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Abstract

Background: Despite the potential population-level impact of a health-promoting schools approach, schools face
challenges in implementation, indicating a gap between school health research and practice. Knowledge exchange
provides an opportunity to reduce this gap; however, there has been limited evaluation of these initiatives. This
research explored researchers’ and knowledge users’ perceptions of outcomes associated with a knowledge
exchange initiative within COMPASS, a longitudinal study of Canadian secondary students and schools. Schools
received annual tailored summaries of their students’ health behaviours and suggestions for action and were linked
with knowledge brokers to support them in taking action to improve student health.

Methods: Qualitative semi-structured interviews were conducted with COMPASS researchers (n = 13), school staff
(n = 13), and public health stakeholders (n = 4) to explore their experiences with COMPASS knowledge exchange.
Key issues included how knowledge users used school-specific findings, perceived outcomes of knowledge
exchange, and suggestions for change.

Results: Outcomes for both knowledge users and researchers were identified; interestingly, knowledge users
attributed more outcomes to using school-specific findings than knowledge brokering. School and public health
participants indicated school-specific findings informed their programming and planning. Importantly, knowledge
exchange provided a platform for partnerships between researchers, schools, and public health units. Knowledge
brokering allowed researchers to gain feedback from knowledge users to enhance the study and a better
understanding of the school environment. Interestingly, COMPASS knowledge exchange outcomes aligned with
Samdal and Rowling’s eight theory-driven implementation components for health-promoting schools. Hence,
knowledge exchange may provide a mechanism to help schools implement a health-promoting schools approach.

Conclusions: This research contributes to the limited literature regarding outcomes of knowledge brokering in
public health and knowledge exchange in school health research. However, since not all schools engaged in
knowledge brokering, and not all schools that engaged discussed these outcomes, further research is needed to
determine the amount of engagement required for change and examine the process of COMPASS knowledge
brokering to consider how to increase school engagement.
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Background
The World Health Organization defines a health-promoting
school as “a school constantly strengthening its capacity as a
healthy setting for living, learning and working” ([1], p. 2). A
health-promoting schools approach, also referred to as
Comprehensive School Health (Canada) and Coordinated
School Health (United States) [2], is a whole-school
approach that promotes health in school environments,
through policy and community partnerships [3]. Despite the
potential population-level impact of a health-promoting
schools approach [4], schools face challenges regarding im-
plementation [5, 6]. To enhance implementation, Samdal
and Rowling [7] outlined eight theory-driven implementation
components for health-promoting schools. Preparing and
planning for school development describes tasks required
before implementation, including identifying policies and
practices to anchor the approach within the school, and
establishing a team to lead implementation [7]. Policy and
institutional anchoring involves integrating action items to
target student health in school documents (e.g., school
strategic plan). Both professional development (e.g., formal
training organized by the school board) and professional
learning (e.g., daily practices directed by school needs) are
necessary to build staff capacity for adopting the health-
promoting schools approach. Next, leadership (motivation)
and management (logistics that allow for change) are
required for organizational change and must be integrated
using both relational (interpersonal) and organizational (e.g.,
funding and resources) support. Student participation and
partnerships between schools and health practitioners are
also critical. Lastly, in order to ensure sustainability, moni-
toring, evaluation, and continued resource allocation are
required [7].
A key implementation challenge is that while the

health-promoting schools approach prioritizes health,
schools prioritize education [8–10], which leads to poor
implementation fidelity of the health-promoting schools
approach. These competing priorities align with Graham’s
knowledge to action gap [11, 12], which depicts a mis-
alignment of research and practice. Knowledge exchange,
in which researchers and knowledge users collaboratively
disseminate and apply research findings [13], provides an
opportunity to reduce this gap. The term knowledge user
describes individuals who are “likely to use research
results to make informed decisions about health policies,
programs, and/or practices” [14] (p. 1). Knowledge broker-
ing is a type of knowledge exchange, in which individuals
act as a link between researchers and knowledge users to
support the use of research evidence in practice [13].
Despite an emphasis on knowledge translation in public
health research [14–16], evaluation of these initiatives and
their outcomes are still emerging [17, 18]. The need for
evaluation of these strategies in school health research has
also been recognized [19–21].

The Cohort Study on Obesity, Marijuana-use, Physical
activity, Alcohol-use, Smoking, and Sedentary Behaviour
(COMPASS) is an ongoing longitudinal study (2012–2021)
of student health behaviours and secondary school environ-
ments in Ontario and Alberta, Canada [22]. Each year,
students report several health behaviours in a survey, ad-
ministrators report school-level policies and programs
through a questionnaire, and researchers record observa-
tions of the school’s built environment [22]. In addition to
traditional dissemination mechanisms (e.g., publications
and presentations), two knowledge exchange strategies
were integrated during the first phase (2012–2016) to
support school prevention efforts to enhance student
health. Each year, schools received a School Health Profile
(SHP), a tailored summary of their students’ health behav-
iours based on survey data, including evidence-based
recommendations to address student outcomes and contact
information for their local public health unit [22, 23]. Each
school was assigned a knowledge broker, who discussed the
school’s summary and provided ongoing support as needed
(e.g., identifying health priorities within the school and con-
necting school personnel to community agencies). While a
knowledge broker contacted each school annually, the
schools decided whether they engaged in knowledge
brokering. Further information regarding COMPASS
knowledge brokering procedures can be found online [24].
The first phase of COMPASS (2012–2016) consisted of

91 schools (nY1 = 43, nY2 = 89, nY3 = 87, nY4 = 81). As sum-
marized in a quantitative analysis of knowledge brokering
outcomes [25], Table 1 provides the levels of knowledge
brokering engagement of all COMPASS schools between
2012 and 2015. Three levels of engagement were used to
categorize schools. “Involved” schools were those that par-
ticipated in at least one in-person meeting and/or more
than one phone call with the knowledge broker annually,
“somewhat involved” schools were those that participated
in one phone call annually, and “not involved” schools did
not engage with a knowledge broker. In the first three
years of COMPASS, about half of the schools engaged in
knowledge brokering (i.e., somewhat involved or involved)
(Table 1).
COMPASS provided a case study to explore the poten-

tial impact of knowledge exchange in school health

Table 1 Knowledge brokering engagement levels of COMPASS
schools (2012–2015)

School Knowledge Brokering Participation Level

Study Year Not Involved
n (%)

Somewhat Involved n (%) Involved
n (%)

2012–2013 22 (51) 12 (28) 9 (21)

2013–2014 41 (46) 38 (43) 10 (11)

2014–2015 47 (54) 30 (34) 10 (11)

*Note: numbers are provided for the first three years of COMPASS as the
interviews occurred during the 2015–2016 year
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research, as well as knowledge brokering, an emerging
method for which limited evaluation has been conducted
[26]. This research is part of a larger convergent parallel
mixed-methods study exploring the implementation and
outcomes of COMPASS knowledge exchange strategies
(see [25, 27]). Factors that influenced COMPASS know-
ledge exchange (including facilitators and challenges to
knowledge brokering practice and engagement) have
been examined previously [27]. This paper expands upon
a quantitative analysis of knowledge brokering outcomes
[25], by exploring researchers’ and knowledge users’
experiences with COMPASS knowledge exchange activ-
ities, with particular focus on perceived outcomes and
suggestions for change.

