newsletter e-mail list was used to contact potential participants. 
When asked to evaluate the newsletter on a 7 point scale, where 1 is not at all and 7 is extremely, 
survey respondents reported that they found the newsletter moderately informative and useful 
(see Figure 4). 
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Figure 4: Evaluations of KM Newsletter 
 
Communication was commented on favourably at the York KM Unit. Stakeholders commented 
favourably on the responsiveness of the KM team in addressing concerns and questions. Where 
they were unable to provide information themselves, the staff were able to utilize their network 
of academic and community contacts to direct queries. The meetings and discussions organized 
by the KM Unit were also seen as useful communications. During the interview, stakeholders 
noted that these sessions helped to raise awareness of specific social issues and to provide a 
forum for networking. 
 
3.11.3. University of Victoria 
Where possible, the work of the UVic KM Unit is publicized in the university newsletter, the 
annual review of the university, and shared with partners. It was recognized that web publishing 
may not be a universal approach, and that the UVic unit exercises moderation in publicity as a 
function of its capacity, but that the access to information about UVic activities may be delayed 
as a result.  
 
In the interviews with UVic KM Unit stakeholders, they had little knowledge of the activities of 
the KM Unit. They suggested that greater clarity and visibility regarding the role of the KM Unit 
and the support that it could offer to stakeholders would facilitate collaborative opportunities. In 
particular, it was recommended that the Unit articulate its relationship with the Office of 
Community-Based Research and specify its specialized functions so that it is 
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…really simple for people on the outside to see how these initiatives link together. 
Something around having a really clear statement of what the purpose of the KM unit is, 
and what sort of participation, like what they can offer for groups outside the university if 
they want to be partnering with them, and how that process can be transparent and simple. 
(Community partner, University of Victoria) 

 
4. Products 
 
4.1. Do KM activities result in increasing two-way partnerships? 
 
Several partnerships have developed as a result of KM activities and these have engaged a range 
of students, faculty and community partners (see Table 9). Although it is possible that these 
relationships would have occurred regardless of the existence of the KM Unit, results from 
interviews with stakeholders and the case studies suggest that in many cases, the seeds for these 
partnerships were planted by the KM Unit. 
 
Table 9: Number of research partnerships, by type of partnership, year and site 
University of Victoria 2006 2007 2008 (Jan-Jul) 2009 Total 
Number of graduate research projects 1 29 8 28 66 
Number of community-academic partnerships 7 17 1 12 37 
Number of sponsored research agreements1 0 6 0 12 18 
York University 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total 
Number of student-community interns 0 12 12 0 24 
Number of faculty-community 
partnerships/projects 

6 46 24 3 79 

Number of sponsored research agreements2 0 6 2 1 8 
 

This unit has been able to develop some relationships which has allowed people the 
space to approach us and push in a really good way. For example, I read about you and 
what you do, you are going to do A, B, C, D, I get that, but I’ve got interests in E, F, and 
G, does it fall into the parameters of what you do or can it. It has challenged a lot of our 
earlier assumptions and it has shaped our practical understanding of what knowledge 
mobilization is. We’ve created an environment where people can almost dictate for 
themselves what this means to them. (Staff) 

 
Stakeholders identified the KM Unit brokering model as directly improving their ability to create 
partnerships. The respondents commented on the support provided by KM Unit staff in terms of 
referrals to suitable partners and avenues to apply for funding to support the partnership. By 
understanding the needs and strengths of both parties, the KM Unit could bridge the gap in 
understanding and help to facilitate discussion to reach a common goal. They also described 

                                                 

1 At UVic “sponsored research agreements” are those funding agreements received from provincial and community 
partners to run the graduate student courses  
2 At York “sponsored research agreements” are research contracts or collaboration agreements funding faculty-
community collaborative research projects. This number excludes the two funding agreements with York Region 
District School Board and Regional Municipality of York to fund operations of the KM Unit.   



 41

examples of successful community-university partnerships that have occurred through the KM 
Units. These include community and university representation on steering groups in both sectors, 
community interventions that are informed by academic research, and speakers from the 
community at academic events and vice versa. 
 
Likewise, the majority of the respondents to the survey said that they were moderately to 
extremely likely to use the KM Unit to build collaborations in the future (22, 68.2%). Somewhat 
less than half also said that they had already met potential future research partners through KM 
events, or that they had met people who were relevant to their needs (see Figure 5) 
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Figure 5: Percent of respondents who perceived KM as useful for partnerships 
 
Although respondents all indicated an interest and commitment to developing partnerships, some 
did not feel that the activities helped them to do so. One respondent on the survey wrote: 
 

I have not found the KM to be effective. Many barriers to establishing research with 
partners. Perhaps less talking and more action. (Survey respondent) 

 
In general, community partners acknowledged that there were constraints on their ability to 
participate in research projects as a function of the difference in resources, timelines and 
structural characteristics between the university and their own institutions, many of which are 
described above.  

