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1. Introduction  
 
Evidence-based climate policies are considered central to achieve a low-carbon climate-resilient future 
irrespective of geographic boundaries. Climate change, being the interface of multidisciplinary subject 
areas, is driven by the continuous flow of ideas, data, information, and knowledge at the one side and 
dynamic and reflective policymaking on the other side. However, without adequate communication of 
research findings and challenging of the knowledge available to the policymakers at different scales, 
achieving the climate targets remains elusive. 
 
In this particular context, the role of the 'knowledge broker' is considered instrumental by those who 
already enjoy a crucial role in the field of international development as a cognitive bridge between 
different set knowledge and actors (Cummings et al. 2019). The nature and impacts of climate change 
are very dynamic and non-linear, and therefore, the policy responses need to be well-informed, proactive, 
and anticipatory. Without the support and evidence base of a consistent flow of "usable" scientific 
information, anticipatory climate policies cannot be formulated and implemented. Climate knowledge 
broker has the potentials of converting useful climate data to usable information for policy support. At the 
same time, brokering climate knowledge may also bridge the gaps between different groups of parallel 
actors by increasing their roles in the decision-making process to translate policies into action 
(https://www.climateknowledgebrokers.net/).   
 
In the context of climate change, knowledge is contextualized and scientifically derived information, plus 
thoughts and justifiable opinions on issues related to climate change (Bauer and Smith 2015). Sum of 
individual knowledge constitutes organizational knowledge connected with an organisation such as a 
university that is relevant to the purpose and activities of the organization (Bauer and Smith 2015). 
Climate knowledge brokers are those individuals or organizations brokering the transfer of climate 
change-related knowledge to individuals, organizations, or communities via different communication 
mechanisms (Bauer and Smith 2015; Clar, Prutsch, and Steurer 2013). The major characteristics of a 
knowledge broker include, (i) make connections between groups of people to facilitate the use of research 
evidence in policymaking; (ii) build relationships and networks, and are well informed and up to date on 
what is happening in their domain; (iii) knowledge brokers are trustworthy subject experts with a high 
level of credibility, and (iv) they are not advocates or lobbyists for a cause, neither is their role simple 
communication of information (Cummings et al., 2018). 
 
There is an impetus from the scientific communities that climate policy should be based on good science 
and scientific protocol. Universities are the major source of climate knowledge and information, which, in 
theory, should influence the pathway of sustainable climate actions through policies. Universities, as 
'knowledge brokers' are already beginning to contribute to changing the ways private, public, and civil 
society sectors can collaborate nationally and globally to strengthen climate resilience. For example, 
university networks such as the Least Developed Countries Universities Consortium on Climate Change 
(LUCCC) and Centres for Natural Resources and Development (CNRD) networks are beginning to 
demonstrate their roles as a knowledge broker. Yet we also know from health policy that little available 
evidence exists about the effectiveness or otherwise of knowledge brokering by academic institutions, or 
about the factors that contribute to successful 'knowledge translation' (KT) by researchers within networks 
(Jessani, Boulay, and Bennett 2016).  
 
There is, therefore, a demand to explore more fully whether and how universities can serve as 
organizations with capacities to improve interactions by playing a role as a knowledge broker in the 
production, use, and translation of the knowledge within and between public, private and civil society 
actors working towards climate resilience. In response to that demand, this study aimed at exploring the 

https://www.climateknowledgebrokers.net/
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roles universities and university-based researchers is currently playing to influence climate policies 
through knowledge production, use, and translation of the knowledge within and between policy actors 
and decision-makers. In this study, "policy" is used in a broad sense, in which government, business, 
and civil societies are understood as the major actors of the policy world. 
 

2. Study objectives 
 
The overall aim of the study was to gain a deeper understanding of the potential roles of university-based 
academics as knowledge brokers in influencing climate resilience policy and networks having the 
following particular objectives:  
 
(i) Having a better understanding of the 'architecture' of existing networks between a particular set 

of university-based researchers and various policy actors; 
(ii) mapping and analyzing the relationships between individual researchers and these actors, and; 
(iii) assessing opportunities and constraints and generate ideas that can improve future 

engagement. 