Methods
Qualitative in-depth semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted with researchers (n = 13), school staff (n = 13), and
public health stakeholders (n = 4) between January and
October 2016, as described in [27]. Interview guides (see
Additional Files) were similar for each participant group,
while also capturing role differences. For example, all par-
ticipants were asked about outcomes associated with
knowledge user engagement in COMPASS knowledge ex-
change, but researchers were also prompted regarding
whether there were outcomes for the research team. The
COMPASS Principal Investigator notified all members of
the core COMPASS team (knowledge brokers and Project
Manager) and all Co-Investigators (n = 8) that they would
be invited to participate in an interview by the first author.
The first author then emailed invitations to participate.
Our school interview participants were a subset of the

COMPASS (2012–2016) sample. We purposefully sam-
pled schools engaged in knowledge brokering to varying
degrees. From the COMPASS (2012–2016) sample, we
identified four Ontario school boards that had at least
one “involved” school (in-person meeting and/or more
than one phone call with knowledge broker annually)
and a mix of “somewhat involved” (one phone call annu-
ally) and “not involved” schools. Each of these boards
had 4–6 schools participating in COMPASS. After gain-
ing approval from respective school boards, we invited
staff from 19 COMPASS schools for an interview via
email; each school received a $30 honorarium per
participant. Staff from three public health units involved
in COMPASS knowledge brokering were also invited to
participate via email.
All participants were provided with a letter of information

detailing the research objectives and methods prior to pro-
viding consent to participate. Researchers were interviewed
in person at the university (n= 8) or by phone (n= 5), while
public health and school stakeholders were interviewed by
phone. All interviews were conducted by the first author, a
female doctoral candidate trained and experienced in

qualitative methods. Interviews ranged from 20 to 90 min in
duration. Eight members of the core COMPASS team (all
six knowledge brokers, Principal Investigator, Project
Manager) and five Co-Investigators (eight females, five
males) participated, representing three Canadian universities.
Six teachers, five principals, and two vice-principals (eight
males, five females) from nine schools in four Ontario school
boards participated. Six schools were involved in knowledge
brokering, two schools were somewhat involved, and one
school was not involved. Eight of thirteen school participants
had engaged in knowledge brokering. The public health
participants consisted of two nurses working in schools and
two coordinators overseeing school initiatives within public
health units. All public health participants had received SHPs
for their corresponding school(s) and three had engaged in
knowledge brokering. One of the public health units worked
with two schools in the sample.
Interviews were audio-recorded with permission and

transcribed verbatim for subsequent thematic content
analysis using NVivo for Mac 11 (QSR International).
Field notes were also made during the interview and
used to contextualize the analysis. A template organizing
style was used to code the data [28]; for each participant
group, the first author read all of the transcripts to
determine thematic codes (arising deductively and in-
ductively) to compose a coding manual. The coding
manuals for each participant group were used to code
the respective transcripts and identify relevant data.
Inter-rater reliability [29] and peer examination [30]
were employed to enhance qualitative rigour of the find-
ings. For each participant group, a second researcher
coded two transcripts and the researchers’ coding of the
same transcript was compared. For the knowledge
broker, Co-Investigator, school, and public health tran-
scripts, coding agreement (whether the same codes were
applied to a section of text) was calculated using the
methods described by Miles and Huberman [29]; agree-
ment for all groups was greater than 70% and deemed
acceptable [29]. Differences in coding were discussed
and changes to the coding manual were made before
coding the remaining transcripts.
Upon preliminary analysis of the results, Samdal and

Rowling’s [7] eight theory-driven implementation com-
ponents for health-promoting schools were chosen to
explore how COMPASS knowledge exchange outcomes
aligned with a health-promoting schools approach.
Themes arising from the qualitative analysis were com-
pared to, and mapped onto, Samdal and Rowling’s [7]
eight components (see Discussion). Samdal and Rowling’s
[7] components allowed for assessment of whether
COMPASS knowledge exchange could impact a school’s
readiness for implementing a health-promoting schools
approach, and ultimately reduce the gap between school
health research and practice.
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Results
Results are presented according to five key issues: i)
feedback on the SHP, ii) how schools and public health
units used COMPASS findings, iii) perceived outcomes
of receiving school-specific COMPASS findings, iv) per-
ceived outcomes of knowledge brokering, and v) sugges-
tions for change.

School Health Profile feedback
Knowledge users discussed the value of COMPASS find-
ings for their schools and health units, specifically the
value in school-specific, local, and longitudinal data
(Table 2):

“It’s been really useful, it’s filled a gap. We didn’t have
health behaviours for youth data, there’s nowhere else
we can obtain these kind of statistics, so it’s been
incredibly useful for our health unit.” (Public Health
staff [PH1]).

“The other thing is it’s a, I don’t know if the right word
is, longitudinal study. So we have data over a number
of years and we’re able to compare that data.”
(Principal, School 6 [S6]).

Administrators perceived COMPASS data as equally
valuable to academic data about their schools:

“It really talks about issues that affect kids’
wellbeing; kids [who] are at school, happy, not being
bullied, not suffering from addiction and mental
health, they’re going to be successful…. And that
will affect literacy and numeracy way more, you

know, than making sure that they read a series of
paragraphs, right? I mean healthy kids are well-
adjusted, self-actualized kids who are going to do
well.” (Principal, S7).

Knowledge users praised the layout of the SHP, finding
it easy to read and understand. Participants specifically
discussed the value in having i) a year-to-year compari-
son of student health behaviours to indicate whether,
and in what direction, they were changing, ii) a gender
comparison of student health behaviours, and iii) recom-
mended interventions that schools could implement to
improve student health:

“I really appreciate the last page where you’re
comparing year by year, so our first year to this year
just to see, thinking back to what we may have done,
what’s been successful, what’s not really made a
change.” (Teacher, S2).

