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ABSTRACT: Researchers are under increasing pressure to mobilize their research more widely 

with non-academic audiences and to trace and articulate the impact of their work in broader 

society. Knowledge mobilization encapsulates efforts to increase research use, uptake, and 

implementation in practice and policy contexts.  Funders have an important, although 

understudied, role to play in the national research infrastructure of each country.  This study 

presents data from an environmental scan of how 45 social science funding agencies are 

promoting (through requirements for researchers) and supporting (through agency initiatives) 

knowledge mobilization and research impact.  Our findings suggest a lack of clarity around the 

conceptualization and operationalization of KMb and research impact.  Agency initiatives often 

focus on communication of research rather than more robust capacity-building efforts for 

universities and researchers.  We argue that funders are well situated to broker the space between 

research findings and impact to improve societal outcomes.  Ultimately, we suggest four areas 

for improvement:  1) The need for greater clarity in terminology and guides on how to 

operationalize KMb and capture research impact; 2) Increased need for collaboration among 

funding agencies, between funders-researchers-users, and between researchers-users; 3) Need to 

move beyond a ‘fund and forget’ model to a robust and active brokering role for funders focused 

on capacity and infrastructure building for universities and researchers; and 4) The necessity to 

target funding that advances the science of KMb so that researchers across discipline can benefit 

from knowing which strategies and efforts might be more effective with different audiences.   
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The Role of Social Science Research Funders in the Rise of Global Research Impact 

Agendas 

 

Introduction: The rise of KMb and impact agendas.  

Funding agencies are important research brokering organizations as they support national 

research infrastructure and shape research landscapes through their requirements for researchers. 

Researchers are under increasing pressure from funders to mobilize their research more widely 

with non-academic audiences and to demonstrate the impact of their work (Mitton et al., 2007; 

Nutley et al., 2007).  Knowledge mobilization (KMb) attempts to increase research impact by 

strengthening the integration of research in policy and practice arenas.     

 

While research impact agendas are gaining momentum, there has been very little empirical work 

exploring the role of research funding agencies (some studies that do explore this empirically 

include Holmes, Scarrow, & Schellenberg, 2012; McLean & Graham, 2014; Smits & Denis, 

2014; Tetroe et al., 2008); however, these studies all focus on the health sector.  Tetroe et al. 

(2008) conducted an international study to explore knowledge translation policy, expectations, 

and activities of health research funding agencies. No empirical study of this kind exists for 

social science funding agencies; as a result, this study seeks to replicate the Tetroe et al. (2008) 

study for Social Science funding agencies in OECD and BRICs countries. The study makes two 

contributions.  First, it provides empirical evidence comparing how social science funding 

agencies globally are approaching research mobilization and impact – an area that has not been 

systematically explored.  Second, it provides an overview of resources (created by funders) for 

researchers to increase the impact of their work (although we do not report on these resources in 

this paper).  

 

This article presents data from an environmental scan of how 45 social science funding agencies 

are promoting (through requirements for researchers) and supporting (through agency initiatives) 

KMb and research impact from OECD and BRICs countries.  We present data in relation to three 

major areas including: 1) Conceptualization of KMb and research impact (mission statements, 

definitions, examples, evaluation of KMb and impact), 2) Requirements for researchers (at time 

of application, at end of study, allowable expenses in relation to KMb and impact), and 3) 

Agency initiatives (funding and services, tools and techniques, linkage).  Our findings suggest 

that although some agencies are exemplary in relation to KMb and impact (such as ESRC, 

SSHRC, and the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research), there is a lack of clarity 

among funding agencies about how to operationalize KMb and research impact.  In fact, while 

many agencies include mention of KMb and research impact in their mission statement, few 

include definitions or substantive examples.  Not having clear definitions, descriptions or 

guidelines surrounding KMb and research impact is problematic as researchers need to better 

understand how funders operationalize these concepts, so that they can align their approaches to 

KMb and impact in their applications and projects. Evaluation of KMb and research impact is 

still virtually absent in most (but not all) jurisdictions.  Some funding agencies are creating 

toolkits to help researchers articulate the impact of their work; however, there is no evidence on 

the levels of use of these tools by researchers or their effectiveness.    

 

Literature Review  

The literature review is organized in relation to the major dimensions of the conceptual 

framework and explores conceptions of KMb and research impact, increasing requirements for 
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researchers around disseminating their work with non-academic audiences, how funders are 

incentivizing collaboration through partnership grants, and the complexity of measuring and 

articulating research impact.  It also provides a brief overview of empirical work exploring the 

support and promotion of knowledge translation (KT) by health funding agencies around the 

globe. 

 

Conceptualizing KMb and research impact 

Conceptual clarity is the issue most consistently reported in the literature concerning funding 

agencies’ support and promotion of KMb and research impact (Cordero et al., 2008; Kerner, 

2006; Kitson & Bisby, 2008; Tetroe et al., 2008b). In addition to the diverse array of terms being 

used for these concepts (Smits & Denis, 2014), different funders often use the same terms 

differently (Kitson & Bisby, 2008) and even within single agencies there is conceptual confusion 

(Kerner, 2006). This diversity of language and understanding introduces difficulty in generating 

a coherent picture of how funders are operationalizing and becoming involved with KMb and 

research impact (Tetroe et al., 2008). In Canadian social sciences (the authors’ context), 

definitions for these terms are provided by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council 

(SSHRC): 

 

KMb: The reciprocal and complementary flow and uptake of research knowledge 

between researchers, knowledge brokers and knowledge users—both within and beyond 

academia—in such a way that may benefit users and create positive impacts within 

Canada and/or internationally, and, ultimately, has the potential to enhance the profile, 

reach and impact of social sciences and humanities research. (SSHRC citation) 

 

Research Impact: Impacts are long-term outcomes or effects that take the form of 

changed thinking and behaviours. Impacts are reflected through such indicators as, e.g., 

global economic performance, competitiveness, public service effectiveness, new 

products and services, employment, policy relevance, learning skills enhancement, 

quality of life, community cohesion, and social inclusion. (SSHRC citation) 

 

Despite the differing definitions of these terms, the uniting theme is moving research beyond 

academia and working with non-academic audiences to increase uptake and benefits to society 

(Tetroe et al., 2008). A simple way to refer to this process is bridging the know-do gap (Cordero 

et al., 2008). Bridging this gap is essential for ensuring public tax dollars produce demonstrable 

benefits for society, and all stakeholders—researchers, end-users, and funders—are recognizing 

this societal obligation. Funders are ideally situated in this triad, as they directly influence 

researchers’ engagement with KMb and efforts to achieve research impact (Holmes, Scarrow, & 

Schellenberg, 2012). This influence is set by funders’ inclusion and description of KMb and 

research impact in their mission or mandate and by how these concepts are reflected in funders’ 

activities and programs. However, new and unfamiliar views of engagement with end-users have 

researchers grappling with many challenges of how to fulfil governments’ and funders’ 

expectations of working with diverse stakeholders and translating research to increase uptake and 

societal impact.  