 

3. Study methodology 
 
The study was part of a more comprehensive collaborative research project involving four universities in 
four countries across three regions: Europe, East Africa, and South Asia, across the Global North and 
South. The universities included the London School of Economics (LSE) the UK and Cologne University 
of Applied Sciences (CUAS), both from Europe (the Global North), as well as the Independent University 
in Bangladesh (Bangladesh, Asia ) and Makerere University (Uganda, Africa) from the Global South. The 
project was funded by the Rockefeller Foundation and the LSE's Institute for Global Affairs (IGA). 
To understand the role of universities as knowledge brokers in climate change resilience policy networks 
in Germany, a study was conducted at the CUAS (Technische Hochschule Köln). The study combined 
qualitative and quantitative methods to collect information from academic researchers of various 
disciplines that are relevant to building climate change resilience. This report presents the German part 
of the study.  
Cologne University of Applied Science (CUAS) is a public education and research institution in Germany 
and is the largest of its kind. The Institute for Technology and Resources Management in the Tropics and 
Subtropics (ITT) at the CUAS provides interdisciplinary and applied knowledge to tackle the complex 
sustainability problems of the world, particularly in the tropical and sub-tropical countries.  
 
Over the last 40 years, the institute has developed novel ideas, methods, and technological solutions 
intended to ensure environmental sustainability through addressing human security from interdisciplinary 
perspectives. One particular focus of the institute is to develop capacities of educational institutions and 
policymakers of the Global South countries through education, training and networking. Most importantly, 
the institute has developed considerable theoretical and applied knowledge and experiences against the 
rising impacts of climate change, including long-term development planning management, ecosystem-
based adaptation, adaptive planning process and transboundary water resource management in different 
major river basins of the world. 
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Fig 1: Study methodology 
 
The study mapped, collected and analyzed information from individuals located in fields that are relevant 
for building climate resilience i.e. natural science, social sciences, engineering geography, and 
environmental management. The study collected data using semi-structured interviews from 11 academic 
researchers, purposively selected to access a mix of academic background, levels of seniority, and 
researcher type. A follow-up round discussion/workshop was conducted on April 04, 2020, involving nine 
participants involving some of the academic researchers that participated in the survey. At the workshop, 
findings from interviewing academic researchers were discussed and triangulated. 
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4. Study findings 
 
4.1 basic quantitative data 
 
At the Cologne University of Applied Sciences, 11 researchers were interviewed with eight male and 
three female respondents. The main reason for the high numbers of male respondents is the presence 
of fewer female academics and scientific researchers at the Institute for Technology and Resource 
Management in the Tropics (ITT) of CUAS. However, the imbalance between male and female 
researchers does not represent the whole CUAS. Researchers from ITT were mainly selected for the 
interviews because of their close connections and activities related to climate change and disaster risk 
reductions compared to the other faculties and departments of the university. There were four full-time 
professors, three senior researchers, one Alexander von Humboldt visiting researcher, one Ph.D. 
researcher, one early career researcher, and one academic curriculum development specialist. CUAS is 
the most prominent applied science university of Germany and, therefore, the majority (five) of the 
interviewed personnel belonging to the background of natural science, three physical geographers, one 
architect, two civil engineers. Only one of the respondents of having a geography background currently 
recognized himself as a social scientist. CUAS has 12 faculties includes the fields of Applied Natural 
Sciences; Architecture and Construction; Information and Communication; Computer Science; 
Engineering; Culture; Society and Social Sciences as well as Business Studies and offers more than 90-
degree programs.  
 
