
3  Cross-Cultural Journeys: Transferring 
and Exchanging Knowledge among 
Researchers and Community Partners

e. anne marshall and francis guenette

Supports and barriers to developing and sustaining Knowledge Transla-
tion (KT) have been identifi ed by several authors (Estabrooks, Thompson, 
Lovely, & Hofmeyer, 2006; Landry, Amara, & Lamari, 2001; Lavis, Rob-
ertson, Woodside, McLeod, & Abelson, 2003). One barrier is the diversity 
of players or stakeholders, especially in community-oriented projects. 
Describing the challenge of this diversity, Ginsburg and Gorostiaga 
(2001) proposed a two-culture thesis – that university and community are 
two diff erent cultures that need to be bridged. Shonkoff  (2000) identifi ed 
three cultures: university researchers, community practitioners, and poli-
cymakers. University researchers, community-based practitioners, and 
policymakers have been characterized as being in diff erent camps; com-
peting priorities, assumptions, and divergent norms lead to diffi  culties and 
communication gaps among the groups. Although a number of authors 
have described these gaps and have recommended specifi c strategies to 
improve communication among the players (Landry et al.; Lavis et al.; 
Shonkoff ), we believe that the underlying contextual or cultural issues 
that contribute to and maintain the gaps are not o  en acknowledged.

We would argue that multiple cultures, not simply two or three, are 
involved in community-based research (CBR) projects, and that dif-
ferences among these multiple cultures must be addressed in order to 
transfer and exchange knowledge successfully. In this chapter, we draw 
from our experiences in university – community research projects to 
address this issue. We will begin with a discussion and clarifi cation of 
terms. We then describe our particular research culture, including our 
team context and two of our multidisciplinary projects. This is followed 
by a discussion of principles and practices of knowledge translation 
and exchange in our cross-cultural research journeys with colleagues, 
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36 E. Anne Marshall and Francis Guene  e

students, and community partners. Examples from our CBR projects 
illustrate these processes. We also discuss lessons learned and implica-
tions for CBR. The chapter concludes with a summary of what we have 
found to be eff ective for knowledge exchange and uptake, particularly 
for multidisciplinary research projects.

Our cross-cultural analysis is guided by Chambers’ (2000) broad and 
inclusive defi nition of culture as ‘those understandings and ways of 
understanding that are judged to be characteristic of a discernable 
group’ (p. 852). Culture is nuanced and complex; it encompasses evolv-
ing values, norms, language, perceived power, role expectations, pri-
orities, and practices that shape members’ behaviours and ways of 
understanding (Pedersen, 1991).

We have adopted a cross-cultural lens in our CBR with youth and 
families on topics related to life, health, and work transitions. Shonkoff  
(2000) maintains that challenges to establishing eff ective knowledge 
exchange processes in research refl ect the value diff erences embedded 
in diff erent cultural world views. Thus, building and sustaining cross-
cultural research relationships requires that we identify shared values 
and assumptions, demonstrate mutual respect, accommodate diff er-
ences, practise open communication, learn each other’s language, and 
anticipate potential problems. Moreover, consistent with Sue and Sue’s 
(2007) assertion that there is as much if not more diversity within a cul-
ture as between cultures, we have found that projects involving mul-
tidisciplinary university research teams demand translation processes 
within the team as well as between or among other stakeholders, such 
as community partners and policymakers. Groups and cultures out-
side the academy are even more diverse. As Baskin (2007) points out, 
the universal terms Aboriginal or Indigenous can be problematic because 
there are many diff erences among these peoples with regard to cultural 
practices, lifestyles, languages, beliefs, and opinions. Community agen-
cies, government bodies, non-government organizations (NGOs), and 
other non-academic groups represent considerable variations in size, 
formality of operations, fi nancial resources, personnel, and priorities. 
These diff erences aff ect all aspects of research and are particularly criti-
cal to consider when transferring and exchanging knowledge.

Knowledge Translation Terminology

Despite the growing literature on KT and its processes and mechanisms, 
li  le consensus exists with respect to terminology across disciplines. 
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Cross-Cultural Journeys 37

A plethora of terms have been used to describe the movement of 
knowledge between people and organizations, including knowledge 
translation, knowledge transfer, knowledge transmission, knowledge 
transformation, knowledge utilization, knowledge uptake, knowl-
edge exchange, and knowledge application (Estabrooks et al., 2006; 
Landry et al., 2001). Some terms appear to have generally accepted 
meanings; knowledge transmission, for example, tends to refer to a 
one-way process of moving research knowledge from researchers to 
practitioners or from practitioners to policymakers, whereas knowl-
edge exchange suggests a reciprocal process.