 

Increasing requirements for researchers   

While KMb and research impact have now infiltrated national research infrastructure, at least in 

terms of governments’ and funders’ rhetorical commitment to increasing societal benefits of 
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publicly-funded research, little is known about how researchers are fulfilling new requirements. 

Situated as gatekeepers to research funds, funders have placed much of the onus for KMb and 

research impact on researchers (Holmes et al., 2012). Increasingly, researchers are being required 

to include strategic mobilization and impact efforts in funding applications, end-of-study 

considerations, and expense planning (Tetroe et al., 2008). Where final reports and peer-

reviewed publications once constituted reasonable dissemination efforts, funders are now 

requiring researchers to directly consider and partner with end-users (e.g., creating detailed KMb 

plans, generating end-user reports, and publishing in open-access periodicals; Cordero et al., 

2008; Graham & Tetroe, 2009). 

 

Researchers have problematized the shifting expectations from funders, referencing numerous 

barriers to including KMb and research impact efforts in an already demanding academic 

workload (Holmes, Schellenberg, Schell, & Scarrow, 2014). Given funders’ tenuous 

conceptualization and operationalizing of these concepts, researchers’ consternation is hardly 

surprising. Some of the concerns voiced by researchers include a lack of time and resources, 

institutional incentives that are odds with mobilization and impact, uptake aspects beyond 

researchers’ control, and disciplinary differences in the manifestation of impact (Graham, 

Grimshaw, Tetroe, & Robinson, 2005; Wooding, Hanney, Pollitt, Grant, & Buxton, 2014). 

Despite these issues, researchers are showing interest in professional development related to 

mobilization and impact (Holmes et al., 2014), and funders play a critical role in capacity 

building for all stakeholders in the research process. Indeed, more work is needed to map 

funding agencies’ efforts in building the capacity of researchers and end-users, and to clarify 

their role in fueling the public’s appetite for empirical evidence.  

 

Funding agencies incentivizing collaboration through new initiatives 

In response to the call for capacity building efforts and the inherent difficulty of addressing 

complex societal problems, funders are instituting a new wave of partnership grants and funding 

opportunities that seek cross-sector and interdisciplinary collaboration. Changes to funders’ 

support of collaborative research endeavors has been widespread: empirical investigations have 

reliably shown most funders to be engaging in linkage and exchange initiatives (Cordero et al., 

2008; Smits & Denis, 2014; Tetroe et al., 2008). Tetroe et al. (2008) found funders’ support of 

collaboration occurring primarily through several mechanisms: tools and techniques (e.g., 

developing KMb toolkits), provided services (e.g., media communication assistance), linkage 

activities (e.g., programs for decision makers), and funding opportunities (e.g., funding teams of 

investigators). When thoughtfully implemented, both researchers and end-users found such 

mechanisms to improve the uptake of research into policy and practice (Holmes et al., 2012; 

Smits & Denis, 2014). 

 

While the value in funders’ support for collaborative research endeavors is evident, new 

initiatives incentivizing collaboration have presented distinct challenges. At the forefront of 

many researchers’ concerns is the necessary recognition that collaboration is only one piece of 

the research impact puzzle (Cherney, Head, Povey, Boreham, & Ferguson, 2015). In reality, 

numerous variables influence the uptake of research into policy and practice, including 

researcher experience, the collaboration context, the perceived usability and feasibility of the 

research by end-users, and the extent of researchers’ and end-users’ KMb proficiency (Cherney 

et al., 2015; Smits & Denis, 2014). Another issue with funders incentivizing collaboration is 

determining the appropriate stage for interaction between researchers and end-users. Currently, 
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some funders are viewing end-user involvement as necessary from the onset of research (Graham 

& Tetroe, 2009), yet that perspective brings into question what becomes of research lacking 

immediately obvious social benefits (Cherney et al., 2015). Moreover, funders have given 

minimal attention to their own collaboration efforts, and researchers are advocating inter-agency 

partnerships as a necessary development for enhancing funders’ support of KMb to achieve 

research impact (Holmes et al., 2012; Kerner, 2006; Tetroe et al., 2008). Perhaps even more 

pressing than concerns regarding collaboration, however, is how to substantively measure 

research impact, as “not everything that can be counted counts, and not everything that counts 

can be counted” (Cameron, 1963, p. 13). 

 

Measuring research impact is complex 

Because of the increasing focus on research impact and its links to funding in many jurisdictions 

(such as the REF in England), it is important to explore the bounds of research impact both in 

terms of possibilities and, more importantly, its many limitations. It is well established that 

tracing research impacts is notoriously difficult, as impact can take a variety of meanings in 

different contexts, occur well after initial research communication, and follow many disparate 

paths (Rymer, 2011). Consequently, efforts to investigate impact are often highly resource 

intensive. Three approaches commonly implemented, termed by Morton (2015), are forward 

tracking, backward tracking, and evaluation of mechanisms to increase research use. Forward 

tracking investigates impact by starting with research and attempting to track that research 

through to changes in policy or practice. Although intuitively appealing, such tracking suffers 

from the researchers’ and end-users’ retrospective accounts of how the research was used. 

Backward tracking instead begins with the changes to policy or practice and tracks back to the 

effecting research; the limitation of this approach being that few changes to policy or practice are 

attributable to single research projects. Finally, evaluating mechanisms to increase research use, 

an area of great interest to funders (McLean et al., 2012), involves measuring the efficacy of 

specific KMb activities in facilitating impact. While limited in its ability to detect long-term 

impacts, this approach represents a critical aspect of furthering the science of KMb—an area in 

desperate need of more empirical work (Holmes et al., 2012; Kerner, 2006; Kitson & Bisby, 

2008). 

 

Even when following recognized approaches for investigating research impact, currently there is 

a lack of reliable metrics and measures. In analyses of the REF 2014 case studies of research 

impact, King’s College London and Digital Science (2015) and Wilsdon et al. (2015) identified 

various issues with using standard metrics for impact, including: (a) the pathway to impact is 

often unique, so standard metrics will likely miss important information, (b) incentivizing 

researchers with metrics runs the risk of constraining researchers’ thinking of impact, (c) 

qualitative or quantitative metrics on their own are not sufficient to capture the many nuances of 

impact, and (d) metrics and peer-review produce discrepant analyses of impact, so one should 

not supplant the other. Given these issues, creating responsible metrics (Wilsdon et al., 2015) is a 

subject in need of considerable development to ensure accurate measurement and representation 

of research impact. Evidently, the literature widely acknowledges that methods and metrics for 

tracing research impact are underdeveloped; hence, funders and universities need to be careful in 

how it mandates the use of notoriously crude research impact measures. 
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A brief overview of empirical studies of health funding agencies and their KT efforts 

Only a handful of empirical studies have explored funding agencies’ role in KMb and research 

impact (e.g., see Cordero et al., 2008; Holmes et al., 2014; Smits & Denis, 2014; Tetroe et al., 

2008), and those that have are primarily within the field of health research. The keystone piece 

underlying the empirical work in this area is the rigorous international investigation conducted 

by Tetroe et al. (2008). Since their initial investigation in this area, other studies have relied on a 

similar framework for data collection and interpretation (Cordero et al., 2008; Smits & Denis, 

2014). Specifically, subsequent studies have relied on content analysis of funders’ reports and 

websites as a key component of data collection. Despite contextual differences in each study’s 

sample of funding agencies, two themes have consistently been identified: (a) the need for 

funders to develop a shared conceptualization of KMb and research impact and for these 

concepts to be systematically and congruently implemented, and (b) the need for funders to 

recognize their role in furthering KMb science. 