“The physical activity one was really helpful to have it
broken down by gender, because we could see that girls
really were far behind in the amount of physical
activity, so that’s something that we did highlight to
some of the schools to say, ‘there’s quite a gap here,
especially for females.’” (PH1).

“Well just overall in the report what stands out is
that you have recommendations listed, which I
think is a real strength of this report. And just
knowing where it comes from and that, you know,
it’s evidence based.” (PH2).

How did knowledge users use COMPASS findings?
Seven participants read from the SHP during their inter-
views, indicating they used, and had access to, the resource.
When asked how they used their school-specific COMPASS
findings, knowledge users discussed their utility for planning
purposes (e.g., School Improvement Plans, public health stra-
tegic plans, and community plans) (Table 3):

“So we have a School Improvement Plan process… so
that’s where we use this data, it gives us something to
sort of ground our decision making on, and obviously
we don’t use everything in the survey but we select, go
through it, we analyze it, we highlight where we see a
particular need.” (Principal, S6).

Additionally, findings were used in grant applications
for school- and community-based programming, and in-
formed public health programming:

Table 2 Knowledge users’ feedback regarding the School
Health Profile (SHP)

Number of Participants

Theme School
(n = 13)

Public
Health
(n = 4)

Total
Knowledge
Users (n = 17)

SHP sections that participants valued 7 3 10

Year-to-year comparison 5 1 6

Gender comparison 3 2 5

Recommended interventions 2 2 4

Positive feedback about layout, content 6 2 8

Value of COMPASS findings 6 4 10

Value of school-specific and local data 4 4 8

COMPASS data perceived as equally
valuable to academic data about
school

3 0 3

Value of longitudinal data 1 1 2
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“I think it’s given us a lot of leverage at [school 1].
Because, yes we were using the data before the big
healthy eating grant, but it gave us the data we
needed to be able to apply for that grant, and then we
got this huge chunk of money so we’ve really been able
to do a lot of activities in the last two years, which
students, staff and parents saw value in, so we’re
continuing to do some of those initiatives.” (PH3).

“One example is I was writing a briefing note on how
we were going to tackle the topic of marijuana with
our student population at the secondary level, and
that was part of it. We included the COMPASS results
from the two schools, anonymously of course.” (PH4).

When asked who they shared the findings with, know-
ledge users discussed several groups including school
staff, students, school (parent) councils, public health
staff, school boards, parents, and community groups. All
schools in the sample shared their findings with other
stakeholders, although only involved schools mentioned
sharing the results with students and parents:

“I think our school council is very pleased, our trustee
is very pleased, our superintendent and director are
very pleased at what’s going on here…. I share every

year, so again, I shared with my school council and
parents this year, we put it up on our school website.”
(Principal, S1).

“[At] parent council meetings, we pick one topic and
look at those results, and discuss different ideas and
what we could do to make those results better. So you
know we’ve been able to use the results not only to
engage students in their own health and wellbeing,
staff in the students’ and their own health and
wellbeing as well, because they know they’re role
models. But also parents, so it’s fantastic.” (PH3).

“So we have been able to use the COMPASS survey
results for [school name] specifically, to bring that into
the conversation with the committees, to kind of
highlight the fact that we do have high rates here in
the community, of underage drinking. So it’s like a
prevention committee made up of enforcement, school
staff, the public health unit, the hospital.” (PH1).

Perceived outcomes of using COMPASS findings
Outcomes of using COMPASS findings were mainly dis-
cussed by knowledge users and were manifold (Table 4).
All schools interviewed (across all knowledge brokering
engagement levels) identified school-level outcomes of
using COMPASS findings, but involved schools men-
tioned outcomes more frequently than less engaged
schools. The most frequently mentioned outcomes were
programming changes, particularly related to healthy
eating, substance use, and bullying/mental health:

“I mean we had 10% of our kids eating the
recommended doses of fruits and vegetables, so that
was the sole focus for 10 months of the [nutrition
initiative]. So there were different fruits, different
vegetables, cut up, with hummus, without hummus, in
a yogurt…. So that we could hopefully maybe get the
kids to like them and maybe go home and ask their
parents for them, or cut them up themselves.” (Vice
principal [VP], S6).

Secondly, both knowledge users and researchers de-
scribed an enhanced school culture focused on health,
including an increased awareness of student health in
schools, motivation among school staff to make change,
increased student engagement, and creating School
Health Committees:

“I have like [number] people on this [School Health]
committee, I didn’t expect them all to say yes but

Table 3 How knowledge users used school-specific COMPASS
findings

Number of Participants

Theme School
(n = 13)

Public
Health
(n = 4)

Total
Knowledge
Users (n = 17)

COMPASS findings were used for:

School planning 7 0 7

School planning documents (i.e.,
School Improvement Plan)

5 0 5

Grant applications 1 2 3

Public health planning documents
& reports

– 2 2

Public health programming – 2 2

Community planning documents – 1 1

Participant shared COMPASS findings
with:

11 3 14

School Staff 11 1 12

Students 6 1 7

School (parent) council 3 1 4

Public health staff 2 2 4

School board 2 0 2

Parents 2 0 2

Community groups 0 1 1

- Not relevant to participant group

Brown et al. BMC Public Health  (2018) 18:351 Page 5 of 14



they did. And some community members, admin, I
have guidance counsellors, foods teacher, Phys. Ed.
teachers, the athletic director, the health nurse from
our community, the parent council chair, I’ve got
five students on it, lots of people!” (Teacher, S9)

“I asked [school contact] some of the benefits that
they’ve seen from COMPASS, and he said something
along the lines of their participation providing a sense
of the big picture. [School contact] said that often
times within schools they’re so focused on the
academic bubble… and standardized testing… and
sometimes having that focus can make them forget
that their job is to be looking after all aspects of
students’ experience.” (KB1).

Knowledge users also discussed identifying health pri-
orities to address within the school, developing health
promotion and communication initiatives, collaborating
with public health units, and implementing physical en-
vironment and curriculum changes:

“We do daily announcements on the TV so we have a
news casting class. I had taken the information that
you have given us, and picked out facts and points, so
there was ‘daily tip’ on body weight or body image …
and I wrote announcements for that, and they
actually, I sent them the document that you guys sent
me and they would flash the actual picture. Ya, so it
was really neat so kids could see it.” (Teacher, S5)

“We had a smoking cessation program that we ran
here with the [local health unit].” (Principal, S8).

