INTERIM REPORT:

KNOWLEDGE TRANSLATION ACTIVITY AMONG 

PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNITY LIVING NIDRR GRANTEES 

During Summer 2007, the Research Utilization Support and Help (RUSH) project surveyed researchers funded by the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research (NIDRR) about their knowledge translation (KT) activity. This summary of findings pertains to the participation and community living (PCL) priority area. RUSH summarized more general findings in the February 2008 RUSH Update http://www.researchutilization.org/updates/02_08/. NIDRR’s most recent long-range plan discusses research in the area of participation and community living. Research in this area “develops and evaluates strategies for services, interventions, products and modifications to the built and social environment that would allow individuals with all types of disabilities to live and participate in their communities” (NIDRR, 2006, p. 8183). Profiles of particular projects, including those in other areas such as employment, health and function, and technology, are available at the National Rehabilitation Information Center’s (NARIC’s) Web site (www.naric.com). 

RUSH found that PCL grantees report that people with disabilities and their families are a key audience at a rate greater than that of grantees working in other areas. The most striking difference between PCL grantees and others, however, is their focus on policymakers and service providers. Perhaps due to this emphasis, those PCL grantees whose findings have been used report comparatively greater success in changing attitudes and government policy. 

SURVEY OVERVIEW

In July and August of 2007, RUSH administered an online survey to 151 NIDRR grantees. They were current principal investigators (PIs) of employment outcome, health and function, and PCL projects, and/or of rehabilitation research and training centers (RRTCs), rehabilitation engineering and research centers (RERCs) and the RUSH research utilization awards (RUAs). To reduce respondent burden, RUSH sent only one survey to a given individual, no matter how many projects he or she held. Of the 38 PCL projects that were listed as currently funded in NARIC when the sample was drawn in July 2007, four were secondary projects of a PI who held more than one project. (A project was considered secondary if it was funded at a lower level, or was newer, with these criteria ranked in that order.) Of the 34 PIs sent the survey, 28 responded, for an 82.4% response rate within this subgroup (the response rate overall was 75%). These 28 projects represented 24.8% of the respondent pool (n=113). 

Among the 28 PCL grantees, 18 (64.3%) were field-initiated projects (FIPs), 8 (26.6%) were RRTCs, and 2 (7.1%) were disability and rehabilitation research projects (DRRPs). FIPs are usually funded for 3 years, and at lower levels than other categories of projects. RRTCs and RERCs have larger budgets and have typically run for 5 years. DRRPs can run for varying lengths usually ranging from three to five years.

RUSH asked respondents about the dissemination, training and research utilization activities of one of their projects. The survey requested estimates of budgetary commitments related to training and dissemination. Data were also requested regarding projects' targeted audiences, outcomes, and methods of measuring those outcomes. Respondents estimated their capability to disseminate, how ready for use were their projects’ findings/products, and the degree to which the project's results were appropriate for nonresearchers' use. 

GRANTEES’ PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR WORK AND THEIR OWN CAPACITY FOR KT

Foundational work in KT at the Canadian Institutes of Health Research, as summarized by Sudsawad (2007, p. 2), advocates “continuing dialogues, interactions, and partnerships within and between different groups of knowledge creators and users for all stages of the research process.” High capacity for KT, then, involves its continuous engagement. NIDRR’s adaptation of CIHR’s approach to KT describes it as “the multidimensional, active process of ensuring that new knowledge gained through the course of research ultimately improves the lives of people with disabilities, and furthers their participation in society” (NIDRR, 2006, p. 8195), a description that does not necessarily mean early and ongoing interaction with knowledge users. 

Four of the PCL grantees commented that dissemination should come at the end of a project. Once grantees have results, though, they believe in the relevance of their work and in their own abilities to engage in activities to spread their new knowledge. This belief is especially strong among FIPs working in the PCL area, as measured by responses to the survey items that involved grantees rating themselves on their own capabilities to disseminate research findings or development results (see Table 1). They also assessed the appropriateness of their findings for nonresearchers. 
Table 1: 

Perceptions of PCL-RRTC and PCL-FIP Grantees Compared to nonPCL Grantees

	 
	PCL

(n = 28)
	NonPCL 

(n=85)
	PCL-RRTCs

(n=8)
	PCL-FIPs

(n=18)

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	Findings or Project Results Are Appropriate for Target Audience

	Not at all appropriate
	0
	0
	1
	0.9%
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Inappropriate
	0
	0
	1
	0.9%
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Appropriate
	6
	21.4%
	41
	36.3%
	3
	37.5%
	3
	16.7%