 

Working towards a shared understanding 

The leading issue identified by Tetroe et al. (2008) was the wide variety in funders’ 

conceptualization of KMb and how it should be operationalized. In their analysis of 33 health 

research funding agencies they found 29 different terms being used for KMb—many of which 

vague and conveying inconsistent meaning (e.g., one agency used “the ‘third’ mission”). As 

such, when analyzing funders’ balance of KMb responsibilities and roles, Tetroe et al. (2008) 

found the varying opinions for “what should be transferred to whom, when, and by whom” (p. 

138) unsurprising. A similar range of understanding was found by Cordero et al. (2008), who 

noted dramatic variation in funders’ KMb definitions and related activities. Although 18 of the 

23 funding agencies analyzed did mention some form of KMb in their mission or mandate, not a 

single agency described the type of knowledge to be mobilized or the timing of that mobilization. 

Moreover, only eight of the 23 agencies felt KMb was a high priority and only seven could 

report their total KMb-related spending. In a more recent international investigation of 13 

funding agencies, Smits & Denis (2014) again found a lack of consistent terminology and 

funding activities. In fact, some funders were found to be using multiple terms for KMb, adding 

to the confusion surrounding this concept. In each study, the authors felt greater communication 

and collaboration between funding agencies was a necessary development to ensure KMb and 

research impact are consistently operationalized. Working toward a systematic and congruent 

implementation of these concepts would enhance both individual funder’s support of KMb and 

international research collaborations, as researchers would possess a shared understanding of 

KMb and research impact.   

  

Recognizing and growing the science of KMb and research impact 

Another pressing issue identified by Tetroe et al. (2008) was the need for funding agencies to 

recognize their role as mappers of the KMb terrain (i.e., their role in furthering KMb science). 

This position partly developed from the observation that only 11 of the 33 analyzed funders had 

an evaluation framework in place for their KMb activities, and others, while interested in such a 

framework, were struggling with development. This lack of ability to evaluate the efficacy of 

KMb activities was corroborated by Cordero et al. (2008), finding only eight of the 23 analyzed 

funders utilizing an evaluation framework. Cordero et al. (2008) proposed the lack of such a 

framework limits funders’ ability to know whether their KMb activities are indeed enhancing the 

impact of funded research. Characterizing this issue, Smits and Denis (2014) suggest funders’ 

difficulty with evaluating KMb and research impact reveals this is a “field still under 
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construction” (p. 9). Consequently, funders need to invest in programs that will further the 

science of KMb and develop an evidence base for various KMb supports and techniques (Tetroe 

et al., 2008). These developments would support both internal investigations of how to best 

allocate KMb-related funding and external use of KMb strategies by funded researchers to 

achieve research impact.  
 

The need for more empirical work 

At the present time, it is unclear whether the themes prevalent in earlier empirical work are 

present in other funding agency jurisdictions. This lack of evidence is concerning given the 

widely accepted viewpoint that KMb and research impact need to become a focal point for 

funding agencies allocating the use of public tax dollars. Our study adds to the dearth in the 

literature around funders’ roles in KMb and impact with a focus on social science research 

funders, an area that, to our knowledge, has had no empirical work. While some studies have 

included funding agencies with a range of jurisdictional activity (e.g., see Smits & Denis, 2014), 

this investigation is the first comprehensive examination of social science funding agencies in 

OECD and BRICs countries. 

 

Methods  

Environmental scans are not simply ad hoc online searches; rather, Conway (2009) highlights 

that environmental scanning is formal and systematic, using “formal methodologies for obtaining 

information for a specific purpose” (p. 2).  The purpose of this environmental scan is to provide a 

systematic empirical overview of emerging international indicators (operational measures of 

environmental analysis), trends (systematic variation of indicators over time) and patterns 

(clusters of trends) of social science funders’ support and promotion of KMb and research impact 

globally (Costa, 1995).   

 

Research Question and Conceptual Framework  

The overarching research question guiding this study is: How are social science funding agencies 

promoting (through requirements for researchers) and supporting (through agency initiatives) 

KMb and research impact?  The conceptual framework includes major dimensions and elements 

drawn from Tetroe et al (2008): Conceptualizing and evaluating KMb and research impact, 

requirements for researchers, and agency initiatives (Figure 1). 

 

Sample 

Social Science and Humanities funding agencies (N=45) from 41 countries (i.e., Canada, United 

Kingdom, United States, European Union, Australia, New Zealand, Turkey, Israel, Russia, 

Brazil, India, Indonesia, South Africa, Japan, and China) were found through completing an 

online search.  For a complete list of the funding agencies analyzed for this study, see Appendix 

A.  

 

Data Collection 

The environmental scan uses data extraction from agency websites using a coding manual and 

common data collection spreadsheet to assess the existence of 60 elements organized in relation 

to the conceptual framework (Table 1), to construct organizational profiles for social science 

funding agencies in relation to KMb and research impact. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework to analyze funding agencies’ promotion and support of KMb  

 

Each section of the conceptual framework was further delineated into elements (for descriptions 

of each element see Coding Manual Supplementary File). 

 

Table 1 

Dimensions and 60 targeted elements of data collection instrument.   

1. Conceptualizing KMb and Research Impact 

• Explicit or implicit mention of KMb in mission and mandate 

• Definitions of KMb 

• Definitions of research impact 

• Evaluation of KMb or research impact 

2. Requirements of Researchers  

At time of Application 

• Partner with stakeholders 

• State bottom line relevance 

• Provide lay summary 

• Define KMb audience 

• Provide KMb plan 

• Describe Research Impact  

At End of Study 

• Final report 

• Publish findings 

• Lay summary of results 

• Report for decision-makers 

• Report on communication 

activities 

• Attend agency workshops 

Allowable Expenses 

• Dissemination 

• Publication  

• Open access 

• Web development 

• Translation (other language) 

• Workshop 

3. Agency Initiatives 

Funding 

• Fund targeted 

workshops 

• Produce/fund journals 

• Fund KMb centers 

• Fund conference grants 

• Fund teams of 

investigators 

• Fund Chairs (KMb 

focus) 

 

Services 

• Helps researchers with 

writing, communication 

with media, etc. 

