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ABSTRACT:
This knowledge mobilization (KMb) planning tool provides different approaches to planning
KMb efforts and measure impact. The worksheets are meant to assist in practical planning for
grants, research projects, and other KMb initiatives in public service sectors (for example in
school districts and schools). If you use this toolkit or require assistance in using it, please do
not hesitate to get in touch with me (amanda.cooper@queensu.ca) to let me know how you
used it or how I might assist you in building capacity for your KMb initiatives.
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Approach 1: Lavis et al. (2003) 5-Prong Organizing KT Framework
Lavis, J., Robertson, D., Woodside, J. M., McLeod, C. B., Abelson, J. (2003). How can research
organizations more effectively transfer research knowledge to decision makers?
Milbank Quarterly, 81(2), 221-248.`
Not all research can or should have an impact. Some bodies of research will not
generate a “take-home” message, because either the research has no apparent
application for decision makers or the findings are not conclusive. That said, this
excuse can be overused (emphasis added, Lavis et al., 2003, p.223)

5 Prong Knowledge Translation (KT) Organizing Framework
1. Message: What should be transferred to decision makers? (p.223)
2. Target Audience: To whom should research knowledge be
transferred? (p.224)
3. Messenger: By whom should the research knowledge be
transferred? (p.225)
4. KT Process & Supporting Communication Infrastructure: How
should research knowledge be transferred? (p.226)
5. Evaluation: With what effect should research knowledge be
transferred? (p.227)
Years of research on systematic reviews
have taught us that individual studies often
lead to a conclusion very different from
that of a systematic review of all available
studies (Lavis et al., 2003, p.223)

Message
Researchers should transfer actionable messages from
bodies of empirical work rather than from single studies.

Target Audience – Questions to consider:
➢ Who can act on the basis of the available research
knowledge? (p.225)
➢ Who can influence those that can act? (p.225)
➢ With which of these target audience(s) we can expect to
have the most success? (p.225)
➢ Which messages pertain most directly to each of them?
(p.225)
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The research literature
makes clear that a
message’s target
audiences must be clearly
identified and the
specifics of a knowledgetransfer strategy must be
fine-tuned to the types of
decisions they face and
the types of decisionmaking environments in
which they live or work
(Lavis et al., 2003, p.224)

Messengers
When researchers have the skills
and experience to act as the
principal messenger, their credibility
will likely make them the ideal
choice. Having researchers work
with and through trusted
intermediaries (ie. knowledge
brokers) may constitute a way
around the time constraints faced
by individual researchers and the
limited interest in the skills
applicable to knowledge transfer
of some researchers while at the
same time enhancing the
messenger’s credibility (Lavis et al.,
2003,p.226)
Figure 1: Typology of research brokering organizations (Cooper, 2014).

KT Processes and Communication Infrastructure
The research literature on which processes are best at transferring research knowledge
suggests that passive processes are ineffective and that interactive engagement may
be most effective, regardless of the audience (Lavis et al., 2003, p.226)
The research literature also goes beyond researchers transferring research knowledge
using one-way (and sometimes one-off) processes (i.e. beyond “producer-push”
efforts). Over long periods of time, two-way “exchange” processes that give equal
importance to what researchers can learn from decision makers and what decision
makers can learn from researchers can produce cultural shifts (Lavis et al., 2003, p.227)

Evaluation
Evaluation can include the use of the materials disseminated as well as the KT processes
themselves.
Performance measures for knowledge transfer should be appropriate to the target
audience and to the objectives (Lavis et al., 2003, p.227)
Measures can be categorized according to whether they capture a process associated
with the pursuit of the research’s impact (e.g. presentations to decision makers), an
intermediate outcome (e.g. a change in awareness, knowledge or attitudes), or an
outcome (e.g., a decision to select one course of action over others because research
knowledge supports its effectiveness) (Lavis et al., 2003, p.227-228)
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WORKSHEET 1: Brainstorming Intermediary Research Brokering Organizations (RBOs) in your Area
Researchers don’t necessarily have to be brokers in addition to creating high quality research; in fact, intermediary organizations are
usually better postioned to do this work since they are often embedded in policy and practice systems. The responsibility of the
researcher is to seek out and partner with RBOs and to co-produce KMb products that will meet the need of the end users.