	Strongly appropriate
	22
	78.6%
	69
	61.1%
	5
	62.5%
	15
	83.3%

	Don’t know
	0
	0
	1
	0.9%
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Confidence Levels Regarding Own Capabilities

	Not at all confident
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Not confident
	1
	3.6%
	4
	4.7%
	0
	0
	1
	5.6%

	Confident
	8
	28.6%
	49
	57.6%
	0
	0
	8
	44.4%

	Strongly confident
	19
	67.9%
	32
	37.6%
	8
	100%
	9
	50%


No grantee was “not at all confident” about his or her own capacity in the areas of dissemination and research utilization. None of the PCL projects reported that their work was not appropriate for their target audiences. PCL researchers overall report great confidence in their own capabilities, and at higher rates than nonPCL grantees. Slightly more than two thirds of PCL grantees were “strongly confident.” Although part of this result is due to the RRTCs universally selecting this option, half of the PCL FIPs assess their capacity for KT at the same level. In contrast, only about one third (37.6%) of nonPCL grantees reported the highest level of confidence. Regarding how appropriate findings were for target audiences, 78.6% of PCL grantees deemed their work “strongly appropriate,” with FIPs reporting greater relevance for their work than RRTCs (83.3% vs. 62.5%). Both of these rates are higher than the 61.1% rate that nonPCL grantees reported.

PCL grantees also had more confidence in their staff capabilities in this area. Another survey question addressed barriers, including two possible choices related to possible lack of staff capacity. Only 1 PCL project (3.6%) agreed that “project staff members have a limited understanding of dissemination and/or utilization needs of consumers from diverse ethnic, racial and cultural backgrounds,” and 2 (7.1%) reported that staff needed “more information about effective dissemination and/or utilization strategies.” The reports from nonPCL grantees for these items were 10.6% and 18.8%, respectively.

TARGET AUDIENCES

Discussing how “appropriate” projects are raises the issue of target audiences—“appropriate” for whom? In both classic (Rogers, 1995) and more recent (Greenhalgh et al., 2004) literature on the diffusion of innovations, an important precursor to later scholarship on KT, audiences can be categorized by degrees of readiness for innovation. Some individuals or organizations are earlier to adopt innovations than others. NIDRR categorizes audiences, however, generally by their role as stakeholders and implied relationship to the way that the agency’s research might be used by that group. Assuming grantees would be influenced by this approach, RUSH therefore used the list of audiences in NIDRR’s 2007 Annual Performance Report (APR) form. Respondents identified their target audiences for training, dissemination and utilization activities. 

Table 2 highlights differences between PCL grantees and those working in other NIDRR domains. The table orders the audiences by the size of the difference between what PCL grantees reported as compared to other grantees.

Table 2: 
Target Audiences of PCL Projects Compared to Those of NonPCL Projects

	
	PCL

(n=28)
	NonPCL

(n=85)
	Difference in %

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	

	More Often PCL Audiences

	Service providers
	17
	60.7%
	30
	35.3%
	25.4%

	Policy experts
	7
	25%
	6
	7.1%
	17.9%

	Government 

(state and local)
	4
	14.3%
	2
	2.4%
	11.9%

	People with disabilities/

their families
	20
	71.4%
	55
	64.7%
	6.7%

	Consumer advocates
	5
	17.9%
	11
	12.9%
	5.0%

	Federal/

nonfederal agencies
	4
	14.3%
	8
	9.4%
	4.9%

	Educators
	4
	14.3%
	9
	10.6%
	3.7%

	Media
	1
	3.6%
	3
	3.5%
	0.1%

	Less Often PCL Audiences

	Practitioners/

clinicians
	13
	46.4%
	66
	77.6%
	-31.2%

	Researchers
	16
	57.1%
	67
	78.8%
	-21.7%

	Industry representatives/

product developers
	0
	0
	7
	8.2%
	-8.2%

	Employers
	1
	3.6%
	4
	4.7%
	-1.1%


PCL grantees were more likely to target service providers than practitioners/clinicians. Moreover, they were more likely than other grantees to seek to have an impact on policymakers and government officials at the state and local level. PCL grantees were less oriented to researchers, although more than half of them considered them an important audience. Most grantees considered researchers and practitioners/clinicians or service providers important audiences. One might infer that researchers consider these groups more likely to be ‘early adopters’ of their work who will in turn spread the work to people with disabilities and their families, another consistently top-ranked audience—and the top audience for PCL grantees.