Interestingly, knowledge users mentioned the results
prompted further investigation by the schools, with
students from two schools conducting follow-up
surveys:

“After sharing the COMPASS report, a couple classes
conducted their own surveys. So they went in to some
of the elements from the COMPASS survey a little bit
more deeply and asked some more probing questions of
the students.” (Principal, S2).

Perceived outcomes of knowledge brokering
All public health staff that engaged in knowledge broker-
ing remembered doing so. However, of the eight school
staff that engaged in knowledge brokering, only five re-
membered doing so, and only two were familiar with,
and could describe, the term “knowledge brokering”.
Perceived outcomes of knowledge brokering were mainly
discussed by COMPASS team researchers. Only three
schools that engaged in knowledge brokering (two in-
volved, one somewhat involved) and two public health
staff discussed perceived outcomes of knowledge
brokering.
Nonetheless, all participant groups described the

added value that knowledge brokering offered beyond
simply receiving the results (Table 5):

“I can see the data just being put in a binder and then
we’ll wait until next year. I think having that personal
piece, that human piece, that contact, reflection,
sharing, suggesting, meeting, again walking around the
school to get a better idea of the school. I think that
really kind of painted a better picture and made me

Table 4 Perceived outcomes of receiving school-specific
COMPASS findings

Number of Participants

School
(n = 13)

Public
Health
(n = 4)

Researchers
(n = 13)

Total
Participants
(n = 30)

Programming changes 9 1 0 10

Healthy Eating 6 1 7

Substance use 4 4

Bullying, Mental health 3 3

Enhanced school climate,
culture

4 3 7 14

Increased staff engagement
and motivation for change

2 3 7 12

Increased student
engagement

3 1 4

Created School Health
Committee

3 3

Increased awareness of
student health issues in
schools

0 0 4 4

Identify health priorities to
address

7 0 0 7

Health promotion and
communication initiatives

4 1 0 5

Working with public health
unit

4 1 0 5

Changes to physical
environment

3 1 0 4

Curriculum impacts 4 0 0 4

Physical Education 3 3

Other 2 2

Prompted further
investigation into findings
by school

3 0 0 3
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commit to it, because I had some people who were
committed to me.” (Principal, S1).

Participants discussed the value in receiving additional
survey findings (not included in the SHP) from the
knowledge broker, gaining an understanding of how
their students’ health behaviours compared to the rest of
the schools in the sample, and receiving clarification
about the findings:

“I think it just created that opportunity to have that
meeting with the school…. and then just having
somebody who had more of the background on the study,
and the school could ask questions, and the nurses could
ask questions, so I felt that was a real strength.” (PH2).

Further, participants mentioned the value of know-
ledge brokers to motivate and support schools in deter-
mining their next steps and implementing change:

“And it seems like in some of those schools, not all of
them but some of them, the knowledge broker is
almost more of an impetus for them to take
additional action.… we’ve had a few schools go
exceptionally far beyond what we ever would have
thought would be realistic for a school to want to do
to try to change.” (Principal Investigator [PI]).

Relationship building between schools and public
health units, researchers, and community resources was
a key outcome discussed by all participant groups:

Table 5 Perceived outcomes of knowledge brokering

Number of Participants

School (n = 13) Public Health
(n = 4)

COMPASS Team
(n = 8)

Co-Investigators
(n = 5)

Total
Participants
(n = 30)

i) Outcomes for Knowledge Users

Added value of knowledge brokering over SHP 3 1 7 3 14

Motivation, support for next steps 1 1 4 3 9

Access to additional data, further analyses, comparison data 1 1 5 7

Clarification of findings 2 1 3

Ideas for programming 3 3

Find out about opportunities 3 3

Relationship building 2 3 5 0 10

School-public health unit 1 1 4 6

School-researcher 0 0 3 0 3

School-level changes 1 0 7 0 8

Schools winning healthy school grants, awards 1 7 8

Changes to school facilities, new programs implemented 2 2

Increased awareness and priority of school health issues 0 0 5 0 5

Unsure if KB led to change at student-level 3 3

Unsure of long-term impacts 3 3

ii) Outcomes for COMPASS Team & Study – – 8 – 8

Feedback led to changes within study, will lead to future changes 5 5

Keeping schools engaged & returning year-to-year 4 4

Active involvement of graduate students in research project 4 4

Understanding implementation and context of interventions 3 3

Will incorporate knowledge brokering into future research 3 3

iii) Outcomes for Knowledge Brokers – – 7 – 7

Greater understanding of realities of school environment 3 3

Influenced future career prospects 3 3

Thinking about knowledge translation in own research 3 3

- Not relevant to participant group
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“I think it’s also helped them create better
relationships with community partners and health
units. And other projects or research surveys won’t do
that. ‘Cause they don’t have anyone in place that’s all
about connecting school stakeholders. So I think that’s
one of the best parts about it.” (KB4).

School-level changes were mainly mentioned by re-
searchers, including school facilities (i.e., creating yoga
studios, modifying cafeterias) and implementing new
programs. During the second year of COMPASS, the
provincial government offered grants for improving
school nutrition and physical activity environments, and
schools were able to collaborate with knowledge brokers
to submit successful grants:

“I helped with grant writing, and sending
additional information, and doing some additional
analyses. So a couple of my schools got pretty hefty
grants, one in [city name] got [funding] to build
an [nutrition initiative]. Another one of my schools
got two grants, actually … to incorporate a
[nutrition initiative], and then a … grant to
[change physical environment to promote physical
activity].” (KB5)

However, researchers were unsure as to whether
knowledge brokering would lead to changes at the stu-
dent level and whether school-level impacts would be
long-term:

“…at the level of the student, I don’t know how
much impact [knowledge brokering] would have
had…. You kind of feel like ‘oh the school did their
one week of health, did that do anything?’ Well, I
mean, it got some people thinking about health for
a week. You know, if they may not have before, but
did that actually do anything long term? I don’t
know.” (KB2).

Additionally, the COMPASS team described positive
outcomes of knowledge brokering for the study and re-
searchers. The feedback received through knowledge
brokering informed changes to the first phase of COM-
PASS (2012–2016) and will inform the next phase
(2017–2021):

“I think that process with the knowledge brokering
has been helpful in that they’ve been getting
feedback from schools and hearing ‘this is what
schools really, really want, and [this is] what they’re
able to do,’ kind of thing. So I think we’ve got a
better idea now of what… policy/practice/

environment changes are feasible, and are desirable
basically, from the school standpoint.” (Project
Manager).