Among the interviewed researchers, nine people reported some form of connection with different formal 
and informal networks with different degrees of involvement, although most of the networks are not 
directly concerned with climate change issues. Professors tend to have more connections with formal 
(one or two networks), and informal networks whilst other researchers are having lower degrees of 
involvement with informal networks. Many of the networks are in the form of professional networks, 
network projects and informal community groups such as email groups as opposed to specific networks 
on climate change issues. Involvement with the "Friends of Ecosystem-based Adaptation (FEBA)" and 
"Gobeshona" networks are the only particular climate change and adaptation networks where one CUAS 
researchers are associated.  
 
Seven of the interviewed people reported that they have attempted to communicate research findings to 
the policymakers; however, not all the findings are directly concerned with addressing climate change. 
Five people reported that they tried to communicate their research findings to policy people on issues 
related to biodiversity, water management, education promotion, ecosystem management, and disaster 
risk reduction Interestingly, researchers having natural science background are more willing to connect 
with local-level policy people whereas researchers with more social and geography background are 
having a connection with regional and national policy people. One of them is planning to be involved with 
policymakers in the future as part of the project.   
 
The majority of the policy communication happened with government policymakers, especially at the local 
government scale. Three professors and one senior lecturer also have policy communication with inter-
governmental levels, such as different UN agencies and IUCN. Five senior researchers have policy 
communication with civil society, but only three reported that they are in contact with the private sector 
and only at a very marginal scale. However, all the connected researchers emphasized that their 
communication with the policy people of different sectors did not necessarily connect directly with climate 
change issues but were concerned with broader environmental policies such as river naturalization for 
biodiversity management, land use management, water-energy-food nexus, etc. For example, only one 
professor mentioned his policy connections directly with disaster risk management related policy and 
policymakers.  
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Among the respondents connected with policymakers, all seven of them replied that they are involved in 
the policy identification stage, five reported extending their roles to policy agenda setting – but only one 
was found to involve in policy implementation that is opening a master course in Egypt by changing 
ministry's policies. Among the respondents, five of them said they were involved with policymakers in 
some extents such as local, state, national, and international. All four replied that they are in contact with 
government and civil society policymakers. Two of them said they are not sure how influential their 
contacts have been in terms of policymaking in general, and particularly environmental policymaking 
related to the project objectives. All seven of them reported that scientific events are the most used form 
of interaction with policymakers, followed by stakeholder consultations (4) and research-policy 
networking (3).   
  
In terms of the effectiveness of the respondent's interaction with the policymakers are somewhat 
consistent. All seven people reported that they judged that their engagement might be slightly effective, 
but with a lot of uncertainties that it might be not effective at all.  
 
Major networks mentioned  
 

Major formal networks Major informal networks 
CNRD RISK KAN 
Gobeshona DAAD networks 
German geography society ITT Networks and social media  
CIRmin YESS networks  
Resilience city network  
Friends of the EbA (FEBA)  

 
 

 
4.2. Qualitative discussions 

 

4.2.1 Roles of as university-based researchers in climate change policies 
 
The interviewed researchers from the CUAS do not necessarily always find themselves to be "knowledge 
brokers," although two respondents said they did see it as in-built in their responsibilities.  The 
respondents of CUAS stressed the role of the university to the issues of climate policy is building a 
'knowledge-based society' where the students themselves should able to identify "what is best and what 
not for society including fake news".  
 
Eight respondents emphasized upon enriching students by knowledge and practical experiences and 
many of whom might end up as government policymakers or consultants. Contrarily, opinions also 
reflected that universities' first roles should not be transporting research results to policymaking or putting 
the results into action. Instead, they feel that "they should just do research to generate knowledge with a 
hope that it would be used in some traditional ways or by the students". Therefore, academics are mostly 
worked as a "passive" knowledge broker with the primary duties of capacitating students rather than 
directly engaging with the policymakers.    
  
However, outside the academia, academics are involved in different extents (continuous and sporadic) 
knowledge brokering, providing basic information on climate change impacts and climate change 
adaptation strategies, which furthermore can be used by policymakers. Engagement with the 
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policymakers is not always the top agenda of the majority of projects TH Köln researchers are involved.  
The primary modes of communication are in forms of scientific communication, workshops, and 
occasionally policy dialogue. It also includes developing solutions by addressing problems that are tailor-
made for local stakeholders, for example, nature conservation practices using nature-based solution 
approaches in the North Rheine Westphalia state of Germany.  
   
