
The Knowledge Uptake and 
Utilization Tool (KUUT) 
Dr. Kelly Skinner, School of Public Health and Health Systems, University of Waterloo 

Steve Montague, Performance and Planning Exchange 

 



Overview 
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Developing a tool to measure  
“knowledge exchange outcomes” 



Development of the tool in 2004 

• 1) LIT SEARCH: a search for published, unpublished, and grey literature 
related to measuring outcomes of efforts to encourage knowledge use;  

• 2) KEY PAPERS: selection of key articles and reports from the search, 
chosen for their applicability to developing a tool to measure knowledge 
exchange as they exhibited specific scales that could be adapted into a 
framework;  

• 3) COMPARED SCALES: measurement scales from these sources were 
compared for overlapping concepts; and  

• 4) DEVELOPED INTO QUESTIONNAIRE: key ideas emerged and scale 
categories were adapted and expanded to develop specific questions 
(which operationalized the concepts in the scales into items) to assess 
reach and uptake following knowledge dissemination or 
transfer/translation of an information or knowledge product.  



Knowledge Uptake and Utilization (KUU) 

Term Definition Key priorities 

knowledge 
uptake and 
utilization (KUU) 

The process of implementing 
research-generated 
knowledge into practice and 
policies  
 
(Graham et al., 2006; Estabrooks et al., 
2003) 

• Using research findings, often 
in written form, to use and 
apply to health policies and 
programs  
 

(Kothari, Birch, & Charles, 2005) 

  



KUU in health research contexts 

• KT goals, activities, and rationale increasingly requested by funders  

• Yet, it is rare for funders and researchers/authors to publish how the 
KT efforts were taken up, utilized, and resulted in change  

       (Scott et al., 2012; Scott et al., 2014) 

• Very few evaluate the impact of KT products or initiatives  
  (LaRocca et al., 2012; Salter & Kothari, 2014; Bhattacharyya et al., 2011; Yamada et al., 2015) 

•  In literature reviews of KT practices and outcomes, no consistent or 
validated tools to evaluate the uptake of KT products were identified 
      (Clark, 2008; CREW, 2012; Gervais et al., 2015)  

 



The Knowledge Uptake and Utilization Tool (KUUT) 

• 2 Sections 
• Section 1: Use/Uptake 

• Section 2: Non-use 

 

• Scoring the “Level of Use” 



KUUT Section 1: Use (Uptake) 

• 44-item questionnaire 

 

• Categories: (Knott & Wildavsky, 1980; Hall et al., 1975) 

 

• Question design: (Landry et al., 2001a,b; Estabrooks, 1999) 

 



Categories – Stages of Knowledge Utilization 



Terms  

The term “knowledge product” encompassed various types of products 
and for the purposes of the KUUT and could be substituted within the 
questions with any of the following:  

 

document, information, evaluation, initiative, innovation, intervention, 
knowledge, practice, policy, program, project, research, etc., depending 
on the type of knowledge product that is being disseminated. 

 



Uptake Questionnaire - Awareness 



Uptake Questionnaire - Reception  



Uptake Questionnaire - Cognition 



Uptake Questionnaire - Discussion 



Uptake Questionnaire - Reference 



Uptake Questionnaire - Effort 



Uptake Questionnaire - Adoption 



Uptake Questionnaire - Implementation 



Uptake Questionnaire - Impact 



KUUT Section 2: Deliberate Non-Use 

Categories: (Dobbins et al., 2002) 

 

Characteristics of the: 
• Innovation 

• Organization 

• Environment 

• Individual 

 



Non-Use – Reason: Innovation Characteristics 



Non-Use – Reason: Organizational Characteristics 



Non-Use – Reason: Environmental and 
Individual Characteristics  



Scoring – Levels of Use of the Innovation 

• Scoring based on Hall et al. 1975 “Levels of Use” of an innovation 

• Mapped LoU onto the categories in the Questionnaire 



Scoring Level of Use  



Scoring Level of Use 



Examples of application of the KUUT 
 
Has been used by: PHAC, CPAC, PHO, Health Canada, NCCPP, and others 

 