• Policy, research 

synthesis 

• Fund/organize lectures 

• Funds/ assists with 

commercialization 

possibilities 

 

Tools & Techniques 

• Audience tailored 

publications 

• Audience tailored 

webpages 

• Lay summaries on 

website 

• Use of media/social 

media 

• Develops tools 

• Use of drama 

Linkage 

• Organize video 

conferences 

• Create/fund networks 

• Linkage and exchange 

• Meta-linkages 

• Consult stakeholders to 

set agenda 

• Programmes for 

decision-makers 
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Elements were measured using a binary variable, representing whether or not a funding agency 

offered a particular element (where 1 was ‘yes’, 0 was ‘no’).  Qualitative descriptions were 

copied from agency websites for many of the elements including mission statements, definitions 

of KMb and impact, descriptions of agency initiatives and best practices or projects that were 

being featured due to widespread impact.  Qualitative data were uploaded to NVivo and coded in 

relation to the major dimensions of the conceptual framework to analyze similarities and 

differences across agencies and to construct cases for each agency.   

 

Coding Manual  

To ensure reliability and a systematic process to analyzing data from each funding agency, we 

created a coding manual.  DeCuir et al. highlight that codes emerge from three major areas: 

“Codes can be developed a priori from existing theory or concepts (theory-driven); they can 

emerge from the raw data (data-driven); or they can grow from a specific project’s research goals 

and questions (structural).” (p.137-138).  Our coding manual was theory-driven (using concepts 

from Tetroe et al.) and structural in relation to our research goals.  Macqueen et al. (2008) 

suggest six potential elements for each code: (1) a code name/label, (2) brief definition, (3) a full 

definition, (4) inclusion criteria, (5) exclusion criteria, and (6) examples.  Our codebook included 

these elements as well as a purpose statement outlining the rationale for collecting certain types 

of data.    

 

Our methods to create the coding manual included many steps: (1) creating the data collection 

instrument, (2) writing a detailed coding manual, (3) circulating the instrument and coding 

manual to a group of KMb specialists for feedback, (4) refining the tool based on feedback,(5) 

piloting the tool across multiple raters on common funding agencies, (6) meeting to discuss 

results and, (6) refine categories and tool where needed.  The coding manual was used in 

conjunction with a data collection excel spreadsheet that mirrored each major dimension and 

element of the coding manual, and had areas for graduate researchers to record broader 

impressions of KMb and research impact efforts for each agency as they collected data.  The 

codebook also contained explicit instructions for which documents were to be found and saved 

for each agency (such as organizational charts to see if there were dedicated KMb departments 

and roles, annual reports, open access policies, and more).   

 

Content and Face Validity.  The coding manual and the proposed targeted elements were 

circulated with a small group (N=5) of KMb and research impact specialists including 

researchers, KMb practitioners, and those in roles of research administration within universities.  

Feedback was integrated into the tool, which resulted in the expansion of categories and 

elements such as research impact being expanded to include: research outputs, research 

outcomes, research impact indicators, dedicated KMb department or KMb roles, KMb related 

policies (Open access, etc), dedicated KMb/impact section of agency website, best practices for 

KMb and impact, and case studies of impact.   

 

Assessing intercoder reliability 

After data collection was completed for all 60 elements across 45 funding agencies by two 

graduate researchers, the team met to determine agreement on elements where different scores 

had been recorded in the excel spreadsheet.  In each case where a score was different, the agency 

website was revisited and consensus was reached after examining the element together. We 

calculated Cohen’s kappa, to assess intercoder reliability, which was 0.83.  Cohen’s kappa, 
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unlike other tests, takes chance agreement into account (Cohen, 1960).  This value is considered 

“substantial” with the top-range of 0.81-1 being categorized as “almost perfect” by Landis and 

Koch (1977). Consequently, the coding manual and data collection instrument produced “almost 

perfect” agreement across research team members that were responsible for collecting data.  

Additionally, we examined all qualitative content resulting from both graduate researchers in 

order to construct the most detailed organizational profiles possible.    

 

Limitations 

Data extraction from funding agency websites has limitations that should be outlined. The 

framework for this study does not measure all aspects of a funding agency website, rather it 

documented elements specifically relating to KMb and research impact.  A few limitations of 

this process are as follows: (1) there might be additional efforts happening that are not 

represented on the website, (2) some of what is represented on the website might not actually be 

happening.  We argue that this work still makes an important contribution – because in current 

societal contexts, websites are the primary vehicle for organizations to publicize and disseminate 

their work, as such, we make the assumption that major initiatives and priorities can be gauged 

based on website content.  This approach was needed for a few reasons: first, we were looking to 

have a broad overview of the global landscape of funding agencies in relation to KMb and 

research impact since so little is known about this area.  We will be using these data to conduct 

in-depth case studies of exemplary agencies, interesting resources, and innovative practices that 

arose from this environmental scan.  Hence, we argue that although the website extraction does 

not cover all aspects of funding agencies work in a substantive way, our systematic approach still 

illuminates the landscape of social science funding agencies efforts in relation to KMb and 

research impact considerably.  And while there is more work to do with deeper case studies and 

interviews with exemplary organizations, this study represents a necessary first step upon which 

more targeted questions and inquiries can build upon, as previously there were no empirical data 

on social science funding agencies’ support or promotion of KMb and research impact.   

 

Findings 

 

Despite the recent interest in this area, the concept of KMb appeared to be relatively new 

to the agencies in our study 

For the most part, while funding agencies articulate a commitment to mobilizing research into 

society to increase impact in their mission statements, very few have operationalized that mission 

through requirements for researchers, clarifying how researchers might measure and articulate 

their impact, or agency initiatives in place to support that mission.  In fact, most of the funders in 

our study, scored less than 60% in relation to their efforts to promote and support KMb and 

research impact (Figure 2).   
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Figure 2. Histogram of total scores of funding agencies’ promotion and support of KMb  

 

The United Kingdom’s Economic and Social Research Council received the highest overall score 

(57/60, or 95%) on their efforts to promote and support KMb and research impact, followed by 

the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) in Canada, and Netherlands 

Organization for Scientific Research which both scored 50/60 (83%) respectively.  Table 2 

presents scores for the top ten funding agency scores, including disagreggated totals for 

conceptualizing KMb, requirements for researchers, and agency initiatives.    

 

Table 2. 

Top Social Science Funding Agencies Promoting and Supporting KMb and research impact 

Agency, Country  

 

Overall Score 

(/60) 

Conceptualizing  

KMb  

(/11) 

Requirements 

for researchers 

(/18) 

Agency 

Initiatives  

(/31) 

 Score  % Score % Score % Score % 

Economic and Social Research 

Council, United Kingdom (UK)  
57 95 11 100 15 83 31 100 

Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council, Canada 
50 83 9 82 13 72 28 90 

Netherlands Organization for 

Scientific Research, Netherlands  
50 83 8 73 11 61 31 100 

The Arts and Humanities Social 

Research Council, UK 
45 75 10 91 13 72 22 71 

Academy of Finland, Finland 43 72 7 64 14 78 22 71 

Social Science Research Council, 

United States 
40 67 5 45 16 89 19 61 

Australian Research Council, 

Australia 
39 65 10 91 9 50 20 65 
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The Danish Council for 

Independent Research, Denmark 
36 60 6 55 11 61 18 58 

The British Academy, United 

Kingdom  
37 62 4 36 9 50 24 77 

Estonian Research Council, 

Estonia 
36 60 6 55 10 56 19 61 

São Paulo Research Foundation, 

Brazil 
36 60 3 27 11 61 21 68 

 

Descriptive statistics for the major categories across the sample are provided in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. 