Students noted that there were constraints on developing partnerships because of the very limited 
amount of time that students and partners had to work together, suggesting that the internships 
were most useful in those cases where a relationship already existed between students and 
partners. 
 
Stakeholders continued to voice concerns about making sure that the power differential between 
the university and small grassroots organizations be addressed in the initial outreach, and that 
stakeholders’ expectations were managed throughout the brokering process.  

% 
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There’s an assumption that community organizations can participate in the same way 
that researchers or academics or other university staff can, when … the reality on the 
ground is that there’s less resources to go around. Just simple things [that the KM Unit 
does] like not having meetings up at the university all the time, being able to send people 
from the university out to the community to meet community organizations on their turf 
and trying to understand their reality as well. (Community partner, York University)  

 
4.2. Do KM activities result in increasing engagement in community-university research by 
students, faculty and community? 
 
Interview participants noted that the specialised function of the Unit helped to put knowledge 
mobilization on the agenda of academics who engaged in more traditional arenas of research, to 
create opportunities for the dissemination of their research and to encourage dialogue about best 
practices across faculties. They also recognized that engaging faculty is challenging. As one 
faculty member at the York KM Unit noted, “you can’t make academics do things; it’s like 
herding cats”.  However, it was also acknowledged that: 
  

…not everyone needs to be interested in knowledge mobilization [and that] not all 
research needs to be focused on outcomes for decision makers. There’s room for all kinds 
of research. But for those who are interested in that, it has created a focal point. (Faculty 
Member, York University) 

 
The KM Units engaged with a wide range of community agencies, with the greatest involvement 
in the area of family and children’s services, health, environment, and ethnic diversity/ 
immigration. By mid-2009, they had engaged with representatives of 138 different agencies (see 
Table 9). 
 
 Table 9: Number of agencies involved in KM, by type 

Type of Agency Number 
Education 8 
Family & Children’s Services 36 
Health 28 
Mental Health and Addictions 6 
Environment 23 
Ethnic Diversity & Immigration 21 
Homelessness 5 
Arts 11 
Total 138 

 
According to faculty who replied to the CIROP measure, participation in partnerships was also 
seen as promoting interagency collaboration and helping to generate stronger research 
connections in the community (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6: Evaluations of impact of partnerships on collaboration  
 
Respondents to the survey who had not had partnerships indicated that their organization is 
moderately to extremely more likely to engage in research because of their involvement with 
KM (N = 10, 38.5%). Breaking this down by type of respondent, it was non-profits and 
academics who thought that their interaction with KM would increase their organizations 
likelihood of conducting research (see Figure 7). Government respondents did not feel it would 
have any impact. 
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Figure 7: Perception that KM activities will encourage organization to do research. 
 
The existence of the knowledge broker was seen as key in the community’s enthusiasm for 
engagement.  
 

They have that liaison person at the university who understood the university 
organization and who could access who we needed at different steps in the process when 

% 
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we were developing projects together. It was that opportunity for engagement, the 
opportunity for leverage and also the opportunity that they expressed in terms of being 
open to applied research needs in the greater area community including the provincial 
government of British Columbia. That’s what got me all excited about it (Community 
partner, University of Victoria) 

 
Stakeholders also observed that the KM Unit was providing a wide range of services for different 
stakeholders, but that some services and activities were more successful at building momentum 
for knowledge mobilization than others. This was perhaps a case of being too successful or 
ambitious.  

 
We think about the big picture and the final outcome and then sometimes what happens is 
you can get a little bit too all over the place because the vision’s too big […] to implement. 
(Community partner, York University) 

 
4.3. Do KM activities improve student training? 
 
Students were very positive about the educational impact of the KM activities, and felt that they 
received opportunities that would otherwise not be available at this stage of their careers.  

 
As a graduate student depending on the kind of the research area you’re in or the 
research project you get involved in, it’s very rare that you get to be a co-
investigator in a project. Often times you’re working under a supervisor who is 
the full investigator or principal investigator but in this case you got to take a 
front line role in building that relationship with that community partner and you 
were the go-to person and so there was a very practical component in bringing 
research into community. (Student, University of Victoria) 

 
In their course evaluations, students in the graduate course were mostly positive about whether 
the research project they had completed would influence their future research activities, with 5 
clearly stating yes, 2 no, 1 not sure and 1 not answering the question directly, but speaking about 
the skills that they acquired in community based research in a way that suggests that they will be 
useful. Students thought it was an enriching and positive experience, although some students 
wished that they had received more  Ministry support or had better matching with their own 
interests. 
 
When invited to share their projects with their peers and other stakeholders at presentations 
organized by the KM Unit, they were able to network, develop relationships with partners for 
future research, and receive professional recognition for their efforts. Further, the students 
surveyed commented on the benefits of learning from peers in an interdisciplinary environment. 
 