In our team’s CBR context, we prefer the term Knowledge Transfer 
and Exchange (KTE), as described by Kiefer et al. (2005): the interactive 
exchange of knowledge between research users and research producers. 
We believe that the phrase transfer and exchange illustrates the diverse and 
developing nature of communication about research. Sometimes there is 
a direct transfer of knowledge, such as giving information or explaining 
a procedure; at other times, there is a two-way exchange of knowledge, 
such as a joint discussion of data implications. This approach to collab-
orative sharing of knowledge among researchers, community partners, 
and decision-makers promotes mutual learning and eff ective research 
partnerships (Graham et al., 2006; Mi  on et al., 2007).

Our Research Team Culture

In this section, we will describe our research team, projects, and partners 
in order to provide background relating to the priorities and parameters 
that shaped our processes and decisions. Our team is situated within a 
Faculty of Education at a medium-sized university in Western Canada; 
our disciplinary affi  liation is counselling psychology. Our disciplinary 
culture emphasizes knowledge and professional skill development 
in mental health se  ings. The particular research we conduct focuses 
on life, health, and work transitions for young people and families in 
urban and rural contexts, including several Aboriginal communities. 
Anne Marshall (the fi rst author) is a university faculty member and the 
research team leader; Francis Guene  e (the second author) is a doctoral 
candidate who coordinates the operation of several research projects. 
Other team members include master’s and doctoral graduate students, 
undergraduate and graduate research assistants, community part-
ners, and faculty collaborators in our own and other academic depart-
ments and institutions. Several subsets of team members work together 
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38 E. Anne Marshall and Francis Guene  e

at any given time; these groups evolve and o  en re-form for subse-
quent research projects. Two of our multidisciplinary CBR projects are 
described below; the KTE illustrative examples used in this chapter are 
drawn from our experiences in these projects.

The Healthy Youth Study

The Healthy Youth (HY) study focused on the health priorities and deci-
sion-making processes among urban youth in the context of social and 
economic restructuring. This project was one of seven linked together 
in an interdisciplinary Community Alliance for Health Research project 
(Leadbeater et al., 2006). Our study concentrated on adolescents’ expe-
riences of physical and mental health risks, stress, health decisions, and 
coping skills. Focus groups, key informants, and individual interviews 
were our main data sources (Marshall & Shepard, 2006). At the out-
set, our community partners were three non-profi t community-service 
agency partners: two youth employment agencies and one sexualized 
violence prevention and education program. Unfortunately, two agen-
cies closed within two years of the project’s initiation, due to budget cuts 
and social services restructuring. Lack of funding is a serious challenge 
for many youth-focused non-profi t organizations. Closure of these 
agencies mid-project created KT challenges due to changes in person-
nel and procedures. As a result, we had to adjust our initial research 
schedule and make sure that new team members had opportunities to 
contribute to project planning.

Coasts Under Stress Study

Coasts Under Stress (CUS) was a large interdisciplinary research proj-
ect that investigated the impact of social, economic, and environmen-
tal restructuring on the health of individuals and communities. In this 
project, restructuring was defi ned as small to large-scale societal shi  s 
that resulted in signifi cant changes to, for example, forestry and fi sh-
ing practices, work availability, social supports, and community cohe-
sion. The entire CUS team included over fi  y faculty co-investigators 
from the East and West Coasts of Canada representing social sciences, 
natural sciences, and humanities, plus a host of postdoctoral fellows, 
research associates, community partners, graduate students, research 
assistants, and staff  (Ommer & The Coasts Under Stress Research Proj-
ect Team, 2007).
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Cross-Cultural Journeys 39

Our team’s particular study within the larger CUS project focused 
on supports and barriers facing Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal youth 
aged sixteen to twenty-fi ve in rural and small coastal communities dur-
ing school-to-work transitions (Marshall, 2002). Community partners 
included two rural school districts, three secondary schools, three First 
Nations bands, a community development agency, and a non-profi t 
environmental education society. Data were obtained from a rural youth 
survey (Harrison, 2005) and from individual and focus group interviews 
with youth, teachers, parents, and community residents (see Marshall; 
Ommer & Team; Rawdah, Guene  e, & Marshall, 2007). One key fi nd-
ing was the need for information and support from adults to help 
young people translate their skills, experiences, and goals from their 
school environments to the larger contexts of work and community 
participation. For example, parents could provide information about 
local employment pa  erns and community business people could off er 
advice about the training needed for specifi c jobs. A common barrier 
experienced in these small and o  en remote communities was access 
to a range of post-secondary and work training opportunities. Teachers 
and other adults assisted young people to identify transferable knowl-
edge and skills and to discern multiple potential outcomes.