Descriptive Statistics for Major Categories across Sample 

      Mean 

    Score                % 

SD 

Total Score (N=60) 28.47  48 11.09 

    Conceptualizing KMb (N=11) 4.38  40 2.54 

    Agency Initiatives (N=31) 16.29  53 6.09 

- Funding and Services (N=7) 3.78  54 1.57 

- Tools and Techniques (N=14) 8.51  61 3.61 

- Linkage and Exchange (N=6) 2.56  43 1.32 

     Requirements for Researchers (N=18) 7.49  42 4.68 

- At time of Application (N=6) 2.58  43 1.72 

- At end of study (N=6) 1.37  23 1.01 

- Allowable expenses (N=6) 3.53  59 2.91 

 

Agencies efforts across the sample were strongest in relation to Agency initiatives (M = 53%), 

followed by requirements for researchers (M = 42%), with conceptualization of KMb being the 

weakest area across funders (M = 40%).   

 

Funding agencies have underdeveloped conceptualizations of KMb and research impact 

  

The concept of knowledge mobilization appeared to be relatively basic to the agencies in our 

study, although 40 of the agencies explicitly or implicitly referred to KMb in their mission or 

mandate.  Table 4, in order of prominence, captures the frequencies of KMb in mission 

statements, open access and KMb policies, dedicated KMb/research impact roles and 

departments, as well as definitions of KMb-related terminology and research impact.   

Some of the missions were specific in describing the KMb component; for example, one clause 

in the United Kingdom’s Arts and Humanities Research Council’s mission statement proposes to 

“Strengthen the impact of arts and humanities research by encouraging researchers to 

disseminate and transfer knowledge to other contexts where it can make a difference”  Other 

agencies we more implicit; for example, the Spanish National Research Council’s mission notes 

that “its mission is to foster, coordinate, develop and promote scientific and technological 

research, of a multidisciplinary nature, in order to contribute to advancing knowledge and 

economic, social and cultural development, as well as to train staff and advise public and private 

entities on this matter.”  Like Tetroe et al. (2008), our data suggest neither an implicit or explicit 

mention of KMb in an agency’s mission was predictably associated with the variety or quality of 

the KMb activities in which the agency engaged.   
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Table 4. 

Conceptualizing KMb, Research Impact, and Dedicated Departments and Roles (N=45) 

Agencies' Conceptualizations of KMb and Research Impact Frequency % 

Mention of KMb in mission or mandate 40 89 

      Implicit mention 32 71 

     Explicit mention 8 7 

Open Access Policy 23 51 

     Other KMb related policies 11 24 

Dedicated KMb Roles  19 42 

Dedicated KMb/Research Impact Department  18 40 

Definitions of KMb or related term  8 18 

Research impact definition 6 13 

  

Momentum for open access (a model for publishing scholarly peer review journals that are free 

of many restrictions on use) has been growing as funding agencies and institutions worldwide 

implement open access policies.  Our findings reveal just over half (N=23, 51%) of funding 

agencies support open access to research results through institutional policies which promotes 

the principle of knowledge sharing and mobilization.  In addition to having an open access 

policy, the Academy of Finland has an open data policy which requires principal investigators of 

funded research projects to ensure that the projects data are stored and made available through 

field-specific major national or international archives or storage services.  Data management 

policies were found on 11 (24%) funder websites. 

 

Through searching organizational charts and looking through employee or staff directories, we 

found that approximately two-fifths of agencies had dedicated roles (N=19, 42%) or departments 

(N=18, 40%) related to KMb and research impact.  The United Kingdom’s Economic and Social 

Research Council (ESRC) has multiple roles and teams that are devoted to different aspects of 

knowledge mobilization.  We highlight three examples.  First, the ESRC’s Communications 

team “works in partnership with ESRC colleagues, RCUK, other research councils, funded 

researchers and stakeholders to maximize the impact of the research we fund.”  Second, the 

Society and Global Security team advances and commissions research and KMb activity in the 

areas of social and political change, urbanization, security and conflict, crime, migration and 

civil society, etc.  Finally, the ESRC Insights team builds the organizational expertise needed to 

gather, understand, share and act on evidence to inform decisions. 
 

For the forty-five agencies we studied, we identified only eight agencies (18%) that had 

definitions of KMb or a related term such as knowledge transfer, engaged research, knowledge 

utilisation, knowledge exchange, knowledge management, and research engagement (Table 5). 
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Table 5. 

Knowledge Mobilization or Related Terms 

Term 

Funding Agency 

Definition  

Knowledge Mobilization 

Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council, Canada 

The reciprocal and complementary flow and uptake of research knowledge 

between researchers, knowledge brokers and knowledge users—both within 

and beyond academia—in such a way that may benefit users and create 

positive impacts within Canada and/or internationally, and, ultimately, has the 

potential to enhance the profile, reach and impact of social sciences and 

humanities research.  

Knowledge transfer 

German Research Foundation 

The transfer of knowledge between research and industry or the general 

public.  

Engaged Research 

Irish Research Council 

Engaged research describes a wide range of rigorous research approaches and 

methodologies that share a common interest in collaborative engagement with 

the community and aim to improve, understand or investigate an issue of 

public interest or concern, including societal challenges. Engaged research is 

advanced with community partners rather than for them.   

Knowledge Utilisation 

Netherlands Organization for 

Scientific Research 

The process of making scientific knowledge suitable and available for use 

outside of the academic world and/or use within other scientific disciplines.  

Knowledge Exchange  

Economic and Social Research 

Council, United Kingdom; Arts 

and Humanities Research 

Council, United Kingdom 

The enabling of two way exchange between researchers and research users to 

share ideas, research evidence, experiences and skills, is fundamental to our 

understanding of what makes excellent research.   

Knowledge Management 

ASEAN Foundation, Indonesia 

The conversion of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge and sharing it 

within the organization.  Putting it more technically and accurately, 

knowledge management is the process through which organizations generate 

value from their intellectual and knowledge based assets.   

Research Engagement 

Australian Research Council 

The interaction between researchers and research end-users (including 

industry, Government, non-governmental organisations, communities and 

community organisations), for the mutually beneficial exchange of 

knowledge, technologies and methods, and resources in a context of 

partnership and reciprocity.   

 

In addition to finding terms related to KMb, we also found six agencies (13%) with definitions of 

research impact.  Definitions of research impact were largely similar to each other.  We include 

the Australian Research Council’s definition of research impact as an example: “the 

demonstrable contribution that research makes to the economy, society, culture, national 

security, public policy or services, health, the environment, or quality of life, beyond 

contributions to academia.”  Every organization that funds research wants to support science that 

makes an impact, but there is no simple formula for identifying what research projects are having 

the greatest impacts.  Consequently, we were interested in examining how funding agencies were 

incentivizing and evaluating the impact of their agency efforts, as well as the impact of funded 

projects (Table 6). 

 

While a majority of funders listed research outcomes on their websites (N=30, 67%), far fewer 

funders evaluated or awarded funded based on KMb and research impact initiatives.  This 

section has shown that funding agencies have underdeveloped conceptualizations of KMb and 
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research impact in relation to definitions, guidelines, and examples which have implications for 

how researchers can operationalize the new requirements being expected of them.  
 