“We’ve gotten very clear feedback from schools,
especially through the knowledge brokers, like one of
our biggest gaps is indicators related to mental health.
We knew that kind of going in, we’ve got a much better
picture of why we need to fill this gap moving
forward.” (PI)

Researchers attributed knowledge brokering as one
of the reasons COMPASS had a low school attrition
rate, with only 10 of 90 schools leaving the study
over four years:

“One of the reasons schools aren’t dropping out is
that they’re recognizing that we’re really trying
to do things to help advance their agenda.
Answering our own research questions obviously,
but also advancing their agenda. The knowledge
brokers have played a big role in that. We have
had some schools who’ve debated, because of
competing priorities, leaving the study, and it’s
often the knowledge broker interacting with
them where they recognize it’s worthwhile staying
in.” (PI)

Further, through their role as knowledge brokers,
graduate students were actively involved in a study
where their role would normally be limited to secondary
data analysis, and gained an enhanced understanding of
the implementation process and context of school
interventions:

“I think it’s a great experience for students just to be
able to have that interaction with schools, especially
when we do school-based research. You get a better
understanding of what the school environment is like,
what is and is not possible given constraints on the
school.” (KB6).

Finally, knowledge brokers were exposed to various
career prospects, and began thinking about knowledge
exchange in their own research:

“I’m still in the data analysis and ‘writing
the thesis’ side of things, in my own research.
So I haven’t quite gotten to ‘how am I going
to share this information with people?’ side of
things yet, but I’m definitely starting to think
about it and using some stuff I’ve learned
through this role.” (KB3).
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Suggestions for change
Given that the COMPASS knowledge exchange initia-
tives were a pilot, we asked knowledge users and re-
searchers for recommendations for change. Knowledge
users made two suggestions for the SHP. Firstly, they
would like to know what interventions other COMPASS
schools have implemented:

“But someone might be inspired, if you said, ‘like
here’s some success stories about what other schools
are doing with this information’. And all of a
sudden, you know, you can start networking, maybe
help that school connect with this school, because
they said ‘ok I want to contact that person and find
out what they did and how that was organized.’”
(Teacher, S4).

Despite the inclusion of provincial and national aver-
ages for health outcomes in the SHP, schools specifically
wanted to know how their school compared to other
COMPASS schools:

“Comparisons I think are important because, like I
see it in some of the [findings], but I think it gives
you a frame of reference. A number by itself means
nothing and numbers can be skewed anyway you
want, but I mean, you need a frame of reference
from the larger sample size to be able to assess.”
(VP, S3).

Both researchers and knowledge users discussed the
need to increase understanding of the knowledge broker
role among knowledge users, including the opportunity
to access additional data:

“It took me a couple years to really understand the
role of the knowledge broker. So maybe initially, I
could have utilized the knowledge broker a little bit
more.” (Principal, S8).

“So I think if people that are using [the SHP] know
that they can call and get more information. I think
[having access to] the [survey] questions [was] really
important…. so I know what I can get, right?.... I
know what I can say to [knowledge broker]. ‘OK can
you pull this number, can you pull that number?’ so
that further helps us to do the work that we do.”
(PH3).

Both groups mentioned it would be ideal to increase
opportunities for in-person knowledge brokering, and
school staff discussed their preference for pre-packaged
resources to aid in making changes:

“So the easier it would be to deal with an issue that
comes up in the survey, you know more support in pre-
packaged things that you can give us, the more likely
we would be able to implement it.” (Teacher, S4).

Overall, knowledge users were satisfied with COM-
PASS knowledge exchange; six participants requested to
participate in the next phase of the study without
prompting:

“I would really like to put a plug in that University of
Waterloo continue with this study. I think it’s valuable
that more principals in my system get on board with
this…. I don’t want to give more work for the
knowledge brokers, if you’re able to do that and if the
funding extends, I would like to see this go for another
four years.” (Principal, S2)

Discussion
These results expand on a quantitative analysis of
knowledge brokering outcomes, which found school-
level changes associated with knowledge brokering
participation [25]. These qualitative results indicate
the value in providing school-specific findings to
participants in school health research (especially in
longitudinal studies), and illustrate how the findings
were used, providing a deeper understanding of the
breadth of outcomes from both researcher and
knowledge user perspectives. Similar to the factors
influencing COMPASS knowledge exchange [27],
knowledge users focused on outcomes related to
their use of COMPASS findings, while researchers
focused on outcomes of knowledge brokering. This
raises a question as to whether engaging in know-
ledge brokering leads to additional outcomes for
knowledge users compared to receiving school-
specific findings. However, previous research sug-
gests that determining optimal knowledge translation
methods is context-dependent [31, 32]; hence, indi-
vidual schools may benefit from different knowledge
exchange strategies, one of which is knowledge bro-
kering. Further, knowledge brokering may enhance
the process of knowledge uptake and application in
some schools, even if knowledge users do not associ-
ate it with school-level outcomes.
Outcomes for both knowledge users and researchers

were identified. In addition to the value of COMPASS
findings for schools, public health units gained a sense
of adolescent health behaviours in their regions, which
informed their programming and planning. Import-
antly, knowledge exchange provided a platform for
partnerships between researchers, schools, and public
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health units. Knowledge brokering allowed researchers
to gain feedback from knowledge users to enhance the
study, and a better understanding of the school envir-
onment, consistent with previous research [33, 34]. For
example, feedback from schools led COMPASS re-
searchers to apply for, and receive, funding to develop a
COMPASS Mental Health Module (PJT-149092). As
well, knowledge brokering contributed to the retention
of participating schools throughout the four-year study.
However, Co-Investigators mentioned few outcomes of
COMPASS knowledge exchange, as the majority were
not involved with these components; considerations for
the role of Co-Investigators in COMPASS knowledge
exchange will be explored in future research.
Interestingly, COMPASS knowledge exchange out-

comes align with factors influencing the implementa-
tion of a health-promoting schools approach [7, 35,
36]. Table 6 illustrates how COMPASS knowledge ex-
change activities led to achievement in each of Sam-
dal and Rowling’s eight theory-driven implementation
components for health-promoting schools [7] and in-
corporates opportunities to further improve the im-
plementation of these components in the study’s next
phase (2017–2021). COMPASS provides key baseline
data that allow schools to assess their students’ health
status, identify priorities, create action items, and es-
tablish an individual or team to lead school action.
Achieving the first implementation component can be
enhanced by including means for all schools in the
COMPASS sample (to allow individual schools to as-
sess how their students’ health behaviours compare)
and examples of activities from other schools. Schools
were able to incorporate COMPASS findings into
their School Improvement Plans to identify student
health priorities, integrating them with other (aca-
demic) priorities. This is a fundamental strategy for
health-promoting schools [3, 37].
COMPASS knowledge exchange presented oppor-