Knowledge Transfer and Exchange within the Research Team

As Wu, Hsu, and Yeh (2007) observed, there has been minimal inves-
tigation of KT at the team level. Within our particular research team 
culture, we have observed an increasing integration of KTE processes 
over time. Our involvement in CBR has sensitized us to the importance 
and variety of cultural infl uences that shape research teams and proj-
ects. We developed an approach that socializes graduate students and 
undergraduate research assistants (RAs) to the team research culture 
and prepares them for work in the fi eld. Prior to their fi eldwork, new 
members are briefed about our research objectives, methodologies, 
team culture, and individual goals. A binder of information, forms, 
policies, and procedures was available to everyone; new and experi-
enced team members were encouraged to add their suggestions. We 
have adopted a cascading model of mentorship where doctoral students 
mentor master’s students and they, in turn, mentor undergraduate RAs. 
Graduate students and RAs work with a more experienced team mem-
ber and gradually assume more responsibilities and independence. To 
promote maximum learning exchange, every graduate student and 
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RA participates in all research activities, including literature searches, 
preparing bibliographies, proposal writing, interviewing, transcribing, 
creating posters, writing scholarly papers, and presenting fi ndings. 
This approach facilitates KTE among team members, regardless of their 
level of experience, and enables graduate students and RAs to enter a 
fi eld-based research experience or a scholarly conference presentation 
with confi dence.

The team is constantly evolving as projects end and students com-
plete their degrees and move on. New members are socialized to the 
team culture and then change that culture as they contribute their own 
knowledge and experience. Our developmental process is guided by 
Johnson and Johnson’s (2005) model of task (instrumental) and main-
tenance (relationship) functions; maintaining a balance between task 
achievement and relationship-building promotes optimal team pro-
ductivity. This balancing approach is mirrored in our relationships 
with research colleagues across various teams as well as with our 
community partners; we have learned that when outcome goals are 
not achieved, maintenance has usually been neglected and needs 
a  ention. Within the team, we practise the same KTE principles and 
strategies that we utilize with academic colleagues and community 
partners in the fi eld. In other words, we negotiate particular roles and 
responsibilities and provide support and mentoring. To demonstrate 
their learning, individual team members maintain a research portfolio 
that provides evidence of how they met knowledge and skill-learning 
goals. The portfolio serves as a record of research skill acquisition and 
becomes part of our team’s research culture history that is shared with 
new team members.

Knowledge Transfer and Exchange with Academic 
Research Colleagues

The increasing emphasis on collaborative interdisciplinary research 
within and across academic institutions emphasizes the importance of 
KTE processes. Faculty and disciplinary cultures have certain scholarly 
traditions, expectations, power structures, and reward systems. Within 
our Faculty of Education, for example, we have department-specifi c 
tenure and promotion requirements that infl uence how faculty mem-
bers conduct research and the types of dissemination products that are 
valued. Within our counselling discipline, there are diff ering theoreti-
cal frameworks that shape research design and procedures (Ginsburg & 
Gorostiaga, 2001). Our research colleagues from disciplines in other 
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faculties have their particular cultural lenses through which they view 
research methods, processes, and outcomes. It is imperative that we 
fi nd common ground and negotiate diff erences in order to maximize 
our ability to collaborate and facilitate KTE among interdisciplinary 
research team members.

In our experience, there has been insuffi  cient a  ention given to 
illuminating the diff erences among team members’ assumptions and 
strongly held values and how these impact research decision-making 
and problem-solving processes (Shonkoff , 2000). For example, in the 
CUS project, economists, fi sh biologists, educators, geographers, and 
ethnobotanists each proposed diff erent approaches to the issue of how 
to measure community health. Frank discussion and consideration of 
several methodological alternatives enabled us to reach agreement on 
varied and complementary data collection methods. Sharing research 
documents such as consent forms and memoranda of understanding led 
to templates and examples that all team members could access through 
a common website. Accompanying colleagues on a fi eld trip or demon-
strating a community interview technique promoted appreciation for 
the benefi ts of collaborative approaches among all team members.