Governmental RBOs

Not for Profit RBOs

For profit RBOs

Membership RBOs

International (Multilateral,
bilateral)
1.
2.
3.

University Research Centres

Textbooks, publishers, program
vendors
1.
2.
3.

Professional (Unions, etc)

National, Regional or Local
1.
2.
3.
Evaluation/ Standards
1.
2.
3.
Funding agencies
1.
2.
3.
Other:
1.
2.
3.

Advocacy Organizations
1.
2.
3.
Issue-based Organizations
1.
2.
3.
Think tanks
1.
2.
3.
Other:
1.
2.
3.

Research consulting companies
1.
2.
3.
Media Organizations
1.
2.
3.
Other:
1.
2.
3.

Network RBOs
1.
2.
3.
Other
1.
2.
3.

1.
2.
3.
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WORKSHEET 2: KT Planning using the Lavis et al. (2003) Framework
This worksheet rearranges the elements of Lavis’ framework in order to use it as a concrete KMb/KT planning tool.
TARGET AUDIENCE (What
relevant stakeholders can
benefit from this project
or research?)

MESSENGER (lntermediary MESSAGE (What are the
organizations from your
implications of the
brainstorming worksheet) research for each
stakeholder group?)
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KT PROCESS &
COMMUNICATION
INFRASTRUCTURE
(integrated or end of grant)

EVALUATION/ IMPACT
(integrated or end of
grant)
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Approach 2: Products, Events, Networks and Media Strategies
Cooper, Levin & Campbell (2009). The growing (but still limited) importance of evidence in
education policy and practice. Journal of Educational Change,10 (2-3), 159-171.
We prefer the term ‘knowledge mobilization’, because it best embodies the idea that the use of
knowledge is a social process, not just an intellectual task, and as such is multidirectional, not just
a matter of moving information from those that know to those that do not. At the same time,
‘mobilization’ implies effort and direction, not just random interaction. There are multiple,
iterative phrases including the generation of new research knowledge when needed, the
communication and application of established research knowledge, and the contextualization
of research to suit particular environments (Cooper, Levin & Campbell, 2009, p.166-167)

Cooper, A. & Levin, B. (2010). Some Canadian contributions to understanding knowledge
mobilization. Evidence and Policy, 6(3), 351-369.
KM efforts can be described as involving the creation of products (such as reports), events (such
as conferences) and networks (ongoing interactions among groups of people) (emphasis added,
Cooper & Levin, 2010, p. 361)
The literature on KMb suggests that networks are potentially a powerful avenue to change
practice because they create ongoing social contact which is most likely to affect behavior
(Cooper & Levin, 2010, p.362)

Cooper, A. (2014). Knowledge mobilisation in education across Canada: A cross-case analysis of
44 research brokering organizations. Evidence and Policy, 10 (1), 29-59.
Cooper (2014), through analysis of 44 research brokering organizations in education, provides 5
categories of brokering strategies being utilized that you can use to brainstorm during your
KMb/KT planning:
RESEARCH PRODUCTS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reports, Exec Summaries
Research Snapshots
Literature Reviews
Systematic Reviews
Conceptual Papers
Reference Lists
Annotated Bibliographies
Policy Briefs
Fact Sheets
Success Stories
Multimedia (ppts, videos,
podcasts, YouTube)

CAPACITY BUILDING
•
•
•
•
•

Glossaries
Research FAQs
Toolkits
Online Tutorials
Research Support
Services (hotlines,
requests for
summaries of
research: BLAMs –
bottom-line
actionable
messages)