STRATEGIES

The strategies grantees use tend to favor conventional academically oriented modes of communication. The survey listed 22 dissemination and research utilization strategies, including nine ways to disseminate written products of various formats, six kinds of face-to-face interactions, and seven methods of outreach that relied more heavily on technology, such as webcasts or distance learning modules. Table 3 presents the most commonly reported strategies and highlights ways that PCL project activity contrasted with projects from other NIDRR priority areas.

Table 3: 
Strategies of PCL Grantees Compared to Those of NonPCL Grantees

	
	PCL

(n=28)
	NonPCL

(n=85)
	Difference in %

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	

	Strategies PCL Projects Used More Often

	Webcasts/webinars
	10
	35.7%
	20
	23.5%
	12.2%

	Policy analyses
	6
	21.4%
	10
	11.8%
	9.6%

	Public “town hall” style meetings
	6
	21.4%
	10
	11.8%
	9.6%

	Annual/final reports
	22
	78.6%
	62
	72.9%
	5.7%

	Training materials
	18
	64.3%
	53
	62.4%
	1.9%

	Strategies PCL Projects Used Less Often

	Web sites/pages
	14
	50.0%
	64
	75.3%
	-25.3%

	Toll-free lines
	4
	14.3%
	29
	34.1%
	-19.8%

	Articles in popular press
	10
	35.7%
	46
	54.1%
	-18.4%

	Awareness materials
	15
	53.6%
	57
	67.1%
	-13.5%

	Trainings
	19
	67.9%
	64
	75.3%
	-7.4%

	Email lists/discussions
	13
	46.4%
	44
	51.8%
	-5.4%

	Books/chapters
	14
	50.0%
	47
	55.3
	-5.3%%

	Present papers or lectures
	26
	92.9%
	82
	96.5%
	-3.6%

	Scholarly article
	25
	89.3%
	79
	92.9%
	-3.6%


PCL grantees were about twice as likely to produce policy analyses (21.4% vs. 11.8% nonPCL) and to conduct public town hall style meetings (21.4% vs. 11.8% nonPCL). They were also more heavily engaged in sponsoring webcasts (35.7% vs. 23.5% nonPCL). The strategies PCL projects used relatively more often seem suited to the policymakers and service providers that these projects more often targeted. The respondents could also describe other strategies they used. The staff of one RRTC disseminates findings to university educators via consultation and technical assistance on embedding the work in practice and incorporating the research into curriculum.

Academic endeavors were the most common dissemination activities for all grantees. Although PCL grantees were somewhat less likely to engage in conventional academic publishing and conference participation, presenting scholarly papers (92.9%), publishing articles in peer-reviewed journals (89.3%), and writing reports (78.6%) were nonetheless their top three strategies. PCL grantees were also less likely to use non-academic, accessible dissemination strategies such as Web sites (50.0% vs. 75.3% nonPCL), toll-free lines (14.3% vs. 34.1% nonPCL), articles in popular press (35.7% vs. 54.1% nonPCL), or awareness materials (53.6% vs. 67.1% nonPCL). 

These preferences for communication among academic peers are not unique to NIDRR-funded researchers. Graham et al., (as summarized in Tetroe et al., 2008), found that “researchers were most successful and confident when disseminating the results of their research to their academic colleagues. Most were less successful, however, in disseminating these results to other target audiences, even when they felt that their results were of considerable importance to both the public and decision makers” (p. 128). It appears that people with disabilities are an important audience but one that grantees seek to reach through other intermediaries whom they consider to be the direct audience for their work.

TARGET OUTCOMES

To identify which outcomes NIDRR grantees' dissemination and research utilization activities were designed to target among these audiences, the survey presented grantees with a list of immediate and intermediate outcomes. Immediate outcomes pertain primarily to changes in cognition, such as influences on knowledge, awareness and attitudes. Intermediate outcomes relate more to changes in policies, programs and practice, whether individual or collective. The question asked about the outcomes these activities produced, not about grantee intentions. For this reason, the table below includes only projects that indicated they had at least partial findings that had actually been used. 