 
 
 
4.2.2 Roles of Networks 
 
All interviewed researchers emphasized the importance of informal networks in involving and influence 
the policymakers to carry out some earlier mentioned roles. Formal networks such as CNRD (a DFG 
funded project to establish centers for natural resources management) are important to carry forward 
institutional objectives such as opening graduate courses. However, it is the informal networks and 
connections that provide vital access to people they need to communicate and engage and build a 
relationship on that, help to get the necessary time for engagement and building trust.  
 
Building trust is equally as necessary with the government when engaging with business and private 
sector decision-makers. When engaging with people, it is essential to know which people and their degree 
of influence on policymaking researchers are talking. According to an interviewed professor, 
"representatives of the communities who are often the very endpoint of a formal network can be identified, 
and talking with them on the street can be very revealing for different perspectives. In the European 
context, especially dealing with sensitive topics such as critical infrastructure, it is crucial to engage as 
scientists with communities and local and national stakeholders to develop meaningful trust for successful 
projects".   
 
Sometimes as external researchers, network partners guide to the people who are ready to speak. 
Networks are also very important (local, regional, national, international) for getting research funds as 
well to do research to communicate results on climate change. Networks are also important in terms of 
getting partners who know how to bring science results to different other levels, which usually researchers 
do not reach. For example, one responded underlined the unforeseen benefits of networks in the following 
ways using the example of resilience cities network in Latin America "……..for me it is super important to 
understand the relevance. Lots of thinking can come up sitting the small cozy room, living a relatively 
secured life in Germany with pension and paternalist thinking that I know what is good for you. There is 
always a danger involved in this thinking.  I am always glad to go to all these countries, listen to their 
ideas, and support them, and I find it important. If I go with Germany money and I feel bad about that 
because both the money and the trigger to go there come from the global north. And then they have to 
subscribe to the idea what I want to do with them, and it's not necessarily useful, relevant or legitimate.  
So, involving with the informal networks helps me quite a lot to get connected to needs, demands, and 
to understand what is necessary impartially".  
 
Therefore, these networks help create new ideas by 'ping-ponging" across different actors and networks', 
and they are very important to legitimize and establish a benchmark of what researchers are doing as 
well as influence the policy directions and actions. "Networks are quite helpful. Gobeshona network in 
Bangladesh, for example, played a key role in putting salinity issues forward. First, I got to meet with 
people from agriculture ministry and livestock ministry in the network and learned their concern about 
salinity. Even the problem with fisheries also been discussed in the context of salinity," as one interviewee 
underscored the roles of networks in highlighting certain issues on the policy table.  
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4.2.3 Barriers to engage with policymakers 
 
As mentioned in part one, CUAS researchers are mostly engaged with different levels of government and 
civil society, with only very marginal communication with the private sector. Whilst all kinds of 
engagement are found equally challenging, the magnitude of challenges differs according to different 
contexts and cultures.  
 
It is already said that each stakeholder, such as government or business has different challenges 
because they run on different business and value systems. One interviewee summed up the challenges 
of engaging with the government considering the government is a political bureaucracy that has a 
revenue system that "goes into the visibility into selling proposition to the electorate in administration and 
it is all about not to make a mistake and not to disturb existing structure".  
 
Another researcher was mentioning that government policymakers are often impatient to get results back 
up such statement; "the policymakers, they expect results in a very short time period, which is often not 
possible for us". The challenges with the government are also related to the understanding of the inside 
power structure.  For example, one professor mentioned, "at the government level, understanding parallel 
governmental structures and authorities, connections and divisions are too important to make effective 
communication. Side-lining departments or ministries could increase the risk of non-cooperation from the 
many relevant actors and policymakers". Although the respondent did not mention any particular example 
to back-up his claim, however, he referred to his experiences of working with governments in Southeast 
Asia for disaster risk reduction issues. Misunderstanding of government power structure leads research 
findings to a dead-end meaning the communication of the results is not effective for the intended purpose. 
Despite all the challenges, all researchers mentioned their preferences to work with the government since 
they could be the real change-maker in terms of the policy.  
 