I was just expecting it to a four month co-op kind of practical experience but there is 
something that feeds into that academic component as well and in a totally different area 
than I’m used to. I feel like I’ve had the chance to stretch my knowledge bases and results 
with those participating in the course. (Student, University of Victoria) 
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4.4. Do KM activities create community interest in and access to research and knowledge? 
 
Stakeholders were particularly positive about the York KM Unit’s success in reaching out to 
groups in the York region, and remarked that staff were supportive and encouraging in their 
interactions with stakeholders. The respondents commented on the support provided by KM Unit 
staff in terms of assistance in dissemination of their findings. In addition, the meetings and 
discussions organised by the KM Unit helped to raise awareness of specific social issues and to 
provide a forum for networking.  
 
At the UVic KM Unit, the role for communicating research was seen as primarily one of 
connecting users and researchers, and of promoting the resources available on each side. They 
were seen as successful in this role. 
 
From the survey responses, the majority reported that the way that they participated in KM 
activities was through the newsletter or through either KM in the AM, seminars or research 
forums. A small number reported using the Research Helpdesk, graduate course and internship 
program (N = 1, 3.4% for each category). Two reported no activities (see Figure 8).  
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Figure 8: Percentage of survey respondents engaging in KM activities 
 
This varied somewhat by respondent type. The results for academics, government representatives 
and non-profit members are presented below for those categories of participation with more than 
one respondent (see Figure 9). KM seminars and research meetings were the preferred mode of 
engagement by government, whereas the newsletter was the preferred mode for the academics 
and non-profit partners. 
 

% 
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Figure 9: Types of engagement by type of partner 
 
Survey respondents were in favour of more KM in the AM type events (M = 4.75). They were 
also moderately in agreement with statements about having been introduced to research relevant 
to their own work (M = 3.6), although this was below the midpoint of the 7 point scale. In their 
open-ended responses, however, some survey participants talked about the educational aspect of 
KM partnerships, indicating that they learned more about KM in general, or about the specific 
content areas of the area they were partnering in. Moreover, survey respondents endorsed a need 
for access to more research results (M = 4.6) and more research support (M = 4.6). 
 
Some survey respondents felt that the research that was being presented at KM events was not 
sufficiently tailored to their needs. As a result, they were less likely to make use of it. For 
example, one of the survey respondents wrote the following comment: 
 

We need more research that is directly applicable to our work. Quite often the sessions 
are far too academic to be applicable for us. (Survey respondent) 

Faculty respondents to the CIROP measure stated that participation in partnerships had 
moderately increased the value of evidence in community members’ eyes and enhanced the 
community’s ability to utilize outside knowledge more effectively (see Figure 10) 
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Figure 10: Evaluation of impact of partnerships on value of evidence 
 
4.5. Do partnerships create a capacity and interest for community engagement in research? 
 
Survey participants who had engaged in KM facilitated partnerships were asked about the main 
impact of their partnership activities. More than half of the respondents identified the creation 
and strengthening of the relationship between the university and community/region as the 
primary outcome of the partnership. This is not quite the same as community engagement in 
research; it is community engagement in partnerships with researchers. 
 
Among faculty who replied to the CIROP measure, they felt that participation in the partnership 
had a moderate impact on the amount of research being conducted in their community, increased 
research opportunities, and the capacity to undertake research (see Figure 11). Thus, there 
appears to be potential for these relationships to lead to increased research, but there may be 
barriers in fulfilling this potential. 
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Figure 11:  Evaluations of the impact of partnerships on local community research. 
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Participants in the KM Internships were more certain about the capacity that their organizations 
acquired through participating in these internships. 
 

…[we gained] knowledge of skills of the process, methodology, ethics, academic 
requirements for the research to take place (Survey respondent) 

 
4.6. Do KM activities create public access to facilities? 
 
The primary way in which the community accesses university facilities and resources has been 
through their partnerships with students and faculty. All stakeholder groups commented on how 
the partnerships created the opportunity to community members to access library resources, for 
example, and the frequency with which library access was mentioned indicates how important 
this is to stakeholders. The mechanism that allows access library resources, however, is access to 
a university affiliate (student or faculty) and this acted as a bottleneck since the number of 
partnerships available is much smaller than the number of community members who might 
benefit from access to these resources.  
 
The York KM Unit has recently addressed this bottleneck by creating two workstations in their 
new Research Tower building. This may allow community members to have access to university 
resources regardless of their partnership access, although the scope of the access will depend on 
how access to these workstations will be controlled and promoted. 
 
A second proposed development by the York KM Unit is to develop an “Innovation York” office 
in Markham, in York Region that will provide access to York University resources. In light of 
the size of York Region, and York University’s position at its Southern edge, locating a resource 
centre more centrally in the region may improve community access to York University services. 
How effectively this increases public access will depend on the services and resources available, 
and how access is implemented. 
 