Table 4: 
Outcomes of Grantees With Findings That Have Been Used: PCL vs. NonPCL Grantees

	
	PCL

(n = 14)
	NonPCL 

(n = 38)
	Difference in %

	Changes in . . .
	#
	%
	#
	%
	

	Attitudes
	10
	71.4%
	20
	52.6%
	18.8%

	Legislation/

government policy
	5
	35.7%
	7
	18.4%
	17.3%

	Practice (individual)
	11
	78.6%
	26
	68.4%
	10.2%

	Awareness
	12
	85.7%
	36
	94.7%
	-9.0%

	Best-practice recommendations (i.e. professional association guidelines)
	8
	57.1%
	19
	50%
	7.1%

	Knowledge
	14
	100%
	36
	94.7%
	5.3%

	Program/policy (industry or corporate)
	2
	14.3%
	7
	18.4%
	-4.1%


The patterns of PCL grantees are similar to those of nonPCL grantees except that the PCL grantees more often produced outcomes in the legislative arena. PCL grantees were also more likely to report having changed attitudes than were other grantees. Affecting attitudes may be a key part of working with policymakers, who are bombarded with information and may be aware of and know quite a bit about an issue. The essential hurdle is to get them to focus on and care about a particular stance related to the information being shared.

BARRIERS

As previously mentioned, one survey item requested a selection among various statements that described factors limiting a project's full ability to reach its target audience. The specific barriers are described in the data summaries below, along with descriptions of other items related to barriers. Three responses were evenly ranked at the top by 42.9% of PCL grantees: (1) “lack of funding,” (2) “time” and (3) “none of the above.” For nonPCL grantees, funding and time were more clearly identified as the key problems, with 69.4% and 44.7% respectively, selecting these barriers as the most significant and 15.3% choosing none of the above. Funding is discussed in its own section below.

Almost half of the PCL projects responding to the question about barriers, (42.9%) selected “none of the above.” The same percentage (42.9%) selected “time.” Of those choosing “none of the above,” five added explanatory comment. Interestingly, though those selecting “none of the above” had not selected “time” from the list of possible response items, their remarks brought up this issue. Three indicated that they considered dissemination to be an end-of-grant activity. This timing was considered appropriate, as in this comment: “My fairly extensive experience with intervention development, implementation, and follow-up assessment studies—i.e., the design for this project—is that much of the dissemination continues after the project has ended.” Similarly, another grantee thought dissemination came at the end of a research process due to practicalities, with “time being a factor.” One grantee pointed out that this was particularly true for qualitative research: “Qualitative data takes a long time to analyze. Preliminary findings can be disseminated fairly easily during the grant period. Manuscripts may take another year or two beyond the end of the grant period to produce—so that is a limiting factor.” Another factor driving the timing issue was that grantees could not control or always establish the networks with whom they wished to communicate. For example, one FIP’s successful utilization depended on “insurance companies' willingness to pay for telemedicine/ITV intervention services.” One of the RRTCs responding needed to establish “linkages between the [RRTC] and other relevant Web sites to maximize awareness of our center as a resource.”

These discussions about timing are consistent with what Kitson and Bisby (2008, pp. 14-15) call “KT as an end of grant activity” which they contrast with “KT as an integrated activity.” Kitson and Bisby make suggestions to promote the integration of KT through the course of knowledge production that have implications for researchers’ and funding agencies practices and policies. They call on researchers to encourage the participation of knowledge users throughout the research process and to produce knowledge syntheses, systematic reviews, “and other efforts that make research data more easily accessible to knowledge users.” Interestingly, more of their suggestions are directed at funding agencies. These entities, argue Kitson and Bisby, should reorganize the processes related to financing research and development work, including re-thinking funding priorities, proposal requirements, and merit reviews. They advocate ensuring that users participate in decision making at these levels, too.

MEASURING IMPACT

Did grantees measure their outcomes and if so in what ways? The survey listed 11 different data types and provided space to write in any that the survey omitted. The top two methods of measuring impact that PCL grantees with findings that had been used reported were participant counts and tracking requests for project materials. In this respect, they were similar to nonPCL grantees. Less often, PCL grantees also reported direct observations; no PCL projects with findings that had been used had requested self-reports of changes in practice. 