tunities for professional learning, as school contacts
were able to communicate with knowledge brokers
and public health practitioners to determine action
items. Professional learning and leadership and man-
agement were reached through sharing COMPASS
findings with school staff to increase awareness of
student health issues and discuss possible action
items. Further, principals and school champions
played a key role in COMPASS knowledge exchange
engagement [27]. More formal professional develop-
ment activities such as training in school health inter-
vention implementation could be offered [35, 36];
however, funding is limited in both school and re-
search settings [27].
COMPASS knowledge exchange impacted both student

participation and partnerships, with the inclusion of

students, parents, researchers, public health, and com-
munity agencies. However, opportunities to further
develop these partnerships were identified: i) COM-
PASS schools could form a community of practice to
share ideas for addressing similar student health be-
haviours, ii) increase in-person knowledge brokering
meetings to strengthen partnerships, and iii) increase
understanding of the knowledge broker role so
schools recognize that researcher support is available.
Developing a community of practice for COMPASS
schools would allow for knowledge transfer between
knowledge users, aligning with current educator prac-
tices of sharing resources and ideas informally [37,
38]. Based on this recommendation, the COMPASS
team is beginning to establish this network. While the
timeframe of this research did not allow for assessing
outcomes after the first four years of COMPASS, po-
tential indicators of sustainability include knowledge
users continuing to incorporate student health in
their School Improvement Plans, making changes to
improve student health, and participating in the next
phase of COMPASS. Additionally, evaluating the link
between school-level changes and academic outcomes
would increase school buy-in for adopting a health-
promoting schools approach [4, 37].
The alignment of COMPASS knowledge exchange

outcomes with Samdal and Rowling’s implementation
components [7] suggests that knowledge exchange in
longitudinal studies may provide a mechanism for
schools to implement a health-promoting schools ap-
proach. However, not all schools engaged in know-
ledge brokering (see Table 1, [25]), and not all
schools that engaged discussed knowledge brokering
outcomes, or even remembered participating in know-
ledge brokering. Five schools that participated in
knowledge brokering did not discuss knowledge bro-
kering outcomes; in some cases (but not all), this
may be because the participant was not the main
school contact who participated in knowledge broker-
ing (i.e., the main COMPASS contact had changed
over the course of the study). While all schools in the
sample discussed outcomes that aligned with Samdal
and Rowling’s components [7] (e.g., outcomes of
using COMPASS findings), only a few achieved all
components.
Further, a question arises regarding the level of

knowledge exchange engagement required to achieve
these implementation components. While all schools
in the sample used COMPASS findings and dis-
cussed perceived outcomes of using them, more out-
comes were discussed by involved schools compared
to somewhat and not involved schools. This suggests
our categorization of knowledge brokering engage-
ment was meaningful; however, we found school-
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level outcomes for both somewhat involved and in-
volved schools in the quantitative analysis [25], indi-
cating further research is needed to determine the
amount of engagement required for change.
Further research could investigate alternative know-

ledge exchange approaches to engage schools. By consid-
ering factors that influenced knowledge users’ use of
study findings and knowledge brokering engagement
[25, 27], we can increase research uptake and ultimately,
the number of schools adopting a health-promoting
schools approach. The importance of knowledge brokers
reaching schools in the first year has been identified
[25]; sharing case studies of how phase one schools used
COMPASS findings may provide motivation for schools
in the next phase to use their findings and access re-
searcher support, enhancing subsequent outcomes.
However, due to funding restrictions, COMPASS know-
ledge brokering may proceed differently in the second
phase (2017–2021).
Only nine of the ninety-one COMPASS schools

(2012–2016) were represented in this research, in-
cluding only one school that did not engage in
knowledge brokering. While perspectives of schools
that engaged with knowledge brokering to varying
degrees were included, the voice of schools that did
not participate in knowledge brokering was limited
in this research. It is possible that interview partici-
pants were from schools that viewed school health
as a priority, and future research should make spe-
cific effort to examine schools that are less engaged.
Second, we potentially missed perspectives of public
health stakeholders that received the SHP but did
not communicate with COMPASS researchers, since
only public health personnel that communicated
with COMPASS researchers were invited to partici-
pate. Nonetheless, the purpose of this study was to
gain an in-depth understanding of individual experi-
ences to expand on quantitative findings [25] and
understand “what worked” in order to enhance
schools’ experiences with COMPASS knowledge ex-
change in the next phase.

Conclusions
This research addresses gaps in the literature related
to outcomes of knowledge brokering in public health
research [26] and knowledge translation in school
health research [19–21]. Findings highlight the value
in providing tailored summaries to schools participating in
longitudinal school health research, as schools actually used
these findings to make changes. Partnerships between
schools, researchers, and public health were formed, lead-
ing to benefits for all groups. Knowledge brokering pro-
vided feedback to researchers to enhance the study,
contributed to low school attrition, and increased

researchers’ understanding of school environments. Know-
ledge exchange may provide a mechanism to help schools
achieve the components needed for implementing a health-
promoting schools approach, increasing implementation
fidelity. However, further research is needed to determine
the amount of engagement required for school-level
changes and examine the process of knowledge brokering
to consider how to increase engagement of schools.
Findings from this study are being used to strengthen
knowledge exchange in the next phase of COMPASS and
can also inform similar activities in school health and public
health research.

Abbreviations
KB: Knowledge broker; PH: Public health staff; PI: Principal Investigator;
SHP: School Health Profile; VP: Vice principal

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the COMPASS Project Manager for his
support throughout this project.

Funding
The COMPASS study was supported by a bridge grant from the
Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) Institute of Nutrition,
Metabolism and Diabetes (INMD) through the “Obesity—Interventions to
Prevent or Treat” priority funding awards (OOP-110788; grant awarded to
S.T.L.) and an operating grant from the Canadian Institutes of Health
Research (CIHR) Institute of Population and Public Health (IPPH)
(MOP-114875; grant awarded to S.T.L.). S.T.L. is a Chair in Applied Public
Health funded by the Public Health Agency of Canada (PHAC) in
partnership with Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR). K.M.B. is
supported by an Ontario Graduate Scholarship. The funding bodies did
not have a role in the qualitative design, data collection, analysis,
interpretation, or writing of the manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
Data will not be shared as ethics approval does not permit the sharing of
data due to issues of confidentiality.