Even within disciplines, methodological diff erences can serve as 
barriers to research collaboration. For instance, quantitative and quali-
tative researchers in counselling or educational psychology may privi-
lege their own methodologies, and proponents of one approach may 
devalue the contributions of the other. Laboratory researchers and 
community-based researchers can have strong beliefs about the superi-
ority of their particular methods. Without ongoing acknowledgement 
of these value diff erences, players can make assumptions leading to 
misunderstandings that impede progress. Establishing commonali-
ties as well as areas of diff erence in a respectful manner is critical for 
success. On both the CUS and HY projects, we found that exchange 
of knowledge regarding how team members would operate together 
decreased the possibility of friction and unease that may not only have 
hindered our progress but also could have rippled out to community 
partners. In research meetings, graduate student seminars, and brown 
bag lunches, we literally and fi guratively mapped out our plans and 
procedures together.

Knowledge Transfer and Exchange with Community Partners

Although diff erences among our disciplines needed to be addressed 
in our collaborative projects, there is nevertheless much shared culture 
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among academics. However, conducting research with community 
partners presents further cultural challenges and a need for close a  en-
tion to knowledge process diff erences. What is acceptable in one set-
ting may not be in another. With publicly funded agencies, personnel 
and policy changes can occur frequently, in contrast to the usually slow 
pace of change in university se  ings. Researchers need to be vigilant 
and a  entive to potential variations that may aff ect the research pro-
cess. It is imperative that they avoid making assumptions based on pre-
vious knowledge or experiences with other groups that might appear 
to be similar.

For example, our team carried out numerous group and individual 
interviews to investigate career aspirations of secondary school students 
in partnership with several secondary schools (Guene  e, Marshall, & 
Morley, 2007; Marshall, 2002). However, the ways we set up and con-
ducted interviews with an honours biology class in an urban school 
was diff erent from our approach in a small, rural school with a size-
able Aboriginal population. These two groups of students had unique 
experiences and knowledge to impart, and we needed a high degree of 
community and cultural awareness to know how to best facilitate their 
participation. In another instance, there were several staff  changes at one 
community partner agency. Each new staff  person had somewhat diff er-
ent experiences and priorities with respect to the ongoing research that 
necessitated additional meetings and renegotiation of data- gathering 
and dissemination procedures. In these two examples, our community 
partner contacts provided invaluable information about the culture of 
the se  ing so that we were informed beforehand of the people, pro-
cesses, and politics that may have aff ected our project.

A  ention to cultural protocol and practices is essential when partner-
ing with Aboriginal communities (see chapter 10 by Moewaka Barnes, 
Henwood, Kerr, McManus, & McCreanor, and chapter 11 by Smylie in 
this volume). A number of scholars have called a  ention to issues such as 
exploitation, community damage, inaccurate results, and ethical diver-
gence related to research studies focused on Indigenous populations 
and communities (Brant Castellano, 1986; Hoare, Levy, & Robinson, 
1993; Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991; McCormick, 1998). Understandably, 
the history of these diffi  culties has resulted in research being viewed 
with mistrust and suspicion by Aboriginal peoples. Because of this, 
we embarked on a learning and consultation process in the early 
research planning stages. The assistance from people referred to by 
one partner as community champions was instrumental in supporting 
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the partnerships. They off ered contextual and cultural information and 
helped us connect with band councils and local community agencies. 
We included Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal graduate students and 
RAs on our research teams. In our experience, trust-building and nego-
tiating agreements with our Aboriginal community partners required 
more time and more meetings than with our non-Aboriginal partners.

Sometimes, researcher overlap occurs, where diff erent researchers or 
teams may be working with the same community partner on diff er-
ent research questions. On the CUS project, for example, one school 
district was partnered with three diff erent university researchers: one 
interviewing teachers about their changing work demands, one work-
ing with elders and elementary school students about traditional plant 
knowledge, and one (our team) investigating future life and work plans 
of secondary students. In this situation, the three researchers had to 
coordinate requests for meetings with school district personnel for 
initial permission, data collection, and dissemination to strike a bal-
ance between effi  ciency and project integrity. The three of us were not 
always able to travel to the district at the same time, so each of us con-
veyed messages and documents for one another on a regular basis. Two 
of us shared a graduate student RA who lived in the district, which 
helped facilitate coordination and save some travel costs. This overlap 
had several benefi ts, but it demanded that the researchers keep each 
other informed of progress and developments. An omission or misstep 
on the part of one team or one RA could aff ect the other. Again, this 
emphasizes the need for eff ective communication in order to facilitate 
smooth working relationships and knowledge exchange with both 
research colleagues and community partners.