Table 5: 

Methods Used to Measure Impact: PCL vs. NonPCL Grantees

	Measurement Method
	PCL

(n = 14)
	NonPCL 

(n = 38)
	Difference in %

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	

	Used Comparatively More Often

	Interviews
	8
	57.1%
	9
	23.7%
	33.4%

	Summaries of policy/program changes
	8
	57.1%
	10
	26.3%
	30.8%

	Participant surveys
	7
	50%
	15
	39.5%
	11.5%

	Direct observation
	3
	21.4%
	6
	15.8%
	5.6%

	Analyses of online discussions’ content
	3
	21.4%
	5
	13.2%
	8.2%

	Used Comparatively Less Often

	Pretests/posttests 
	4
	28.6%
	16
	42.1%
	-13.7%

	Citation searches
	8
	57.1%
	26
	68.4%
	-11.3%

	Material distributions
	8
	57.1%
	25
	65.8%
	-8.7%

	Participant journals, other self-reports
	0
	0
	3
	7.9%
	-7.9%

	Material requests
	9
	64.3%
	25
	65.8%
	-1.5%

	Participant counts
	11
	78.6%
	30
	78.9%
	-.3%


PCL grantees more often assessed outcomes via conducting interviews and summarizing policy or program changes. This difference is consistent with their greater emphasis on policymakers. A few grantees pointed out that they do not do more measuring of outcomes because of the expense involved. Generally, grantees do not spend a lion’s share of their grant on dissemination and research utilization itself. It follows that evaluation of those activities would be a relatively low budgetary priority.

Evaluating relative effectiveness of strategies can be as complex as determining the impact of any intervention and ideally takes into account actors, setting, timing, and intervention fidelity. Any effort that projects can make to evaluate their particular effort, then, may be useful at least as a formative evaluation. Grantees can learn which strategies work best for their particular research teams and audiences. As summarized in Sudsawad (2007, pp. 14-15), who draws on Bero et al. (1998), a combination of methods especially those that included “educational outreach visits,” “audit and feedback, reminders, local census processing, or marketing; and interactive educational meetings” are most consistently effective. This survey did not measure whether projects that reported using more than one strategy used them simultaneously with the same participants, and therefore cannot address this point here. This topic will be addressed when RUSH analyzes data from its partners’ demonstration projects, which are funded by the research utilization awards.

FUNDING

When reports of PCL projects’ budgetary commitments to training and dissemination were broken down, two FIP PCLs were outliers for the entire respondent pool. These two reported that 71-75% of their budget was devoted to dissemination and training. The rest of the PCL FIPs, however, spent less than 30% of their budgets on dissemination and training. This lesser amount is understandable given the FIPs’ lower level of funding. In contrast, the PCL projects that reported devoting 31-50% of their budget to dissemination and training were RRTCs.

Table 6: 

Budgetary Commitments to Dissemination and Training Reported by PCL Grantees vs. Those Reported by NonPCL Grantees

	Response
	PCL
(n = 28)
	NonPCL 

(n=84)
	Difference in % of grantees in category

	% of Budget
	#
	%
	#
	%
	%

	1–10%
	11
	39.3%
	39
	46.4%
	-7.1%

	11–20%
	7
	25%
	24
	28.6%
	-3.6%

	21–30%
	6
	21.4%
	14
	16.7%
	4.7%

	31–40%
	1
	3.6%
	4
	4.8%
	-1.2%

	41–50%
	1
	3.6%
	2
	2.4%
	1.2%

	51–60%
	0
	0
	1
	1.2%
	-1.2%

	61–70%
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	71–80%
	2
	7.1%
	0
	0
	7.1%

	TOTAL
	28
	100%
	84
	100.1
	


Note: Totals for the nonPCL percentage breakouts are not exactly 100% due to rounding.

Looking at the entire respondent pool, in addition to two PCL FIPs, and removing the RRTCs, only one other project (an RERC) spends more than 30% on KT-related activities. At the other end of the range (in the category of grantees that spend less than 10% of their funding on dissemination and training), one finds proportionately more nonPCL grantees. Comparing these two extremes suggests that PCL grantees spend more money on KT activity. In the middle ranges, however, funding commitments of PCL grantees are roughly the same as those of the nonPCL grantees.

SUPPORTS NEEDED

An open-ended survey item asked grantees what supports they needed in the area of research utilization. RUSH staff compiled and categorized the 18 substantive comments grantees made (some respondents skipped this item).

Table 7: 

PCL Grantees Reports of Supports Needed

	Type of Support
	PCL-RRTC
	Other PCL
	Totals

	Staffing/expertise
	2
	5
	7

	None needed
	
	4
	4

	Funding (unspecified expenses)
	2
	2
	4

	NIDRR leadership 
	2
	0
	2

	Expanded Internet access among target audience
	1
	0
	1

	Totals
	7
	11
	18


Four of the PCL grantees, a mix comprising DRRP and FIP projects, indicated that no supports were needed. Interestingly, the amount of funding this particular group of four devoted to research utilization varied as much as the overall distribution: from less than 10% to 71-75%. While this report cannot describe individual projects due to confidentiality protections, it seems that the level of funding for KT activity depends on the particular project scope and related priorities, not necessarily on the project’s total budget.