Table 6. 

Evaluation, examples, and incentives for research impact (N=45) 

Agencies' Evaluation and Examples of Research Impact Frequency % 

Research outcomes listed 30 67 

Evaluation of KMb and research impact 13 29 

Awards or initiatives for KMb or research impact 13 29 

Examples of research impact indicators  12 27 

Case studies of research impact  10 22 

Best practices for KMb and/or research impact  8 18 

 

Researchers face increasing requirements to promote and provide evidence for KMb and 

research impact 

 

The agency’s requirements of researchers were divided into three sections: requirements at the 

time of application, requirements at the end of the study, and allowable expense for KMb 

activities.  Tables 7 and 8 reveal the activities expected of researchers when applying to the 

agency and at the end of the grant. 

 

Table 7. 

Requirements of Researchers at Time of Application (N=45) 

Agencies' Requirements for Researchers Frequency % 

Partner with stakeholders  32 69 

Describe Research Impact  31 67 

State significance 21 45 

Define KMb audience  11 24 

Provide a KMb plan  11 24 

Provide a lay summary  10 22 

 

The most common requirements of researchers at the time of application are partnering with 

stakeholders, describing research impact, and stating the significance of the proposed research 

study.  More uncommon (about one-fifth of funding agencies), were requirements to provide a 

lay summary of the study or to include a KMb plan on how research would be disseminated to 

non-academic audiences or information on potential users of the research.   
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Table 8. 

Requirements of Researchers at End of Grant (N=45) 

Agency's Requirements for Researchers Frequency % 

Final Report  40 89 

Lay Summary of Results  9 20 

Attend agency workshops  5 11 

Report for Decision Makers  3 6 

Report on Communications  2 4 

 

Most (N=40, 89%) funding agencies require researchers to submit a final report, with few 

agencies making other requests of researchers.  Final reports are often required to be submitted 

no later than six months after the completion of the study.  Using SSHRC’s final report as an 

example, reports may include a summary of the results of the research initiative, research 

outcomes, collaborative opportunities (both national and international), capacity building of 

highly qualified professionals, activities and tools to facilitate the flow and exchange of research 

knowledge, awards or distinctions received during the research initiative, and any other relevant 

input to the funding agency including any additional achievements. Table 9 reveals how agencies 

financially support KMb activities related to funded projects. 

Table 9. 

Allowable Expenses for KMb Activities (N=45) 

KMb Allowable Expenses Frequency % 

Dissemination  27 60 

Publication  27 60 

Translations  27 60 

Workshops  27 60 

Web Development  26 57 

Open Access  25 56 

 

For the most part, researchers were given the freedom to determine how they would spend their 

funds within parameters of allowable expenses, including in relation to KMb and research 

impact.  The most common allowable KMb-related expenses were for researchers to disseminate, 

publish, or translate their research findings and attend or host workshops.   It was also common 

for websites to be funded as dissemination mechanisms.  

 

Agency Initiatives  

Funding agencies are well situated to play a brokering role in relation to KMb and research 

impact.  Funders have broad reach to the national landscape of researchers in each country, and 

so we were interested in exploring what agency initiatives were in place to promote and support 

KMb and research impact in relation to tools and techniques, services provided by funders for 

researchers, as well as activities that focused specifically on linkage and exchange.   
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Funding and Services  
We were also interested in what kinds of funding mechanisms agencies are providing.  We wanted to 

explore the emphasis on collaboration and partnerships as a proxy of funding agency priorities (Table 10) 

Table 10 

Types of KMb Funding Made Available by Agencies (N=45) 

Types of KMb Funding Made Available by Agencies Frequency % 

Fund teams of investigators  41 91 

Fund targeted workshops  35 78 

Fund conference grants  31 69 

Overview of all KMb related grants and funding mechanisms  26 58 

Produce/fund journals  16 36 

Fund KMb research centers  14 31 

Fund research chairs  7 16 

Brazil was also one of the few (N=14, 31%) that funded research centers.  FAPESP supports 

Research, Innovation and Dissemination Centers (RIDCs) which are selected for funding for a 

period of up to eleven years.  Each RIDC is expected to establish hub of excellent research in 

focus area, and must actively seek out and develop opportunities to have its research results 

contribute to high-impact applications, as well as contributing to education and dissemination of 

knowledge.  Currently funded RIDCs related to social sciences and humanities include the 

Center for Metropolitan Studies and the Center for the Study of Violence.  

In addition to funding, we were interested in mapping what services that funders were offering 

researchers to increase the mobilization and impact of their work (Table 11).  

Table 11. 

Services Provided by Agencies (N=45) 

Services Provided by Agencies Frequency % 

Fund/organize lectures or seminars  30 67 

Funds/assists with commercialization possibilities  14 31 

Policy, research syntheses  12 27 

Helps researchers with writing, communication with media, etc.  9 20 

 

For the most part, funding agencies prefer to provide financial support to researchers in lieu of 

supplying KMb services.  However, many agencies (N=30, 67%) including the Association for 

Slavic, East European, & Eurasian Studies offer (web-based) lectures or seminars throughout the 

year to help members engage in professional development by providing information on research 

methodologies and sources, teaching methods and resources, publishing, funding, and careers in 

and outside academia.  Some agencies (N=14, 31%), such as the Research Promotion Foundation 

(RPF) of Cyprus, assist with commercialization possibilities.  The RPF coordinates the work of 

the European Business Support Centre which offers information, advice and support services to 

the Cypriot business community to develop its competitiveness and innovation in domestic 
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firms.  The Centre supports domestic small and medium enterprises by offering a range of 

services including mediation to achieve business and other cooperation agreements, finding 

partners and support for participation in funded research and innovation programs, technology 

transfer, innovation and knowledge, dissemination and use of research results, the protection of 

intellectual property rights, finding financing sources for innovative ideas as well as information 

and support on issues related to national and European legislation and programs. 

 

Tools and Techniques 

We were interested in exploring the different tools and techniques funding agencies were using 

to increase the mobilization and profile of research in each respective country.  Table 12 shows, 

in order of prominence, the types of mechanisms that funders were using to communicate 

research.  

 

Table 12. 

Tools and Techniques (N=45) 

Agencies' KMb Tools and Techniques Frequency % 

Push mechanisms 44 98 

Use of news feeds  43 96 

Use of social media   42 93 

     Facebook 40 89 

     Twitter 31 69 

     LinkedIn 31 69 

     Youtube 30 67 

Multimedia used to tell research stories 33 73 

Lay summaries on websites  18 40 

Develop tools or resources for researchers 16 35 

Research impact or KMb awards or initiatives  13 28 

Audience tailored publications  12 27 

Audience tailored webpages  10 22 

Use of drama 8 17 

 

Passive techniques such as push mechanisms (N=44, 98%), and dissemination of web 

information through news feeds (N=43, 96%) and social media (N=42, 93%) were the most 

popular tools and techniques used by funders.  More active techniques meant to target specific 

audiences (i.e., tailored websites, publications, dramatic presentations, resources, awards) were 

found on fewer funder websites.  There were also very few capacity-building resources for 

researchers to address their KMb planning, implementation, and impact measurement.  