Cultural Field Trips

When starting with a new community partner or faculty collaborator, 
we schedule a fi eld trip to their territory. With one community part-
ner, a youth employment service agency, we arranged a meeting at 
its offi  ces at the beginning of the project. Before the meeting, the uni-
versity team members discussed potential roles, procedures, and out-
comes, and also generated a list of questions and proposed activities. 
We looked at their website and reviewed some of their informational 
documents. At the meeting, we toured the facility, read some of their 
literature, spoke briefl y with staff , and observed general client interac-
tions. We then met with key staff  members to share impressions, ask 
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questions, explore the research aims, discuss goals, set priorities, and 
agree upon a rough timeline for the project. A few digital photographs 
provided a visual record of the visit and were used in a research news-
le  er and on a dissemination poster. This visit served as a concrete 
demonstration of our commitment to understanding and involving the 
partner agency from the beginning. In addition, we had a clearer pic-
ture of their se  ing, clientele, priorities, and services. A  er the visit, 
we sent a note of thanks along with a summary of the discussion and 
agreed-upon next steps.

Regular, face-to-face meetings resulted in several advantages for 
researchers and for our community partners. Partners saw a tangible 
commitment to community research, experienced the willingness of 
university researchers to leave their institution, and had an opportu-
nity to show us important aspects of their culture – their se  ing, activi-
ties, and services. We in turn observed our partners in their daily work 
environment, gained some understanding of their clientele, ascertained 
their capacity related to the project, and built trust. A  er such meet-
ings, we would send a brief summary that accomplished multiple pur-
poses: it confi rmed the research partnership, furnished a record of the 
research process, provided an opportunity to correct inaccuracies or 
highlight missing elements, served as a dra   for a partnership contract 
or memorandum of understanding, and could be used in later reports 
or publications. One summary on the CUS project included topics cov-
ered, action steps, unresolved issues, data ownership principles, and 
future meeting dates. Recording these elements encouraged dialogue 
and follow-up; this contributed to the success of our research partner-
ship and to the project overall.

Visits to community partner se  ings also provided opportunities to 
observe and address within culture diff erences. Within an agency, for 
instance, an administrator who authorized our research collaboration 
had somewhat diff erent priorities than the service provider, who was our 
primary contact for the project. We had to make sure that both priorities 
were incorporated into our research plan. Within our Aboriginal partner 
communities, band council members and residents o  en had divergent 
views on issues such as education and health care delivery. Teachers in 
the same school had varying interests and capacities related to research 
projects. Real and perceived power diff erences operated in all se  ings, 
and these needed to be acknowledged for potential project impact. 
Successful partnerships require sensitivity to within-se  ing diversity 
and a willingness to work with a variety of goals and outcomes.

S_
E_
L_

T295-006-003.indd   44T295-006-003.indd   44 10/20/2010   1:29:14 PM10/20/2010   1:29:14 PM



Cross-Cultural Journeys 45

Field trips provided important learning experiences for graduate stu-
dents and RAs. Opportunities to participate in the research process pro-
moted KTE. In addition, since many of our team members were aspiring 
professionals, community contacts were essential for goodwill and vis-
ibility. Anne Marshall was a community practitioner before entering the 
academy; her experience has been an asset in undertaking CBR involv-
ing mental health service provider partners. For the CUS follow-up 
project, Francis Guene  e was gathering data in three coastal communi-
ties in which she had lived and worked. Her local knowledge helped to 
develop and sustain our community partner relationships.

Lessons Learned from Cross-Cultural Knowledge 
Transfer and Exchange

Our experiences with complex interdisciplinary projects suggest sev-
eral key practices that can help researchers navigate partnerships with 
academic colleagues and community partners. These include building 
and maintaining relationships, addressing power diff erences, recipro-
cating, communicating purposefully, and avoiding assumptions.