Other types of support PCL grantees suggested relate to expertise, whether in the form of extra staff or consultants. Six grantees, five of them FIPs, made comments to this effect:

· “Individual and organizational consultation on dissemination, and reference to training and materials on dissemination options.” (FIP)

· “Someone to write consumer-friendly summaries and lengthier reports.” (FIP)


· “Perhaps assistance in preparing materials for a lay audience and targeting appropriate outlets for those audiences.” (FIP)

· “I would like to know more about disseminating project results through interactive Web sites. Seems like the way to go to reach audiences. I need to be spoon-fed this material—as I don’t always have the time or take the time to do it on my own.” (FIP)

· “Time from people who know how to write and how and where to post information on Web sites that are relevant to people with [description of specific disability deleted].” (FIP) 


· “We would need financial support to focus research dissemination and utilization activities to [target audience], (…) These activities would include developing materials . . . present[ing] findings and materials at [topic deleted] conferences, and compiling journal papers and magazine articles to be published in leading journals and magazines in [topic deleted] field.” (RRTC)

Two other grantees looked to NIDRR for more leadership. Both of them were PIs of RRTCs. One suggested that the agency should continue funding projects that perform KT functions, asking that NIDRR “highlight some of our findings in its newsletter and (…) collect and disseminate our materials through its library contract.” The second wrote that there should be “more emphasis in NIDRR on supporting research and dissemination that responds to the needs of real people in their daily lives and those who care about and for them. Develop services and supports that people want and can access.”

Many of these suggestions point to the value of an external agent, akin to one conclusion Blasiotti drew in her 1992 study of research dissemination based on her experiences at NIDRR. She suggested allocating resources for “information specialists” who would “translat[e] information to more readily acceptable formats” and for more technical assistance (p. 318). 

CLOSING COMMENTS

RUSH gave grantees an opportunity to voice ideas the survey generated. RUSH staff categorized commentary nine grantees left into three themes.  

A group of grantees who had new awards commented that their responses were projections. They were still in the planning stages. Other new FIP awardees issued this caveat at other pertinent points in the survey. For this reason, where it was germane to the analyses, RUSH excluded projects that had not yet used their findings. It is interesting to note that grantees are still quite far from the KT ideal of assuming that target audiences, outcomes and plans for measuring those outcomes should be well in place at the point of project planning. A related second theme was that KT was not really a central part of a research project's scope—for example, one grantee wrote “Just to note, this is principally a research project and not a dissemination/utilization project.” This comment was from an RRTC that has several projects of both types going on: “development projects and research projects are in different places at this point. In other words, some development projects are closer to being ready for dissemination projects than are the research projects.” This comment suggests that the pace for dissemination and utilization of research may differ from that which might generally apply to the products of development work. 

The comments of five grantees generated a third theme: that grantees were generally supportive of research utilization and the purpose of the survey itself. One RRTC grantee commented “Worthwhile survey—dissemination and utilization are critical components of our work and often neglected among researchers and I appreciate NIDRR’s emphasis on them.” The remaining comments indicated that they see the need for greater activity on their own part and would welcome more support for that. This “very important area” “needs to grow in order to support the great work funded by NIDRR” thought one grantee. Another grantee “actually enjoyed the survey,” which gave “good ideas, but I am left with frustration at having so little time to accomplish so much.” On a similar tone, one grantee added “Thanks, this is important, and we could use some assistance with increasing our dissemination effectiveness.” Interestingly, one grantee suggested that NIDRR continue what it has done with the RUSH project via its research utilization awards: set up “a funding stream available to researchers who demonstrate good results with their training/development research project to engage in dissemination activities past the end of support for the research part. This would enable ‘experts’ in the project to disseminate best-practices to the populations that would benefit most from the research without waiting five to ten years for the product to become widely available.”

Following Kitson and Bisby (2008), PCL grantees resemble other researchers in their tendency to view KT activities as something that comes after research or development work is completed or nearly through. There are few indications that NIDRR researchers approach KT as an integral aspect to their work that should be embedded in planning, implementation and evaluation. This survey did not address why. It is not hard to imagine reasons, however, given the rewards and prestige accorded more “basic” theoretical work that researchers do compared to those associated with applied work (Estabrooks et al., 2008). Should these external structures modify their practices—think funding agencies and tenure review processes to start—researchers might follow suit.
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