Linkage Activities Used by Agencies  

The literature on KMb has suggested that linkage and exchange mechanisms have the greatest 

potential to increase research use and its impact (Nutley et al., 2007).  Consequently, we mapped 

linkage activities used by funding agencies to promote KMb and impact (Table 13).   
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Table 13. 

Linkage Activities Used by Agencies (N=45) 

Linkage Activities Used by Agencies Frequency % 

Organize Multi-Stakeholder Events  37 82 

Create/Fund networks  35 78 

Linkage & exchange  22 49 

Consult stakeholders to set agenda  10 22 

Meta-linkages  8 18 

Program for decision-makers  3 7 

 

Funder interaction through the organization of multi-stakeholder events (N=37, 82%) was the 

most prominent linkage activity undertaken.  Many funders were also creating and funding 

research networks (N=35, 78%), while most (N=41, 91%) fund teams of investigators.  Some 

funding agencies support linkage an exchange opportunities (N=22, 49%) specifically related to 

connecting researchers with end-user communities.   Less prevalent were linkage mechanisms 

that put funders directly in contact with end-users (22%) so that they might shape the research 

funding priorities prior to research being conducted.  Meta-linkages are attempts to create 

umbrellas of projects or to link a number of projects in a particular area (ie. Around mental 

health). About one fifth of research funders were making some attempt to link similar projects 

and programs of research in order to create critical mass in priority areas.  Very few funders 

(7%) had specific efforts to connect researchers directly with policymakers to increase the flow 

of research into decision-making arenas.   

Discussion 

This study presents a global view of social science funding agencies’ support and promotion of 

KMb and research impact.  The findings show that although there is a rhetorical commitment to 

KMb often reflected in mission statements and objectives, there is misalignment between these 

stated priorities the lack of capacity-building efforts and supports that would be necessary to 

increase KMb and research impact outside of academia.  Our discussion suggests four potential 

areas that need improvement: 1) The need for greater clarity in terminology and guides on how 

to operationalize KMb and capture research impact; 2) Increased need for collaboration among 

funding agencies, between funders-researchers-users, and between researchers-users; 3) Need to 

move beyond a ‘fund and forget’ model to a robust and active brokering role for funders focused 

on capacity and infrastructure building for universities and researchers; and 4) The necessity to 

target funding that advances the Science of KMb so that researchers across discipline can benefit 

from knowing which strategies and efforts might be more effective with various audiences.  

Ultimately, we argue many funders are already engaged in active mechanisms to improve the 

visibility and prominence of research in society, but that more robust and systematic approaches 

are needed if the public is to gain its maximum return on investment in relation to national 

research infrastructure.     

 

1. The need for greater clarity in terminology and guides on how to operationalize 

KMb and capture research impact 
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Studies of health funders around the globe have suggested the need for increased clarity around 

terminology of KMb and what mobilizing research to increase societal impact really means 

(Cordero et al., 2008; Smits & Denis, 2014c; Tetroe et al., 2008).  Conceptual clarity is important  

for researchers to understand how to go about this work.  As Tetroe (2008) maintains:  

 

the largest looming barrier to advancing the knowledge translation agenda is the lack of 

conceptual clarity regarding what is meant by knowledge translation and what a 

commonly accepted framework might look like. As [our study] demonstrates (almost 

frighteningly), twenty-nine different terms are used. It is therefore not surprising to watch 

the eyes of health researchers dart around in confusion when one of these terms is 

marshaled as a reason for them to do even more with their limited time and research grant 

funds. Funding agencies need to think simultaneously about their conceptual framework 

and their operational definition of KT, so that what is and what is not considered to be 

KT is clear, and to adjust their funding opportunities and activities accordingly (p. 152). 

 

Many researchers are still equating KMb with passive research dissemination in scholarly 

journals, rather than a far more robust conception of engaged scholarship that focuses on co-

producing research priorities, studies, data, results, and implementation strategies with end-users.  

And it is only in through this more substantive understanding of KMb as collaboration among 

diverse stakeholders that impact and influence will actually increase in policy and practice.   

 

2. Increased need for collaboration among funding agencies, between funders-

researchers-users, and between researchers-users 

 

The need for increased collaboration has been lamented across sectors as a mechanism to 

increase research uptake and use (Cheney, Wilhelmsson, & Zorn, 2002; Cherney, Head, Povey, 

Boreham, & Ferguson, 2015; Martin, 2010).  However, funders have not usually been seen as 

key stakeholder within collaborations to increase KMb efforts. Funders creating meaningful 

partnerships with policy and practice organizations in public service sectors could create 

important opportunities for alignment, and increase the value of each organization’s objectives.  

Holmes et al (2012) suggest:  

Ultimately ideal would be the collaboration of the various agencies involved in KT in a 

jurisdiction such that ‘who is best positioned to do what’ with regard to KT funding, 

science, advocacy, capacity development, and management could be negotiated and 

agreed on, and objectives and action plans could be developed collectively (p.9). 

 

Take for example the education sector.  The different panels and agencies that fund education 

could work with ministries and state education agencies to build priority areas for research that 

would better meet the needs of practitioners.  Similarly, by involving policymakers at the table, 

there could be various strategies being applied to the system simultaneously to gain traction in 

chosen areas.  This would not preclude the need to also increase collaboration between 

researchers and end-users.    

 

In addition to collaborating with researchers, policymakers, and end users, it is important the 

funders collaborate with each other.  By sharing initiatives, evaluative strategies, as well as tools 
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and techniques, funding agencies could learn from each other about successful practices to 

promote and support KMb and research impact.  Tetro et al highlight:  

 

Collaboration and sharing between agencies about KT policies and practices can only lead to 

a win-win situation. Our research team tried to start the ball rolling by mapping the range of 

KT activities and bringing together some of the key stakeholders on the topic. Using these 

data as a baseline, funding agencies can assess how and to what extent their KT activities 

have changed or should change since we conducted the study (p.152) 

 

We also hope that these data, this time focusing on social science research funders rather than 

health funders, can provide the necessary baseline for further discussion within each funding 

agency as well as between funding agencies in different jurisdictions that share similar objectives 

and mandates.   
 

3. Need to move beyond a ‘fund and forget’ model to a robust and active brokering 

role for funders focused on capacity and infrastructure building for universities and 

researchers 

 

Funders are uniquely situated to champion and improve KMb and impact across national 

landscapes.  Holmes et al (2012) suggest that funders “need to move away from the traditional 

‘fund and forget’ model and review their funding priorities, grant review criteria, and research 

practices, and generally become more active in the space between research results and impact” 

(p.2).  Funding agencies have not yet tapped their full potential in catalyzing KMb and 

increasing the influence of research in society: “Because research funders are the gatekeepers to 

funds for conducting research, they may be able to encourage knowledge translation and 

exchange by their funding recipients.  They can also actively disseminate information, involve 

end users in prioritizing research topics and fund implementation research” (Cordero et al., 2008, 

p.525).  Our study suggests that almost all funders are already using social media to promote the 

visibility and communication of research; however, agency initiatives tend to focus on passive 

forms of communication rather than capacity-building for universities and researchers.   