At the same time, engagement with NGOs with climate research is also can be difficult, often they come 
with a different line of argument with strong moral and ethical drive, so "it is fundamentally different, and 
someone has to be able to connect with these people on that level". At the civil society level, all of them 
mentioned the challenges of terminologies used by both parties might not be mutually inclusive. One 
interviewee articulated the complexities by saying, "…. the terminologies you use that might be 
inappropriate for daily needs and find yourself in an ivory tower far away from real needs". Therefore, 
finding the appropriate level of language is of a certain importance, especially for civil society. Similarly, 
carefully balancing the different interest groups inside the civil society, which are represented in structural 
networks, are similarly challenging e.g., lay, people, grassroots groups, and organizations, because their 
inherent power structure are much more complicated than other institutions such as government and 
NGOs.    
 
Similar to the civil society, all respondents mentioned that engaging with the private sector also tricky 
because of the business-centric interests that often do not correspond to the pathways of DRR, climate 
adaptation, and related themes, especially for small and medium enterprises (SMEs). One important 
obstacle to engage with the private sector is to availability of time, money, and other resources. While 
researchers can be flexible in getting the results, business people often cannot allow such a protracted 
timeframe. Referring to the timeframe, one senior researcher commented, "With business, it is the same 
as government. People have to think about money. It's a private enterprise, so they also have to present 
results in a short timeframe, and we often can also not." Business is typically concerned with the business 
drive; it is about revenue and long-term sustainability of the business, not necessarily the environment. 
They want to make sure they run smoothly both for long and short-term gain. "They do not want to see 
some black numbers such as loss of profits coming up next year". The interviews provided the impression 
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that business groups are found the most difficult to engage, although very important. However, it should 
also be mentioned that CUAS researchers are also less likely to be involved with business sectors 
because of the nature of the projects they are involved with.  
 
4.2.4 Supports from university including academic freedom  
 
While the "support" from the universities is a key factor for translating knowledge to appropriate forums, 
the word itself has different interpretations of the respondents. For example, the large majority of the 
interviewed researchers who are in contact with policy people in various extents acknowledged the 
monetary and in-kind supports for their research publications, traveling, and conference attendance 
supports. They highlighted direct supports coming from a university in the form of some small publication 
grant and travel supports as well as administrative supports for proposal writings such as a financial 
proposal. 
All respondents of the CUAS unanimously agreed that the academic freedom that researchers enjoyed 
is the most important support they get from the university, which also includes "freedom of expression" 
and "time for research". Academic intellectual freedom is universally granted in Germany. However, the 
professors particularly mentioned that benefit, which allows them to identify and conduct research 
initiated by their own ideas. Junior lecturers and other researchers did not emphasize that academic 
freedom with great enthusiasm.  
It is also mentioned by the researchers that at an early stage of research career at the university such as 
Ph.D. level, researchers are not connected with policy at all. One mid-career researcher commented that 
"at the Ph.D. level, the start of my personal carrier, I was not connected at all. I did my research etc. Then 
as a post-doc, I was engaged in international projects, I got of course, I got connected via the research 
projects. That also means that the university did not do anything directly to connect……… I would say 
from the university itself, there is no, there are no incentives to connect with policy people, there is actually 
nothing. Maybe I forgot something, but I don't think there is anything". There is a voice from the junior 
researchers that more monetary supports should be provided to them to reach different groups of policy 
actors.   
 