Building and Maintaining Relationships

The quality of researcher and partner relationships is a critical element 
of successful KTE (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Gowdy, 2006; Landry et al., 
2001; Lasker, Weiss, & Miller, 2001; Mi  on et al., 2007). Adopting a cross-
cultural orientation helps researchers and community partners focus on 
the need for continual negotiation of understandings and procedures 
throughout the research process. In many instances, there are multiple 
cultural aspects at play. For example, as researchers and research assis-
tants from an urban university se  ing, we may have assumed that we 
understood the culture of an urban-based, funded, mental health agency 
serving adolescents. However, only through ongoing mutual exchanges 
did we come to know whether our expectations regarding priorities, 
resources, and clientele were accurate. Similarly, when partnering with a 
rural, lay counselling, volunteer agency that provided service for young 
to early adult populations through the CUS project, we had many fac-
tors to consider. Their broad service mandate coupled with very lim-
ited resources necessitated fl exibility and practical limitations with 
respect to research goals and plans, both of which had to accommodate 
their fl uctuating fi nances and constant personnel changes.
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In Aboriginal research contexts, relationship-building was extremely 
important, given the long and diffi  cult history of colonization and 
appropriation of traditional knowledge. On the CUS project, for exam-
ple, careful a  ention to protocol was essential; we fi rst obtained an 
introduction to the community through a professional, social, or famil-
ial contact. The next step was either an exchange of documents, such 
as proposals, instruments, and interview questions, or a meeting with 
anywhere from one to fi  y community members. Travel to the commu-
nity for discussion of research objectives and procedures demonstrated 
respect for Indigenous knowledge and social systems; face-to-face meet-
ings were o  en preferred. These processes o  en involved considerable 
time and expense; however, as McCormick (1998) contends, without 
this commitment to an active demonstration of cultural respect, non-
Aboriginal researchers will be perpetuating the colonial and unethi-
cal practice of knowledge appropriation. When collaborating with 
Aboriginal communities, we also recognized the cultural importance of 
bringing gi  s and sharing food – these practices had to be built into our 
research design and budgets.

When forming new research relationships, we found that the iden-
tifi cation of shared values and diff erences among the participants 
(Graham et al., 2006) is important at the outset. On the interdisciplin-
ary CUS project, our overarching question was: What are the health 
risks and benefi ts associated with social and economic restructuring 
in coastal communities? We had to learn each other’s disciplinary lan-
guage and research methodologies in order to reach consensus on what 
was to be studied and how. This transfer and exchange carried through 
to dissemination of results and writing joint publications. Building 
these relationships led to later collaborations on new research projects 
and partnerships.

Addressing Power Diff erences

Power is a central aspect of cross-cultural relationships (Gaventa & 
Cornwall, 2001; Marshall & Ba  en, 2004). In KTE contexts, this includes 
power diff erences within and between academic researchers and com-
munity groups. Although university academics are o  en seen as power-
ful and well-resourced, politics, power dynamics, and reward systems 
within the academy, along with government policymakers and national 
research granting councils present substantial challenges, especially for 
new and untenured faculty (Martin, 1998). Competition for research 
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grants, publication, recognition, and resources is increasing; this situa-
tion is not conducive to collegial cooperation.

Perceived or actual power diff erences among academic researchers 
related to discipline, seniority, tenure status, or administrative posi-
tion present real barriers to collaborative relationships. For example, 
our team had a relatively minor role within a natural science disciplin-
ary team study on the CUS research project. Although our contribu-
tion was acknowledged verbally as being important, it appeared that 
our social science disciplinary background was not viewed as being 
as rigorous as natural science training. Members of the other team 
listened politely; however, we felt that our participation in the proj-
ect was merely a form of tokenism. Our team tended to be forgo  en 
with regard to team meeting planning, publication dra  s, and decision 
processes. In cross-disciplinary se  ings, it is important that inclusive 
practices be followed by all co-investigators so that the participation of 
all those who are involved is acknowledged and respected (Marshall, 
Shepard, & Leadbeater, 2006).

Students and RAs can be disempowered due to their dependency 
on faculty and supervisor support for program completion and fund-
ing. Although these power diff erentials are largely structural, clear and 
respectful communication of shared goals and expectations helps to 
avoid the pitfalls of relationships where power distribution is unequal. 
We believe that it is the responsibility of those with more power to 
initiate open dialogue early in team relationships related to expecta-
tions, responsibilities, and division of roles (Marshall & Ba  en, 2004). 
With respect to KTE, our team atmosphere of trust and willingness to 
work towards common goals benefi ted from early and ongoing discus-
sions related to dissemination roles and authorship credit (Gaventa & 
Cornwall, 2001). For example, the Healthy Youth project co-investigators 
initiated a discussion that led to authorship guidelines explicitly describ-
ing our agreed-upon policies and processes for determining authorship 
and for resolving confl icts (University of Victoria Centre for Youth & 
Society, n.d.).