4.7. Do KM activities have an impact on program activities and decision making? 
 
There were not many reports of the impact of the KM activities on program making or decision 
making. One exception comes from a York KM Unit partner, who noted that having a large 
institution such as a university support the KM initiative enhanced the credibility of community 
based research in general and the recommendations and initiatives that were brought forth as a 
result of KM-related collaborations. This has created an opportunity to make an impact. 
  

We’ve been able to use the relationship that we have with York University, through the 
KM unit, to push for changes within our own organizations. Either because the research 
shows that certain changes should be made, and how to do it, or if York is really pushing 
this KM unit to be firmly rooted in the community, then why can’t all the organizations 
that work in York Region be better at listening to stakeholders in York Region? 
(Community partner, York University) 
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A review of the case studies described on the ResearchImpact website and reported in the 2008 
Progress Report showed changes in program delivery as a result of at least one partnership. A 
research internship with Free the Children to look at how and why youth used the website 
resulted in changes in the design of the website to match needs and goals of the website’s 
stakeholders.  
 
Surveys conducted with internship participants suggest that these partnerships are expected to 
have an impact on policies and practices. For example, one community member stated that the 
internship resulted in collecting information necessary to change programs, but were not clear on 
whether changes were actually made. 
 

Through the internship program we’ve gathered the research pieces (information) that 
we needed to improve programs that meet the needs of immigrants and refugees in our 
community 

 
Many other partnerships created outputs that had the potential to create changes.  
 

The research partnership has been a lot of work in a short space of time, but 
tremendously productive in terms of broadening my scope as an activist academic. AND 
we have created a strong, community-based product that I believe will have a tangible 
impact on youth and mental health. (Survey respondent) 

For example, the results of the research projects undertaken by students in the GS500 courses 
have clear policy implications. These include evaluating the knowledge of teachers, school 
administrators and health professionals about comprehensive school health, and their perceived 
roles in supporting it; client experiences of a Victoria detox centre in order to better meet their 
needs; and whether parents are satisfied with care received at the Pediatric Intensive Care Unit at 
Victoria General Hospital. It is not clear, however, whether the results of these projects have 
been applied by the government sponsors of these courses. It is therefore difficult to evaluate 
their impact. 
 
Survey findings were not very positive about this kind of impact, although in these cases 
respondents had not had research partnerships themselves but rather were participating as 
knowledge receptors (only respondents to the CIROP survey had engaged in partnerships—see 
below). Survey respondents reported less agreement in terms of whether their organization does 
anything differently based on research they accessed through KM (M = 2.5) or whether their 
organization has instituted any new programs because of research accessed through KM (M = 
2.7). Breaking this down by type of knowledge user and looking at the number of participants 
who reported moderately to extremely agreeing that change had occurred did not look any more 
promising (see Figure 12). Surprisingly, the biggest impact seems to have been on universities, 
while no impact was reported by government officials, with the non-profit organizations 
somewhere in between. 
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Figure 12: Percent agreeing that organizational processes have changed through KM 
 
Data collected by the York KM Unit shows the following impact information including evidence 
informed policy recommendations securing funding to continue or expand programs:  
 
 Inclusivity Action Plan Steering Committee made a recommendation to Human Services 

Planning Coalition of York Region to approach York Region Council regarding services for 
newcomers.  The recommendations were based on data developed in a collaboration 
evaluating the York Region Inclusivity Action Plan.  This collaboration was brokered by the 
KM Unit3   

 Parkdale Activity-Recreation Centre (PARC) secured additional funding to continue 
Canada’s first heat registry based on work of KM Intern 

 Project Equity and the Young Social Innovators Exchange (Y-SIX) project granted $42,330 
based on work of KM Intern allowing continuation and expansion of the program 

 
4.8. Impact on Research Practice and Knowledge for Faculty 
 
When asked about the impact that participating in their partnership had on their personal research 
knowledge and skills, faculty members were moderately positive. On a 7 point scale, where 1 is 
“not at all” and 7 is “to a great extent,” these academic researchers stated that they had 
moderately increased both their knowledge and information (M = 4.2) and their research skills 
(M = 3.5).  
 
They also felt that the partnership had an impact on their organization, which in this case can be 
assumed to be the university. Faculty members reported that the partnership had a moderate 
impact on increasing access to and seeking of knowledge. They also reported that the partnership 

                                                 

3http://www.york.ca/NR/rdonlyres/ormymrgtmmkcvs5k3xi6jnzjwqxsertihpspwmf2eopofbqo7ym44ah23tjwjcp3k5sz
oc6gdri6ybpr37qhpuogzb/Blue+Sky+Retreat+Final+Report+Dec+14,+2007.pdf  

% 



 51

had moderately changed how their organization conducted programs and courses and that it had 
moderately improved the organization’s research capacity (see Figure 13) 
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Figure 13: Extent to which participating in partnership has affected university. 
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Discussion and Recommendations 
 
The discussion will consider the results in light of the key consultation questions. 
 