At the same time, the senior and mid-career researchers (five persons to be exact) who are more 
engaged with the university's internal political process identified the recent and gradual openness of the 
university to interact with society and policy. University presidency e.g., vice-chancellor, encourages 
dialogue with policy and business 
, which is found very exceptional for an applied science university. Universities do not have hierarchical 
barriers to provide funding to write research grants and travel for workshops, which is important as well 
as legal supports. However, those supports are generic and not particularly oriented for climate change 
issues or policymaking interaction.    
 
According to junior researchers, practically, they do not see any efforts from university to foster research-
policy engagement in terms of climate change. Whilst the senior researchers and professors greatly 
appreciated the support university's effort for social engagement, they also demonstrated cautions of too 
much engagement with policy process and political decision-making. One professor underlined the risks 
of being politically abused, such as using the university's trust and neutrality to spared messages for 
political gains by different interest groups. They stressed the need to keep the political neutrality of applied 
science universities in general. For example, one professor mentioned that universities (particularly 
technical universities) should be careful before engaging in the movement like "Fridays for Future" or 
climate change adaptation and universities should remain autonomous and trustworthy to the society by 
providing information rather than political messages. At the same time, another professor strongly 
supported the idea of getting involved in the social and environmental movement, citing the university's 
founding commitments to serve society.  
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4.2.5 Advantages/disadvantages to engage in (climate) policy 
 
Being a researcher from a university, the main advantage is to offering a neutral ground to the 
policymakers. As a university of applied sciences, there are lower barriers to tackle applied problems. 
When someone is from a university of applied sciences and that he is working for 20 years as a 
consultant, usually policy-makers change their opinion and value the opinion. Most of the researchers 
mentioned that university status provides them access to places and forums where others are not 
welcome.  
 
On the one hand, applied science researchers experience difficulties in engaging with policy. Firstly, in 
climate adaptation cases, researchers mostly work as consultants for municipalities, and often, they have 
very low profile engagement with the policymakers and often engaged as technical consultants. 
Secondly, there is no guarantee that they can effectively translate knowledge because of the 
administrative direction. The report researchers provide will be adopted or not is depending on 
administrative will. Thirdly, if researchers want to directly engage with policymakers and attract their 
attention, for instance, inviting them in a joint workshop, it can be very difficult to draw their attention 
without informal and personal relationships. 
 
Some policymakers still think that researchers are too theoretical, that they are working in their ivory 
tower, and that researchers do not have an idea about the real world. One researcher summarized his 
experiences in the following way "the other thing is acceptability. You might be accepted as a knowledge 
broker; we might be accepted as an information provider. That does not necessarily mean people listen 
to us. So acceptability is often there because the university clearly has a high reputation. So most people 
consider us sober, neutral, which we are not everybody. However, this kind of projection can be 
advantageous and disadvantages".   
  
 
4.2.6 Universities responsibilities for climate change 
 
Eight interviewed researchers are confident that universities are already carrying out their responsibilities 
by providing information for the society by remaining politically neutral, and it is not their responsibility to 
actively engage in the political policy process. On the other hand, contrary opinion is also voiced that 
university is by default is a knowledge broker and should not shy away from the political debate (please 
see section 3.2.4 for more relevant discussion). Therefore, it is difficult to establish a line between what 
a (technical) university should do or not do in terms of promoting climatic objectives. Especially, people 
with a natural science background are keener on promoting scientific researches to meet the climatic 
targets. They stressed, "communicating what is found being as objective as possible and not following 
some agenda or ideology but on the facts that that's how it is and that's our suggestions (for the society 
and policy)". Social sciences and junior researchers showed more urge for the active involvement of the 
university in the political process of decision-making. At the same time, addressing climate change as a 
whole on all educational levels (bachelor, master, Ph.D.) and should bring certain aspects into the field 
of subjects, from engineering to social science, natural science etc. was also emphasized as a 
responsibility.  
 