Some examples: 

• as part of a toolkit designed to support knowledge transfer and exchange (KTE) design, 
planning, and evaluation within Canadian Partnership Against Cancer initiatives (CPAC, 
2016) 

• assessing knowledge uptake for individual public health unit Healthy Baby Healthy 
Children (HBHC) process implementation evaluation reports (H. Manson, personal 
communication, September 8, 2017) 

• as a standardized instrument recommended for use by Health Canada for their funded 
projects to enable grantees to assess impact at the project level, and to allow for the 
funding program to roll up the KUUT data for analysis at the program level 
• used by 7 recipients of Health Canada funding, across a range of substance use health promotion, 

prevention and treatment related initiatives across the country 
• for most was implemented at end of project (M. Hunter, personal communication, April 12, 2017) 

 



4 Phases to Re-develop 
and validate the KUUT 
 
1. Gather and synthesize information 
 
2. Re-develop the KUUT 
 - approach with an evaluation lens 
 
3. Pilot-test the re-developed KUUT 
 
4. Build validity evidence 



Building validity evidence 

Built from all of the data generated from Phases 1-3.  
• Test-retest reliability is measured during the pilot testing with knowledge 

users in Phase 3.  

• Asking experts if the items “tap” the construct of interest and represent the 
array of item possibilities is a way to obtain evidence of content validity (Hubley 
& Zumbo, 1996) 

• Effort to evaluate construct validity will begin in Phase 1 with the subject-
matter experts by critically examining the existing KUUT scoring criteria and 
establishing new scoring criteria if needed (Gilbride at al., 2006) 



Questions for Subject-Matter Experts 

• Are there other operationalized tools to measure KUU? 

• Are the items in the KUUT questionnaire reflective of knowledge 
utilization? 

• Are there other scale categories/domains or items that should be 
considered that could represent knowledge utilization? 

• How should this scale and/or questions be revised?  

• Are there redundant, core, or missing items? 



Moving forward with Knowledge Uptake + Use and the KUUT 

January-April 2018 + 

1. Updated literature review on KUU 
• consideration of various models and approaches and their relative advantages and 

disadvantages 

2. Develop a Community of Practice (CoP) around KUU  
• examination of  face validity through feedback from CoP members about the trial 

version of the KUUT  

3. Evidence on how the KUUT has been used, and a synthesis of this 
information 

4. Refinements to KUUT 
• from a synthesis of past/current use of the KUUT, along with input from CoP members 

 

 



Looking for your ideas about… 

• What are your needs? 

• How can you use some of the tools presented? 

• How might you adapt some of these tools to your 
environment/context? 

• What tools have you used? 

• What type of KT evaluation do you get involved in? 

• How do you think we should move forward? 

 

 



Questions & Discussion 



Looking for feedback and ideas about… 

• The KUUT itself 

• Plans to re-develop and validate the tool 

• How you might use this kind of tool  

• What kind of impact tools you are looking for? 

• Could this apply to policy + legislative advice? (briefings, discussion 
papers etc.)  
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Feedback on the KUUT 

• How might you use this kind of tool?  

• Thoughts about our plans to re-develop and validate the tool? 

 

• Feedback on the KUUT itself (UPTAKE Questions) –  
• Which questions are core or redundant? 

• Missing categories? 

• Missing questions? 

• How should context be incorporated? 

 

 

 

 



Preliminary Validity 

Bonin (2007) assessed concurrent validity by:  

• determining the degree of association between the KUUT outcomes and a 
qualitative assessment of knowledge use  

• qualitative data = interview transcripts (n=15) from the KE Extension 

• interviews with male and female staff from 3 Ontario Health Units 
representing a wide range of personnel 

• transcripts were coded for instances of knowledge use 

• 2 independent coders for inter-rater reliability  

• percentage of agreement between the KUUT and the interview 
transcripts was calculated 

 



Concurrent Validity of the KUUT 