What were the original goals or intended outcomes of Knowledge Mobilization and 
ResearchImpact? 
 
How have these goals changed?  

 
The KM aims have shifted over time primarily in terms of which aspect of the overall aim is 
emphasized in its activities. The early conceptualization of the overall aim put more weight on 
the knowledge dissemination aspect of knowledge mobilization, focusing on knowledge uptake 
by receptors. The more recent conceptualization has focused on partnership building.  
 
Graduate training is also an aim, and this has remained constant since the beginning of the 
project. The aim of training graduate students is a more dominant goal at the University of 
Victoria than at York University. The existence of the overarching Office of Community Based 
Research results in a narrowing of focus for the UVic KM Unit.  
 
ResearchImpact focuses on both knowledge transfer and exchange, but with an emphasis on a 
particular method of achieving these aims, namely, a national network of KM Units. Although 
the aims now clearly include an emphasis on both knowledge translation and exchange, national 
networks may better suited to knowledge transfer, given the difficulty that stakeholders 
identified in maintaining relationships with partners over distance. ResearchImpact also includes 
graduate student training as a goal, but this not as clearly articulated or institutionalized in the 
later ResearchImpact grants or proposed activities. 
 
In response to what? 
 
Change at the University of Victoria was to a large extent driven by the creation of the Office of 
Community Based Research (OCBR), and by the results of the internal scan. The former 
narrowed the focus of the KM Unit on government relationships, since the OCBR focused on 
grassroots organizations. The latter suggested that the push for new partnerships would not come 
from within the university, so the KM Unit focused primarily on responding to government 
requests.  
 
Change at York University was partly a function of maturity. Because the program was being 
built from the ground up, early aims focused more on awareness of research and research needs, 
and the efforts went out as widely as possible within the Health and Society subject area, and the 
York Region geographic area. As the program gained traction, the shift to partnerships became 
possible. At the same time, the complexity of the capacity and goals of stakeholders made 
managing expectations difficult.  
 
The reasons for the shift to emphasizing national networks seems to be both an awareness by all 
stakeholders that the geographic restrictions don’t make sense, and a desire to move the Unit to 
larger, multi-stakeholder, long term partnerships that can streamline operations, generate their 



 53

own resources, and have maximal impact to increase effectiveness. Interestingly, because of the 
nature of working with large knowledge receptors like government, and the challenge of working 
over distance, this may shift emphasis somewhat, back towards knowledge translation rather than 
knowledge mobilization.  
 
To what extent have these intended outcomes been achieved? 

 
The KM Units have been very successful in meeting their intended activities and outputs. They 
have created several successful mechanisms for disseminating academic research to the 
community including the ResearchImpact webpage and webtools, research summaries, seminars 
and research events. Large numbers of students, faculty and community are being engaged in 
KM activities.  
 
In terms of outcomes, the interviews and surveys suggest that strong partnerships have been 
developed between both faculty and students and their community partners. Likewise, capacity 
for research has been built to at least some extent within knowledge receptors. Students have 
acquired new skills and, in several cases, also acquired jobs through their partnership 
experiences, bringing their research training with them.  
 
In terms of the impact of the KM activities on programs and decision making, two-way 
partnerships are more likely to succeed in ensuring the application of research than simple 
knowledge transfer, since the parties are all highly engaged and the research is tailored to their 
specific needs. Partnerships also increase the likelihood that changes will be connected to the 
evidence created by KM Unit affiliates in particular, rather than being pooled with knowledge 
transferred from other sources. Thus, perceived impact as well as actual impact can also be 
increased. 
 
Certainly, there are high expectations for the impact of activities, with several respondents 
speaking of how they expect changes to occur as a result of their partnerships. At the same time, 
there is not yet much evidence of this kind of impact having happened. This may be the result of 
not collecting sufficient impact information, and/or of looking for evidence of impacts too early 
in the life of the research projects. It may also be harder to demonstrate that KM events that are 
focused more on knowledge transfer are specifically responsible for changes in practice or 
decision making, since the information acquired there is likely to be combined with information 
obtained from other sources.  
 
There are also differences in terms of potential impact as a function of the type of knowledge 
receptor. For small agencies, KM has offered access to research and research resources that 
previously had not been available to them. The potential for impact in these agencies is 
enormous because they are less likely to engage with other knowledge creators, more likely to 
involve front-line workers in the partnership, and able to change services and programs more 
quickly and with less bureaucracy. What remains a challenge for this impact to be realized is the 
capacity limitations of these organizations, many of whom lack the necessary resources to 
engage in the ways being offered. 
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For large agencies, including government, the potential for impact is great if KM research is the 
research that happens to be taken up, but there may be smaller ratio of successful impact to 
amount of KM activity and effort with these stakeholders. Government agencies and large 
organizations often already conduct and contract research and access research evidence, so the 
knowledge transferred and created by the KM initiatives has not changed government practice in 
a meaningful way. Rather, the KM Units have created additional ways for these agencies to do 
what they have already been doing. KM and RI offer government agencies and large 
organizations a mechanism that may be more effective or efficient. Partnering with champions in 
this sector may help to increase impact. 
 