 

The need for capacity-building in higher education around KMb and research impact cannot be 

understated.  Potter and Brough (2004) suggest four inter-connected levels of capacity building: 

structures, systems and roles; staff and infrastructure; skills; and tools.  We argue that efforts are 

needed at each level that could be spearheaded by leadership from the funding agencies in each 

country. Structures, systems and roles are needed within funding agencies, but also within 

universities and projects so that researchers can have support building diverse partnerships with 

policymakers, practitioners, and communities.  One example in Canada is the Research Impact 

network.  Research Impact is comprised of 13 universities across the country, and each 

university as part of the network builds a dedicated knowledge mobilization unit that works with 

researchers across the university on their KMb efforts.  These units also facilitate requests from 

community and public service sectors for researchers, and so support flows both ways between 

communities and universities.  There is also the need for more traditional training of researchers 

on KMb planning and skills so they understand how to build and implement KMb plans.  Tools 

are also needed to facilitate these processes – both those to build KMb plans as well as those to 

measure research impact.   
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4. The necessity to target funding that advances the Science of KMb so that 

researchers across disciplines can benefit from knowing which strategies and efforts 

might be more effective with various audiences 

 

To advance our understanding of both KMb and research impact, we need more studies 

examining the effectiveness of different strategies, mechanisms, and indictors.  The irony of the 

evidence-use movement is that we have very little evidence on its effectiveness.  And so, while 

mobilizing research to communities that can use it is vitally important, so too is actually 

empirically studying these processes in public services as well as other fields.   Similarly, 

funding agencies could play a key role in facilitating discussions around what areas of KMb 

should be studied and fund networks of researchers to go collectively about this work.  Tetroe et 

al. remind us that: “Funding agencies, through strategic funding opportunities and meetings of 

key stakeholders, are in a position to map out the KT terrain to establish what is known and what 

needs to be known in KT research and practice and to try to close the gap” (p.152).   Funding 

agencies remain important players in the KMb landscape that are too often ignored.   

 

Conclusion 

Research has the potential to transform societal institutions for the better.  But this potential will 

only be realized if research finds its way out of the ivory towers (transformed into relevant, 

useable formats) and in to the hands of policymakers, practitioners, and communities that could 

benefit from its use. Our findings show that KMb and research impact are now firmly on the 

agenda of funders globally, and while many initiatives show promise of increasing the influence 

of research in society, there is more work to be done.   We need to shift our view of funding 

agencies from passive catalysts to active brokers between researchers, universities, and the 

broader public.  It is only through collaborative alignment of research funders, research 

producers, research users, and research mediators, that our public services will meet the 

challenges of our rapidly changing societies. 
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Appendix A 

Agencies Included in Analysis 

Country Agency Website 

Australia Australian Research Council http://www.arc.gov.au/funded-grants 

Austria Austrian Science Fund http://www.fwf.ac.at/en/ 

Belgium The Research Council of the French-

speaking Community  

http://www1.frs-fnrs.be/ 

Belgium The Research Foundation – Flanders  http://www.fwo.be/ 

Bulgaria National Science Fund http://www.fni.bg/ 

Canada Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council 

http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/ 

Croatia Croatian Science Foundation http://www.hrzz.hr/default.aspx?ID=47 

Cyprus Research Promotion Foundation http://www.research.org.cy/el/home 

Czech 

Republic  

Czech Science Foundation https://gacr.cz 

Denmark The Danish Council for Independent 

Research 

http://ufm.dk/ 

Estonia Estonian Research Council http://www.etag.ee/en/estonian-research-

council/ 

Finland Academy of Finland http://www.aka.fi/en-GB/A/ 

France National Center for Scientific 

Research  

http://www.agence-nationale-

recherche.fr/en/ 

Germany German Research Foundation http://www.dfg.de/en/ 

Greece The National Hellenic Research 

Foundation 

http://www.eie.gr/index-en.html 

Hungary Hungarian Science Research Fund http://nkfih.gov.hu/ 

Ireland Irish Research Council http://research.ie/ 

Italy National Research Council http://www.cnr.it/sitocnr/Englishversion/C

NR/AboutCNR/AboutCNR.html 

Latvia The Latvian Academy of Sciences http://www.lza.lv/index.php?mylang=engli

sh 

Lithuania Research Council of Lithuania http://www.lmt.lt/en/rnd/nrp.html 

Luxembu

rg 

National Research Fund  http://www.fnr.lu/en/About-Us/Mission 

Malta Malta Council for Science and 

Technology 

http://www.mcst.gov.mt/ 

Netherla

nds 

Netherlands Organization for 

Scientific Research  

http://www.nwo.nl/en/ 

New 

Zealand 

Royal Society of New Zealand-

Marsden Fund 

http://royalsociety.org.nz/ 

Poland National Science Centre https://www.ncn.gov.pl/?language=en 

Portugal Fundação para a Ciência e a 

Tecnologia 

http://www.fct.pt/ 
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Slovakia Agency of the Ministry of Education, 

Science, Research and Sport 

http://www.asfeu.sk/; 

http://www.vyskumnaagentura.sk/sk/mapa

-stranky 

Slovenia Slovenian Research Agency https://www.arrs.gov.si/en/ 

Spain The Spanish National Research 

Council  

http://www.csic.es/web/guest/presentacion 

Sweden Vetenskapsrådet http://www.vr.se/inenglish.4.12fff4451215

cbd83e4800015152.html 

United 

Kingdom 

Economic and Social Research 

Council 

http://www.esrc.ac.uk/about-esrc/what-

we-do/index.aspx 

United 

Kingdom 

The Arts and Humanities Social 

Research Council 

http://www.ahrc.ac.uk/Pages/Home.aspx 

United 

Kingdom 

The British Academy  http://www.britac.ac.uk 

United 

States 

Social Science Research Council http://www.ssrc.org/about/ 

Europe Humanities in the European Research 

Area 

http://heranet.info/ 

United 

States 

Association for Slavic, East 

European, & Eurasian Studies 

http://aseees.org/about 

Turkey The Turkeish Academy of Sciences http://www.tuba.gov.tr/mainpage/turkiye-

bilimler-akademesi/lang/eng/ 

Israël Israel Academy of Sciences and 

Humanities 

http://www.academy.ac.il/ 

Russia Russian Foundation for Basic 

Research 

http://www.rfbr.ru/rffi/eng  

Brazil São Paulo Research Foundation http://www.fapesp.br/en/ 

India Indian Council for Social Science 

Research  

http://www.icssr.org/ 

Indonesi

a  

ASEAN Foundation http://aseanfoundation.org/organisation/ab

out-asean-foundation 

South 

Africa 

The National Research Foundation  http://www.nrf.ac.za 

Japan Asahi Glass Foundation http://www.af-info.or.jp/en/index.html 

China The Chiang Ching-kuo Foundation  www.cckf.org/en 

 

 