Authors’ contributions
K.M.B. and S.J.E. developed the research question. K.M.B. conducted the
qualitative interviews and data analysis and drafted the manuscript. S.J.E., J.R.-
W., M.M.V., and S.T.L. provided feedback and guidance. All authors read and
approved the final manuscript.

Authors’ information
In this section, we provide further details regarding the first author
(K.M.B.), who conducted the interviews, to allow readers to assess the
credibility of the qualitative findings. K.M.B. has graduate-level education
in qualitative methods and has conducted qualitative interviews and
focus groups for several research studies. K.M.B. was not a core member
of the COMPASS team or a knowledge broker; she pursued an
exploration of COMPASS knowledge exchange for her PhD dissertation.
Hence, K.M.B. did not have a relationship with any of the school or pub-
lic health interview participants prior to the interviews. While K.M.B.
knew many of the researcher participants, participants were assured they
could share their thoughts confidentially, with findings being reported in
aggregate or anonymized quotes used with permission. Transcripts were
anonymized and were not shared with members of the COMPASS team.
The Principal Investigator and Project Manager gave written permission
for their quotes to be identified in this publication.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Both the overarching COMPASS Study and the specific qualitative data
collection for this paper have received ethical approval from the
University of Waterloo Office of Research Ethics and participating school
boards. Interview participants were provided with a letter of information
before participating and gave written consent (in-person interview) or

Brown et al. BMC Public Health  (2018) 18:351 Page 12 of 14



verbal consent (phone interview) to participate, have the interview audio
recorded, and for the use of quotes. At any time during data collection,
participants were allowed to decline from answering any questions or
withdraw from the study.

Consent for publication
All participants gave consent for the use of anonymous quotes in resulting
publications and presentations from this research. The Principal Investigator
and Project Manager gave written permission for their quotes to be
identified in this publication.

Competing interests
The authors declared they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details
1University of Waterloo, 200 University Avenue West, Waterloo, Ontario N2L
3G1, Canada. 2Department of Kinesiology & Physical Education, Wilfrid Laurier
University, 75 University Avenue West, Waterloo, Ontario N2L 3C5, Canada.

Received: 29 May 2017 Accepted: 28 February 2018

References
1. World Health Organization. Health-promoting schools: a healthy setting for

living, learning, and working. 1998. http://www.who.int/school_youth_
health/media/en/92.pdf. Accessed 15 Feb 2017.

2. Veugelers PJ, Schwartz ME. Comprehensive school health in Canada. Can J
Public Health. 2010;101(Suppl 2):S5–8.

3. Deschesnes M, Martin C, Hill AJ. Comprehensive approaches to school
health promotion: how to achieve broader implementation? Health Promot
Int. 2003;18:387–96.

4. Langford R, Bonell C, Jones H, Pouliou T, Murphy S, Waters E, et al. The
World Health Organization's health promoting schools framework: a
Cochrane systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC Public Health.
2015;15:130.

5. Keshavarz N, Nutbeam D, Rowling L, Khavarpour F. Schools as social
complex adaptive systems: a new way to understand the challenges of
introducing the health promoting schools concept. Soc Sci Med. 2010;
70:1467–74.

6. Sulz L, Gibbons S, Naylor P-J, Wharf HJ. Complexity of choice: teachers’ and
students’ experiences implementing a choice-based comprehensive school
health model. Health Educ J. 2016;75:986–97.

7. Samdal O, Rowling L. Theoretical and empirical base for implementation
components of health-promoting schools. Health Educ. 2011;111:367–90.

8. McCuaig L, Hay PJ. Towards an understanding of fidelity within the context
of school-based health education. Crit Pub Health. 2014;24:143–58.

9. Valois RF, Slade S, Ashford E. The healthy school communities model.
Aligning Health & Education in the school setting. 2011. http://www.
ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/Aligning-Health-Education.pdf.
Accessed 17 Feb 2017.

10. Keshavarz Mohammadi N, Rowling L, Nutbeam D. Acknowledging
educational perspectives on health promoting schools. Health Educ.
2010;110:240–51.

11. Graham ID, Logan J, Harrison MB, Straus SE, Tetroe J, Caswell W,
Robinson N. Lost in knowledge translation: time for a map? J Contin
Educ Heal Prof. 2006;26:13–24.

12. Bowen S, Graham ID. Integrated knowledge translation. In: Straus SE,
Tetroe J, Graham ID, editors. Knowledge translation in health care:
moving evidence to practice. 2nd ed. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons,
Ltd.; 2013. p. 14–23.

13. Canadian Foundation for Healthcare Improvement. Glossary of
knowledge exchange terms. http://www.cfhi-fcass.ca/
PublicationsAndResources/ResourcesAndTools/
GlossaryKnowledgeExchange.aspx. Accessed 17 Feb 2017.

14. Canadian Institutes of Health Research. Guide to knowledge translation at
CIHR: integrated and end-of-grant approaches. 2012. http://www.cihr-irsc.gc.
ca/e/documents/kt_lm_ktplan-en.pdf. Accessed 17 Feb 2017.

15. Ammerman A, Smith TW, Calancie L. Practice-based evidence in public
health: improving reach, relevance, and results. Annu Rev Public Health.
2014;35:47–63.

16. Kitson A, Powell K, Hoon E, Newbury J, Wilson A, Beilby J. Knowledge
translation within a population health study: how do you do it?
Implementation Sci. 2013;8:54.

17. Lemire N, Souffez K. Laurendeau M-C. Government of Quebec: Facilitating a
Knowledge Translation Process; 2013. https://www.inspq.qc.ca/pdf/
publications/1628_FaciliKnowledgeTransProcess.pdf. Accessed 17 Feb 2017

18. Van Eerd D, Cole D, Keown K, Irvin E, Kramer D, Brenneman Gibson J, et al.
Report on knowledge transfer and exchange practices: a systematic review of the
quality and types of instruments used to assess KTE implementation and impact:
Institute for Work and Health; 2011. https://www.iwh.on.ca/scientific-reports/
systematic-review-of-instruments-used-to-assess-kte. Accessed 2 Mar 2018.

19. Riley B, Wong K, Manske S. Building knowledge development and
exchange capacity in Canada: lessons from youth excel. Chronic Dis Inj
Can. 2014;34:154–62.