University researchers entering a community are o  en seen as experts 
who possess knowledge and power (Martin, 1998). This perceived 
power could be a barrier to establishing trust and reciprocal working 
relationships in CBR contexts. Communicating to community partners 
that we see them as experts regarding their own community’s needs 
and resources has helped us to establish more equitable research rela-
tionships. A  ending to power and protocols is particularly important 
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in Aboriginal communities (Brant Castellano, 1986; Hudson & Taylor-
Henley, 2001; Piquemal, 2001). Crigger, Holcomb, and Weiss (2001) sug-
gest that the notion of power can be less problematic for a community 
when researchers join the community rather than enter as experts or 
interlopers. In view of this, our team members spent time interacting 
informally and socially at our community research sites. We a  ended 
community functions and frequented local businesses. Whenever pos-
sible, we hired local RAs to provide background information, facilitate 
meetings, and conduct interviews. On the other side, our perceived 
power at times benefi  ed our community partners. On both the Coasts 
Under Stress and Healthy Youth projects, our partnership agreements 
were used to leverage additional funding for partners’ community pro-
grams. We have also been asked to make presentations of our research 
results to municipal councils, Aboriginal bands, and other community 
groups in support of local programs and services for youth.

Reciprocating

The notion of reciprocity is integral to knowledge exchange in CBR 
(Hudson & Taylor-Henley, 2001; Lasker et al., 2001). Among academic 
partners, shared publications and student training are o  en part of 
research collaborations (Marshall et al., 2006). Typically, we negotiated 
in-kind contributions or services to give to our community partners 
rather than making cash contributions. Not-for-profi t agencies and 
NGOs o  en have meagre budgets and limited time to write proposals 
for funding. Therefore, we assisted one of our HY partners with writ-
ing a grant application, which was a mutually benefi cial opportunity 
for knowledge exchange; it provided an opportunity for both parties to 
learn more about each other’s goals and procedures, which in turn led 
to methodological refi nements to our shared research project.

In another illustration, our team negotiated an exchange of knowl-
edge with a youth group that was planning a community engage-
ment and action event. We adapted one of our Possible Selves group 
data-gathering exercises that had originally been developed for career 
planning and decision-making (Marshall & Guene  e, 2008). In this 
adaptation, we created a visioning activity in which the youth explored 
their hopes, fears, and expectations about the upcoming event. They 
recorded their goals and intended outcomes on paper and through 
digital photographs. Through this exercise, we as researchers gained 
insight about the goals and needs of youth in this community, provided 
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a skill-building experience for them, and were able to pilot test a new 
data-gathering tool. In turn, our young community partners learned a 
novel approach to decision-making, generated ideas for their presen-
tation, and went on to stage a very successful community event. We 
sought such opportunities for reciprocity and capacity-building with 
community partners when in the fi eld for data collection or dissemina-
tion. These mutual KTE experiences inevitably strengthened our work-
ing relationships.

Communicating Purposefully

It is well accepted that communication is a key factor in successful KTE 
relationships (Ginsburg & Gorostiaga, 2001; Graham et al., 2006; Lan-
dry et al., 2001). We have found, however, li  le discussion of how the 
cultural contexts of our research colleagues and partners aff ect deci-
sions regarding when, what, and how to communicate. As Kiefer et al. 
(2005) suggest, the specifi cs of the communication process need to be 
worked out among team members. We typically drew up a joint plan 
for communicating in the early stages of a project. Most of our commu-
nity partners were from the non-profi t sector and seldom had time for 
detailed replies or prolonged discussion; however, it was essential to 
keep everyone in the communication loop. Some team members were 
more active in certain phases of the research than in others. Our grad-
uate and undergraduate students took an active role in maintaining 
open and regular communication. We also found it expeditious to have 
a primary contact person at the agency or partner site and a similar 
primary contact person on the research team. These two individuals 
had frequent contact and served as knowledge brokers for the project 
team members; their role was salient for coordinating the steps of the 
research work plan.

Use of technology also supported the communication process. For 
example, we established a Moodle website that allowed research team 
members to share information, questions, and research outputs in a 
timely, creative fashion. Managed by the research team coordinator 
(Francis Guene  e), the Moodle site provided a secure location for pho-
tos, documents, data analysis, presentations, and publication dra  s 
that all the team members could easily access. Membership to the site 
was adapted as team composition changed.

Among academic collaborators, scholarly books and journals are famil-
iar and expected sources of information and targets for dissemination. 
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With community partners, however, we found that we needed a wider 
variety of knowledge sources in order to promote culturally relevant 
KTE. These sources included community newspapers, local radio 
and television broadcasts, newsle  ers, websites, community direc-
tories, brochures, and town hall meetings. Gathering artefacts and 
a  ending local events yielded information about community struc-
ture, decision processes, and local (cultural) norms. In addition, such 
cross-cultural information-gathering helped identify potential key 
informants for research purposes. For dissemination in community 
locations, our community partners strongly favoured posters, pam-
phlets, short articles, and community workshops over peer-reviewed 
journal publications.