Are new goals being met? 
 
To the extent that partnership building is one of the newer goals, this seems to have been taken 
up with enthusiasm. The goal of building a national network is met with enthusiasm and support, 
but it does not yet seem to have much traction in practice. It may be too early to tell if this 
initiative will take root and grow. The creation of inter-institutional grants has strengthened the 
capacity for inter-institutional partnerships. It is not clear if these partnerships were brought into 
existence by this funding or whether existing partnerships are being facilitated and supported. 
Strengthening existing multi-site, multi-institutional partnerships may be a more appropriate goal 
in the short-term, however, and may increase the size and impact of these partnerships.  Creating 
wide spread awareness of available support for their existence and success may also ultimately 
lead to achieving the long term goal of building new long term, multi-stakeholder, national 
partnerships.  
 
What are the unintended outcomes? 
 
What lessons can be gleaned from these unintended outcomes? 
 
The only unintended outcome that emerged is interest expressed in the theory and process of 
knowledge mobilization in general, rather than in participating in knowledge mobilization. Other 
organizations are being drawn to the KM activities to learn more about how to do this kind of 
work themselves. This suggests that a possible route for national expansion is to use 
ResearchImpact to offer training for other universities in how to build their own successful KM 
Units, something that the KM Units are already doing to some extent. 
 
How has capacity building been operationalized? 
 
Capacity building has been operationalized differently for different stakeholders. For faculty it 
has been about whether or not they engage in activities to communicate directly with knowledge 
receptors, learning community based research skills, and whether they are able to build working 
research relationships with community partners both locally and nationally. For students it has 
been in terms of learning community based research skills, learning to lead research projects, and 
learning about the concerns, challenges and priorities of various applied settings. For 
community, it has been learning how to access university research and researchers, building 
research skills, and creating internal mechanisms to support research. 
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What are the successes of KM and RI?  
 
The primary successes of KM have been: implementation of student internships and courses; 
changing the image of university in the eyes of the community; creating partnerships and 
potential partnerships between members of the university and those in the community; creating 
changes in practice among academics; and serving as a focal point and champion of knowledge 
mobilization. 
 
What made them successful? 
 
Student courses and internships 
Because students provide relatively low-cost research expertise to community agencies and are a 
stakeholder group with great interest in community partnerships and applied research, and 
because student training is part of the university mandate, building on the student-community 
research partnerships has tremendous potential. Feedback about the existing student-engagement 
initiatives was positive. Students are learning a great deal of information; agencies and 
organizations are getting research done that might not otherwise be done, by virtue of having free 
labour; and agencies have the opportunity to invest in the training and education of students who 
may become their own employees at a later date. While improvements can be made in the 
delivery of these programs, they are meeting program goals and are strongly endorsed by all 
stakeholders.  
 
There is also potential to build on this aspect of the research partnership model to guide future 
expansion. Students are enthusiastic about applied research, have a wider range of long-term 
goals than do faculty, and are often early adaptors and champions of new methods. There may be 
ways of engaging national networks of students in research partnerships, research courses and 
workshops, and web tools to use students as the vanguard of a national ResearchImpact network. 
 
The image of the university 
 One of the greatest changes has been on the image or impression of the university in the eyes of 
community health and service agencies. The image of universities as being open to dialogue and 
partnership has created enormous enthusiasm in the community. There is still some doubt about 
whether the university can deliver on its promises, but the image of the university as a willing 
partner has been achieved with clear and repeated messages about a willingness to address power 
differentials, to endorse community based research practices, and to listen and respond to 
community needs. More important has been actions on the part of the university that demonstrate 
these principles: engaging community members on advisory and steering committees, 
conducting events in the community, and creating channels for easy, personal and responsive 
two-way communication between the community to the university through the knowledge 
brokers.  
 
University-community partnerships 
The efforts of the knowledge broker to encourage faculty and community to meet have created 
relationships through shared interests and agendas. These links have not all led to successful 
research partnerships at this time, but several have. Moreover, now that the relationships exist, 
community members are able to contact faculty and students directly to engage in research 



 56

partnerships in the future, should the opportunity and need arise. Importantly, KM has created 
the necessary conditions for those research partnerships to develop by creating awareness of the 
possibility of research partnerships and of shared values and interest in different communities. It 
has also facilitated these partnerships through a simple and well-publicized mechanism for 
initiating partnerships, and provided support for these partnerships. The conditions may not be 
sufficient, because of limitations in terms of capacity on all sides, but these first steps are 
necessary. 
 