As part of responsibilities, the university can also do interdisciplinary actions such as "grün Mensa," 
meaning that "green canteen from local agricultural production" for environmental awareness. Such 
activities can be beneficial for the students and open room for dialogue, even address the skepticism 
around climate change and therefore require institutional patronization. One responsibility of the 
university is mentioned to go deeper and get scientifically founded insights into the topics. Another way 
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is to think more about the means of engaging more people actively to think about things such as climate 
change. Second, also to find ways how scientific knowledge really transfers into action. Universities need 
to equip politicians with more means to implement scientific findings through regular science-policy 
dialogue with the policy people and institutions. "More means" means more power for them, taking them 
from societal unfriendly groups and lobbies. Politicians need more power to be able to control to 
implement science-based measures to counteract climate change impacts, and they need to have also 
meant to implement control institutions, which are independent in order to really set on some changes. 
In order to meet this responsibility, it is imperative that a (technical) university needs to break their 
technical shells and interact with society, and "University should not be trying to argue that we are neutral, 
that does not make sense because we are also a stakeholder like others". One researcher argued, 
"general responsibility is to formulate socially relevant evidence and train the new generation to tackle 
the challenges. University is doing good but not enough to solve the problems".   
 
 

6.  Conclusion and recommendations 
 
The study is conducted to produce a clearer picture of the roles of a university-based researcher to 
communicate and translate the knowledge into climate policy process through engagement and 
networking. In the context of Germany, the study is mainly conducted at the ITT of CUAS; therefore, the 
findings should not be extrapolated to the overall German context. ITT, as an institute, is more involved 
with the tropical countries of the world than Germany. As a result, the results highlighted a very diverse 
range of international connections of the researchers whilst the national connections are generally low.  
 
CAUS researchers are often found themselves as an intermediary researcher between local and sub-
national geographic and governance level in their policy and network engagement. Consequently, they 
have more engagement with the local networks and stakeholders who stay at the bottom half of the power 
hierarchy. As a result, it is often difficult to judge the extent of influences CUAS researchers are putting 
to shape policies.            
 
The results also identified the parallel nature of contextualizing "Knowledge Broker" by different 
researchers depending on their academic background, years of engagement in research, and current 
research directions. Despite the differences, all researchers agreed that universities need to be a 
knowledge broker at many levels, firstly, for the local communities and environment in which they are 
physically situated, secondly, for the region and nation and thirdly, for international causes like climate 
change. Because of the applied nature of the university, CUAS was insular in nature and sporadic in 
translating knowledge for local, national, and international causes. However, the university has been 
gradually opening up new frontiers of more public engagement in order to meet societal demands by 
being relevant to issues like climate change at different geographic scales.    
 
The study produces insightful recommendations for smooth translation of produced knowledge for 
decision making involving university researchers as knowledge brokers. Following are the significant 
recommendations, many of which are generated from the stakeholder meeting:    
 
 
Role of universities as knowledge brokers  
 
• University researchers as consultants are also doing the capacity building, but they are not 
recognized as a knowledge broker. Certain counties and many organizations are basically depending on 
the consultants and their decades of experiences without recognizing them as a knowledge broker. 
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Therefore, educating consultants as another multiplier for future partners so that they learn to preserve 
the need for knowledge brokering can be a good university strategy.  
 
• Localizing the knowledge and transferring to the education system is very important to train the 
future policymakers  
 
• It is also important to have guidelines on "knowledge broker" at the university level. For example, 
guidelines on necessary means and resources, areas of improvement for the scientists, how to prevent 
the scientists from the temptation trap of consultancies feeling the power to influence, and decision 
making whilst being trapped by influencers who wish to draw researchers to their specific needs. It is 
essential to provide necessary guidelines to stay neutral and get the big picture when speaking to 
individual people or networks. 
 
• Training other people and learning the language of policy engagement  
 
Knowledge and practice co-management for removing barriers  
 
• Knowledge and practice management together is an important part of brokering knowledge.  It 
is crucial to identify knowledge access, sharing, impediments, networks, tools, but also documentation 
and preservation of knowledge are very important. 
 