Avoiding Assumptions

In cross-cultural relationships, unstated assumptions can frequently 
lead to diffi  culties (Diller, 2007; Pedersen, 1991; Sue & Sue, 2007). In 
research collaborations, the enthusiasm of a new partnership or idea, or 
the ever-present press of time, can lead to mistaken assumptions about 
shared knowledge or agreement on procedures. Such misunderstand-
ings can be particularly problematic with community partners (Brin-
gle & Hatcher, 2002). The following two examples serve to illustrate 
how assumptions of understanding on our part as researchers led to 
knowledge breakdown.

In the fi rst instance, we corresponded via email with a community 
member some distance away to arrange a partnership agreement that 
would include a group interview in the community, a joint confer-
ence presentation, and a journal article submission. We soon realized 
the limitations of using email as our sole method of communication. 
When we arrived for the group interview, it became obvious that the 
expectations of several group participants were diff erent from what we 
thought were our agreed-upon objectives for the research interview. 
They believed that we were meeting to help them fi nance a community 
recreation site. In the email correspondence, we had failed to explain 
the purpose and process of a research interview in suffi  cient detail. 
In addition, our community partner thought that the upcoming con-
ference was a fundraising opportunity for his community group. We 
had not clarifi ed the meaning of an academic conference presentation, 
and it obviously meant something quite diff erent to him. We resolved 
the misunderstandings through discussion and negotiation and then 
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proceeded to a mutually successfully partnership; however, our dif-
fering expectations and needs could have had serious repercussions 
on our ability to have an eff ective exchange of knowledge. From this 
experience, we learned about the need to clarify mutual understanding 
of terms and procedures as early as possible. The use of multiple com-
munication formats (such as phone, fax, and email) can help facilitate 
this process.

Another example involved a partnership with a secondary school 
teacher. A colleague on the larger project team had previously secured 
the research participation agreement. When we began our phase of the 
data collection, however, it became apparent that we had made some 
assumptions about potential research outcomes. Our expectations as 
researchers focused on data-gathering, analysis, and the dissemination 
of results in scholarly and community se  ings. The teacher had addi-
tional priorities, including establishing internship placement oppor-
tunities for her students, fi nding a sustainable site for future student 
placements, and obtaining photos for program fundraising and pro-
motional activities. Once we moved beyond our initial assumptions to 
clarify and expand the potential outcomes from the research partner-
ship, we developed a more eff ective knowledge exchange and a mutu-
ally satisfying research partnership.

Concluding Thoughts

Berwick (2003) maintains that innovation usually comes from outside 
a system, whereas implementation of that innovation comes from the 
inside. Knowledge transfer and exchange with academic colleagues, 
community research partners, policymakers, and other stakeholders 
can provide the impetus for change within the academy. We believe 
that bringing a cultural lens to KTE is a good example of such an oppor-
tunity. As Fisher and colleagues (2002) suggest, this necessitates con-
sulting broadly throughout a research project, from conceptualization 
to dissemination. In health research contexts, it means intentionally 
applying a cultural perspective to the evaluation of research risks and 
benefi ts, developing respectful informed consent procedures, creating 
culturally appropriate guidelines relating to confi dentiality, address-
ing equity and power diff erences, and incorporating diverse forms 
of knowledge. All of these practices must be negotiated together with 
research colleagues, students, community partners, service providers, 
policymakers, and end-user groups.
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Adopting a cross-cultural lens has had a profound impact on our 
research team. We have been welcomed into research and community 
se  ings where we have gained a fi rst-hand appreciation of how multi-
ple cultural perspectives can be, and indeed, must be incorporated into 
research design and processes. Colleagues and community partners 
have been patient with us as we went through the learning process. 
Moreover, we have found that this perspective has transformed our 
work in other spheres of clinical and teaching practice. Respectful and 
reciprocal practices in CBR can help to break down institutional silos of 
knowledge so that the richness, potential, and diversity of knowledge 
can be shared across participating groups. We can maximize eff ective 
communication and uptake of research results if we work with, rather 
than against, the diversity within a team, between teams, and among 
researchers, community partners, and policymakers. Using a cultural 
lens sensitizes all groups to seek common ground and to value diff er-
ences as we strive to share knowledge for societal health and well-being. 
The outcomes are well worth the eff ort.
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