Changes in academic practice 
Despite the repeated observations of how much faculty members have resisted participation, a 
large number of faculty have become engaged in KM activities. It is possible that these are 
faculty members who would have engaged in community-faculty research partnerships 
regardless, but there is certainly evidence from stakeholder interviews that some of them had not 
thought of working in this way prior to their introduction to it by the KM Unit. Even if the 
number of “converts” to knowledge mobilization were limited, the KM Unit may also have 
facilitated research for those faculty who were already interested in this kind of work. Moreover, 
faculty respondents felt that the existence of the KM Units had an impact on the way research 
was done in the university and thus perhaps on institutional support for these academics in terms 
of recognition in the tenure process, for example. Nonetheless, the number of partnerships 
peaked early in the life of the KM Units, and this is consistent with the observation that there are 
only a limited number of faculty members who will ever be interested in this work because this 
work can only attract faculty who feel that their research careers can benefit from it. This creates 
a ceiling on the number of partnerships possible in any given university. 
 
Serving as a focal point and champion of knowledge mobilization 
These two universities are becoming known for their engagement in knowledge mobilization. 
Stakeholders clearly had come to identify the universities with their KM activities. The KM 
Units create a hub around which those individuals in the university and community who are 
interested in, or open to, knowledge mobilization can organize. If KM expands and this 
reputation grows, these two KM Units can become leaders in KM for other institutions. 
 
Have key success factors of KM and RI been learned? 
 
In many ways, these key success factors have been identified by the KM and RI teams. This is 
apparent in some of the shifts in the goals over the past three years. These learnings are 
evidenced in the increased emphasis on partnerships to co-create research rather than just 
research translation; the recognition of the limitations of small agencies and the suggestion to 
move to larger multi-agency partnerships; the push to move beyond local partnerships to engage 
partners beyond the local university so that the limitations of local faculty interest do not prevent 
research partnerships from being formed; and the creation of dissemination tools (e.g., Web 
tools) to allow ResearchImpact to develop a national presence and become a national champion 
and hub of knowledge mobilization. 
 
What improvements could be made 
 
Research Courses and Internships 
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While the research courses and internships have been perceived positively by both students and 
community/government partners, there is variability in the fit between the students’ interests and 
needs, the projects, and the capacity and time-lines of the agencies. A number of suggestions 
emerge from the findings 
 
The results of the evaluation suggest some additional support is needed by students in the 
research courses and partnerships. In some cases this means more background preparation for 
students before embarking on the partnership. Prerequisites could be required and offered. The 
website could be made use of as a training tool for students interested in participating in these 
partnerships, with on-line tutorials, courses and workshops. 
 
Additional supervision would also be helpful. Providing faculty supervision through a graduate 
course is an excellent way of removing some of the supervisory burden from the agency. It also 
maximizes the benefit for students. Using a graduate course with one instructor, like the 
University of Victoria model, or ensuring that students’ supervisors are working on the project as 
well, may be the most cost effective way of ensuring that supervision is in place.  
 
Having longer time periods for the course itself, or between the partnership agreement and the 
initiation of the project would also help students and their partners have time to meet and work 
out an understanding about reasonable expectations and learn about each other’s skills and goals. 
This would have the added benefit of supporting the maintenance of partnerships between the 
agencies and students. 
 
Developing mechanisms for supporting student-agency partnerships after the course or internship 
is finished would help to increase the impact of these partnerships for both the students and the 
agencies. Not all partnerships will result in sustained relationships, but there was evidence that at 
least some student and agency partners wanted to do so, and did not know how to go about doing 
so. Even the creation of guidelines and expectations about how to sustain these relationships 
might help in this regard. 
 
In light of students’ concerns about the research not being relevant to their interests, a hybrid 
model of the University of Victoria graduate course and the internship model of York University 
may be most effective. Students could find their own partners as in the internship model, and 
then register for the course to ensure that they have supervision. Others who are unable to create 
their own partnerships could register in the course the way are doing now. Sponsorship of 
courses by more than one Ministry would expand the range of research topics, thereby ensuring 
that students can work on topics in which they have interest and expertise.  
 
The fact that the University of Victoria courses are sponsored by specific Ministries makes them 
resemble faculty or department specific courses more than university-wide courses. There may 
therefore be value to creating a mechanism where the courses are in fact offered within faculties 
in partnership with a centralized KM Unit, although perhaps only in the years in which they are 
sponsored by government partners. The partnership between the KM Unit and faculties, thereby 
ensuring that they are more integrated within the university curriculum but retain the university-
wide aspect of the current KM program. 
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Recognize different goals of stakeholders 
 
It is apparent that different stakeholders have different goals and different capacities. Some are 
interested in knowledge mobilization in itself. Some will use research directly in their practice 
(e.g., front line workers), others might use it to change or initiate programs that others in their 
organization will have to implement (e.g., managers, executive directors). Others just want 
access to the resources the university has to offer, such as statistical analysis services or libraries. 
KM and Research Impact may want to create a more complex model of KM, with slightly 
different events clearly targeted these different constituencies. For example, events that focus on 
actually seeking knowledge exchange relationships could be clearly distinguished from those 
that are about knowledge exchange as a practice. This may already be happening in practice but 
could be more clearly identified as separate streams. The other solution, and one which appears 
to be more consistent with the KM and RI current direction, is to reduce which of these goals 
will be supported and clearly manage expectations. 
 