• We need to learn translation and language to speak to expectations of ministers, mayors, 
industry etc. understanding their value frame first 
 
• In our current approach, knowledge is not being accessible and not being shared. Universities 
has a lot of contacts with the private sectors, and knowledge does not trickle down to junior researchers 
because of the university hierarchy and structure. For example, the student assistant might go to a 
conference, gain key contacts, and not share it (having no space or chance to share it). 
 
• Ensuring and creating an environment so that university researchers can shake-off their 
"knowledge holder" and 'ivory tower' status, and they can share their ideas without fear. It includes that 
universities need to engage more in local issues and concerns.   
 
• Current funding schemes are often problematic to becoming knowledge brokers because we do 
not have a chance to interact with the stakeholders at the initiation process of the research writing scope. 
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Annex – Survey Questionnaire and Semi-Structured Interview (SSI) prompts 
 
Part 1 
 
1. Interviewee name.     2. Organization name.      3. Sex.    4. Professional career stage. 
 
5. Academic position.    6. Years in current position/with university      7. Discipline. 
 
8. Are you active in any formal or informal research-policy networks around climate change, either 
directly (fully involved) or indirectly (only occasional participation)?  (Please list each one). 
 
9. Have you ever attempted to use your research findings to engage directly with policy makers beyond 
the university?  
 
10. If Yes, with which of the following sectors? (government, civil society, private sector). 
 
11. If Yes, with what stage(s) of the policy processes have you been engaged? 
 
12. Are you currently actively engaging with policymakers (or have done so within the last twelve 
months)?  
 
13. If yes, with which sector(s)? (government, civil society, private sector) 
 
14. In general, how was this contact with policymakers initiated? 
 
1 Invited by the policy maker 
2 Instigated contact yourself 

 
15. In your most recent case of interaction, what form(s) has your engagement with the policy process 
taken?   
 
1 Traditional journalism (e.g. op eds) 
2 Stakeholder consultations, policy roundtables 
3 Advocacy and campaigning  
4 Research-policy networking 
5 Scientific events (e.g. conferences) 
6 Social media activities (e.g. Twitter) 
7 Publishing blogs 
8 Writing policy briefs 
9 Other 

 
16. Could you provide a list of ‘policymakers’/decision makers at any level with whom you are sharing 
or discussing research evidence currently (or in the past 12 months)? (e.g. civil servants, MPs, 
business leaders, ministers, people of influence in civil society). Up to five for each. 
 
17. In general terms, during the past year, how effective do you think your role has been as a 
university-based researcher in influencing policy around climate change?  
 
1. Very effective        2. Slightly effective         3. Not effective       4. Don’t know                       
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Part 2 
 
1. How do you see your role as a university-based researcher (and/or teacher) in relation to climate 
change policy issues? 
 
2. What specific research findings have you attempted to use to engage policymakers, and why? 
(Ideally during the past 12 months, but if not, then from earlier experiences) 
 
3. To what extent have you been able to carry out this role? Please give some examples of 
engagement. 
 
4. What achievements, or setbacks, have you experienced? 
 
5. How useful have you found formal and/or informal networks in helping to facilitate this type of work? 
(please refer back to your answer in Part 1, Q8 below). 

 
6. In your experience, how do you see the relative challenges of engaging with (i) government, (ii) civil 
society, and (iii) business? 

 
7. What kinds of support does your university give to support researchers engaging with the world of 
policy? 

 
8. How useful is the support/training in your view? (If you have had such training, please give an 
evaluation of strengths and weaknesses) 
 
9. How could such support be improved? 

 
10. What are the advantages/barriers to engaging with policy from the position of working in a 
university? 
 
11. How far is the intellectual freedom of universities being maintained to ensure that policy 
engagement by researchers around climate change issues remains possible? 
 
12. What are the general responsibilities of universities in trying to address climate change challenges, 
and how do you think they might better meet those responsibilities? 
 
13. Can you give any examples of ‘best practices’ in this area (either in your university, or observed in 
other universities, or both?). 
 
14. Is there anything else you would like to add? Is there any aspect of this subject that we have not 
covered properly, in your opinion? 
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