20. Murnaghan D, Morrison W, Griffith E, Bell B, Duffley L, McGarry K, Manske S.
Knowledge exchange systems for youth health and chronic disease
prevention: a tri-provincial case study. Chron Dis Inj Can. 2013;33:257–66.

21. Short KH, Weist MD, Manion IG, Evans SW. Tying together research and
practice: using ROPE for successful partnerships in school mental health.
Admin Pol Ment Health. 2012;39:238–47.

22. Leatherdale ST, Brown KS, Carson V, Childs RA, Dubin JA, Elliott SJ, et al. The
COMPASS study: a longitudinal hierarchical research platform for evaluating
natural experiments related to changes in school-level programs, policies
and built environment resources. BMC Public Health. 2014;14:331.

23. Leatherdale ST. Chapter 9: shaping the direction of youth health with
COMPASS: a research platform for evaluating natural experiments and
generating practice-based evidence in school-based prevention. In:
Harrington DW, McLafferty S, Elliott SJ, editors. Population health
intervention research: geographical perspectives. New York, NY: Routledge;
2016. p. 123–35.

24. Thompson-Haile A, Laxer RE, Ledgley C, Leatherdale ST. Knowledge broker
procedures for contacting and working with participating schools. 2015.
https://uwaterloo.ca/compass-system/sites/ca.compass-system/files/uploads/
files/compass_report_-_knowledge_broker_methods-_volume_3_issue_3.
pdf. Accessed 17 Feb 2017.

25. Brown KM, Elliott SJ, Leatherdale ST. Researchers supporting schools to
improve health: Influential factors & outcomes of knowledge brokering in
the COMPASS study. J Sch Health. 2018;88:54–64.

26. Salsberg J, Macaulay AC. Linkage and exchange interventions. In: Straus SE,
Tetroe J, Graham ID, editors. Knowledge translation in health care: moving
evidence to practice. 2nd ed. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.; 2013. p.
176–82.

27. Brown KM, Elliott SJ, Robertson-Wilson J, Vine MM, Leatherdale ST. “Now
what?” perceived factors influencing knowledge exchange in school health
research. Health Promot Pract. 2017; https://doi.org/10.1177/
1524839917732037.

28. Crabtree BF, Miller WL. Doing qualitative research. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications, Inc.; 1999.

29. Miles MB, Huberman AM. Qualitative data analysis: an expanded
sourcebook. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.; 1994.

30. Baxter J, Eyles J. Evaluating qualitative research in social geography:
establishing ‘rigour’ in interview analysis. Trans Inst Br Geogr.
1997;22:505–25.

31. LaRocca R, Yost J, Dobbins M, Ciliska D, Butt M. The effectiveness of
knowledge translation strategies used in public health: A systematic review.
BMC Public Health. 2012;12:751. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-751.

32. Dobbins M, Hanna SE, Ciliska D, Manske S, Cameron R, Mercer SL, et al. A
randomized controlled trial evaluating the impact of knowledge translation
and exchange strategies. Implement Sci. 2009;4:61.

33. Sharples J, Sheard M. Developing an evidence-informed support service for
schools - reflections on a UK model. Evid Policy. 2015;11:577–87.

34. Conklin J, Lusk E, Harris M, Stolee P. Knowledge brokers in a knowledge
network: the case of seniors Health Research transfer network knowledge
brokers. Implement Sci. 2013;8:7.

35. Hung TTM, Chiang VCL, Dawson A, Lee RLT. Understanding of factors that
enable health promoters in implementing health-promoting schools: A
systematic review and narrative synthesis of qualitative evidence. PLoS ONE.
2014;9:e108284. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0108284.

Brown et al. BMC Public Health  (2018) 18:351 Page 13 of 14

http://www.who.int/school_youth_health/media/en/92.pdf
http://www.who.int/school_youth_health/media/en/92.pdf
http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/Aligning-Health-Education.pdf
http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/Aligning-Health-Education.pdf
http://www.cfhi-fcass.ca/PublicationsAndResources/ResourcesAndTools/GlossaryKnowledgeExchange.aspx
http://www.cfhi-fcass.ca/PublicationsAndResources/ResourcesAndTools/GlossaryKnowledgeExchange.aspx
http://www.cfhi-fcass.ca/PublicationsAndResources/ResourcesAndTools/GlossaryKnowledgeExchange.aspx
http://www.cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/documents/kt_lm_ktplan-en.pdf
http://www.cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/documents/kt_lm_ktplan-en.pdf
https://www.inspq.qc.ca/pdf/publications/1628_FaciliKnowledgeTransProcess.pdf
https://www.inspq.qc.ca/pdf/publications/1628_FaciliKnowledgeTransProcess.pdf
https://www.iwh.on.ca/scientific-reports/systematic-review-of-instruments-used-to-assess-kte
https://www.iwh.on.ca/scientific-reports/systematic-review-of-instruments-used-to-assess-kte
https://uwaterloo.ca/compass-system/sites/ca.compass-system/files/uploads/files/compass_report_-_knowledge_broker_methods-_volume_3_issue_3.pdf
https://uwaterloo.ca/compass-system/sites/ca.compass-system/files/uploads/files/compass_report_-_knowledge_broker_methods-_volume_3_issue_3.pdf
https://uwaterloo.ca/compass-system/sites/ca.compass-system/files/uploads/files/compass_report_-_knowledge_broker_methods-_volume_3_issue_3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839917732037
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839917732037
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-751
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0108284


36. Storey KE, Montemurro G, Flynn J, Schwartz M, Wright E, Osler J, et al.
Essential conditions for the implementation of comprehensive school
health to achieve changes in school culture and improvements in health
behaviours of students. BMC Public Health. 2016;16:1133.

37. Samdal O, Rowling L. Implementation strategies to promote and sustain
health and learning in school. In: Simovska VM-MN, editor. Schools for
health and sustainability: theory, research and practice. Netherlands:
Springer; 2015. p. 233–52.

38. Dimmock C. Conceptualising the research–practice–professional development
nexus: mobilising schools as ‘research-engaged’ professional learning
communities. Professional Development in Education. 2016;42:36–53.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

Brown et al. BMC Public Health  (2018) 18:351 Page 14 of 14


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Results
	School Health Profile feedback
	How did knowledge users use COMPASS findings?
	Perceived outcomes of using COMPASS findings
	Perceived outcomes of knowledge brokering
	Suggestions for change

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Authors’ information
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