Address issues of sustainability 
The model as it currently exists depends on external funding. As such, its existence is fragile and 
the programs are less likely to be integrated into core university functioning. At the University of 
Victoria, the graduate courses have not been integrated into the curriculum perhaps in large part 
because they rely on external funding. Although there is a desire to avoid linking courses to 
specific departments or faculties, it may require explicit partnership with faculties to ensure that 
courses are integrated and made sustainable. The move to larger multi-agency partnerships is an 
effort to address this, as these agencies may be able to fund their own needs. This still results in 
the challenge of fluctuating funding, but may make the KM Units self-funding, in that they could 
recover their costs from these partnerships. 
 
Recognize the importance of communities of practice 
Stakeholders defined the community in terms of shared interest and practice and naturally 
formed relationships around these shared interests. The importance of this shared interest has 
already been acknowledged by focusing on health and society. There is also a desire to have a 
university-wide unit, and this seems to be well supported. However, encouraging 
interdisciplinary themes along a “communities of practice” line may be important to going 
forward in developing a national network. Some relationships will already exist between the 
community members and this will facilitate the building of the network. ResearchImpact could 
support the development of national networks practice by practice, and connect them under the 
umbrella of a general ResearchImpact program. These communities of practice naturally build 
multi-agency partnerships and therefore support the current direction of KM and RI aims. 
Partnerships made up of groups of agencies may be able overcome their capacity limitations 
when it comes to research by pooling their resources (see below). 
 
Recognize the barriers of distance to relationship building 
Members of partnerships struggled to maintain relationships over distance, even when that 
distance was just different locations on Vancouver Island, or the distance between York 
University and areas in York Region. While technology can bridge these distances, the 
stakeholders were not particularly technologically inclined, as evidenced by the low use of Web 
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2.0 technologies. Technology may not be able to overcome the barrier of distance. Maintaining 
the importance of face to face meetings and personal relationships may be essential to sustaining 
the successes of these programs. 
 
Address capacity limitations 
Some of the agencies who might most need and want research may be least able to access it or 
make use of it when it is available. Finding ways to support these agencies in their desire to 
access and create relevant research remains a challenge. Rather than shifting focus to larger 
organizations, another solution may be to work towards organizing small agencies into groups 
with shared interests, who can then share research resources and research outcomes (the 
communities of practice, above). The plans for larger, multi-partner research partnerships 
address this, but these plans seem to focus on large organizations. Given that smaller 
organizations seem particularly enthusiastic to partner with the KM Units, and may be most 
likely to implement changes as a result of their partnerships and thus most likely to evidence 
impact, helping these organizations to do so should continue to be a goal.  
 

Limitations 
 
This evaluation had some limitations. The most obvious is the very low response rate to the 
surveys. The raises questions about how representative the respondents are of the participants in 
KM activities. Findings from the surveys were supported by evidence from other sources, but 
must be treated with caution. The e-mailing of survey requests to individuals who are only 
marginally involved in the KM Units, for example who have not even subscribed themselves to 
the newsletter, reduces the likelihood of engagement and thus of response. Posting the pop-up 
window on the website in August also increased the likelihood that potential participants would 
be on vacation and therefore not respond. 
 
A second limitation is that participants in this evaluation all had some kind of interaction with 
KM. As such, they were already somewhat committed to knowledge mobilization. The intended 
audience for knowledge mobilization also includes those who have not yet participated and 
knowing why they are not participating would be an important learning, especially in light of 
trying to expand the scope of knowledge mobilization. 
 
A third limitation is that many of the impacts that are hoped for in this program will take time to 
implement. Although the program has been in existence for 3.5 years, the partnerships that are 
most likely to elicit change are also only likely to have generated the knowledge necessary very 
recently. A longer term follow up with participants may be necessary to identify impact.  
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	As noted above, four participants were interviewed initially to pilot the interview guide. These participants were recommended by the York University KM Unit. Two of those interviewed as pilot participants were from the community, and two were academics.
	Of the four students interviewed, two were from the Psychology Department, and the remaining two were associated with the Faculty of Education. All of the students were previous recipients of a Knowledge Mobilization Internship and had been involved in developing and working on a project with a community partner over the course of the summer.
	University of Victoria: Three faculty members, five community partners, and four students were interviewed. The faculty members were affiliated with the Environmental Studies and Psychology Departments. All of the faculty members surveyed were involved with teaching the Research Helpdesk courses, where they provided instruction on research methodology and theory and guided students through the completion of projects developed by ministry partners. 