EVENTS

NETWORK

MEDIA

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Panel/ Talk
Conference
Annual Meetings
Workshop
Awards Ceremonies

•
•

E-Bulletins
Listservs
RSS feeds
Directories of
Contacts,
Researchers,
Organizations
Social Media
Online Forums

•
•
•

Press Release
Newspaper
article
Radio
TV
Blogs

Figure 2: Brokering strategies used by Canadian RBOs (Cooper, 2014).
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WORKSHEET 3:

Planning a KMb/KT plan using Cooper & Levin (2010) and Cooper (2014)

1. Choose relevant intermediary research brokering organizations (RBOs) in your field
2. Visit their websites to identify existing mechanisms that RBOs already use based on Cooper’s (2014) five categories: 1) Products,
2) Capacity Building & Support, 3) Events 4) Networks and 5) Media strategies
3. In your plan, outline RBOs you will partner with and explain how you will leverage these existing mechanisms
***Provide as much concrete information as possible*** (target audience, frequency of distribution of electronic products, size of
events, size of networks, twitter followers, size of online forums, etc.)
Intermediary RBO

Products

Capacity Building
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Approach 3: Cooper’s (2014) 8 Brokering Functions
Cooper (2014) provides 8 Brokering functions that you can use as an organizing
framework for your KMb/KT planning:

Figure 3. Brokering functions of Canadian RBOs.
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WORKSHEET 4 - KMb/KT Plan Using Cooper’s (2014) 8 Brokering Functions
How I plan to address… Integrated KMb/KT
Linkage & Partnerships:

End of Grant KMb/KT

Awareness:

Accessibility:

Engagement :

Capacity Building:

Implementation
Support:

Organizational
Development:

Policy Influence:
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Linking KMb/KT Activities to Research Impact & Budgeting
There has been an explosion of focus on research impact in the past decade. It is important to
link KMb/KT activities to research impact and budgeting at the outset of a project, especially
since funders often suggest integrated as well as end of grant KMb.
Barwick, M. (2011). Knowledge Translation Planning Template, Hospital for Sick Children,
Toronto. Available at www.melaniebarwick.com
Dr. Barwick is a lead researcher in KT in the health sector in Canada. She has created a KT
planning tool. She lists a number of impact indicators for KMb/KT:
Reach indicators: # resources distributed, # requested, Google Analytics data (# visitors,
# downloads etc), tracking data from social media
Usefulness Indicators: read, satisfied with, usefulness of, gained knowledge, changed
view
Use indicators: # intend to use, # adapt information, # using to inform policy/enhance
programs, training or research; # using to improve practice or performance
Partnership/ Collaboration indicators: # products/services developed or disseminated
with partners, # and type of capacity building efforts, network growth
Practice change indicators: # commitment to change, observed change, reported
change
Program or service indicators: documentation, feedback, process measures
Policy indicators: documentation, feedback, process measures
Dr. Barwick’s planning tool also lists a number of budget items that might be considered in
relation to KMb/KT activities including:
Accomodations
Art installation
Evaluation specialist
Graphics/ imagery
Knoweldge broker
KT specialist
Mailing
Media Release
Media Product (video)
Networking functions

Open access journal
Plain text writer
Production/ Printing
Programming
Public Relations
Reimbursements for
partners (time, parking,
travel)
Tech transfer/
commercialization

Teleconferencing
Travel: conferences
Travel: meetings/
educational purposes
Web 2.0 (blogs,
podcasts, wikis)
Webinar services
Website development
Venue costs

It is important to earmark funding for KMb/KT activities as well as costs to capture impact of
KMb processes along the way (for instance, you might audio-record stakeholder meetings and
discussions).
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WORKSHEET 5 – Linking KMb/KT Activities to Research Impact & Budgeting
KMb/KT Activities
Linkage & Partnerships:

Impact Indicators

Budgeting Items

Awareness:

Accessibility:

Engagement :

Capacity Building:

Implementation
Support:

Organizational
Development:

Policy Influence:
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