School-University Knowledge Exchange Schemes
Background and process
School-University Knowledge Exchange Schemes (SUKES) is a collaboration set up by an
international group of educational researchers and consultants in 2012 to investigate
knowledge exchange partnerships between researchers and practitioners. The aims of the
collaboration are to identify existing active schemes and survey their purpose, form and
characteristics. Questions being investigated initially are:
1. How are school-university knowledge exchange schemes funded?
2. What types of interaction between teachers and researchers are involved?
3. How is engagement with evidence supported?
4. How is new knowledge generated and shared?
5. What are the success factors and challenges?
6. What evidence is there of impact on teaching and learning?
An initial survey in 2012 identified 13 schemes and its findings were discussed at a workshop
at the EIPPEE workshop in Frankfurt in 2013. While the survey responses revealed diversity
in purpose, partners and funding, the following common factors were associated with
success:
capacity to collaborate effectively between dissimilar cultures: schools and academia


building of mutual trust between academics and practitioners



starting by accepting and reflecting on real issues in schools (“how it actually is”)



recognising the value of different kinds of knowledge and of ways to manage them

In a workshop discussion suggestions were made for each of the key stakeholder groups:
 for leaders of schools, encouragement of evidence-using cultures and growing them
in partnership with universities and municipalities
 for practitioners and researchers, recognising differences in the forms of knowledge
they work with, and how these forms interrelate, as they collaborate
 for policymakers, supporting locally-based schemes so they may access and
assimilate the evidence being discussed between practitioners and researchers
From this initial study it was decided to draw on existing theory and further analytical
empirical work to consider how to model the knowledge exchange process. The study group
has taken this forward in 2014 by considering four specific schemes and relating experience
in them to theoretical ideas about knowledge use, culture and institutions.
Leaders in the four schemes, in Iceland, Netherlands, Sweden, and the UK have developed a
set of perspectives on important themes by combining practical experience of an actual
scheme with theoretical ideas. The four perspectives are: concepts of organizational change;
institutional and cultural factors; evidence-based policy and practice and the knowledge
process in practice.
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From discussions based on the four perspectives and the specific schemes studied we offer
a simple conceptualisation of the process of change in which knowledge exchange is a part.
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Four perspectives
1. Organisational change
The Mennta Mioja Education Centre
Anna Kristin Siguroadottir, Iceland
XXX

2. Institutional and cultural perspectives
The Essunga School Transformation & evidence placed in context
Per Skoglund, Sweden
We are focusing on collaboration between different “institutional types”, namely
“research”, “policy making” and “school practice”. All three are grounded in certain ideas
and institutional standards, implicit or explicit, and they do have a “practice”. Here I will
focus mainly on the relation between research practice and school practice. By an amazing
case of school development in Sweden (Persson & Persson 2012; Persson 2012; European
Agency 2013a), I will illustrate how change is made by relating school to new research,
reflecting the dominating culture, or “Thought-Action-Style”, which helped the creation of a
new culture and institutional standards (Bogason 1987; North 1993;Johansson 2003:25;
Hatch & Zilber 2012; Zilber 2012).
Some research relate to the challenge of school-research-collaboration and states that it is
about “bridging the gap” (Green 2008: 120ff; Jansson 2011; Biesta 2007; Simons, Kushner,
Jones & James 2003). In order to bridge the gap it seems crucial that researcher “know” the
community, that the school professionals are fully involved and that it is a nonhierarchical
and mutual relation (Reback, Cohen, Freese and Shoptaw 2002). Later research elaborate
two ideal types of knowledge production, one based on problem formulation by research
institutions and the other based on formulation by the school community (Bresnen and
Gibson 2013:27).

2

Miserable outcomes by a segregative culture- A shock
Efforts in the Essunga municipality began in 2007, when open comparisons between schools
in Sweden’s municipalities were presented for the first time. Only 76% of the students were
eligible for upper secondary national school and Essunga schools were in the very bottom.
Three years later all pupils were eligible for upper secondary school and in 2011 the national
average of eligibility was 87%, while 97% were eligible in Essunga. How was this possible? In
essence it was a matter of a dominating culture and institutionalized standards of
segregation of students with any difficulties in school. The results were falling in spite of
teachers’ ambitious work and school procedures. The number of students, moved from
ordinary activities and placed into special groups, grew increasingly and these students did
not return to the regular class room. The special pedagogues then started a discussion with
the headmaster about how it might be possible to change the situation (Persson & Persson
2012).
Modes of transformation-a brief secondary analysis
Persson & Persson (2012) and later European Agency (2013a) and Skoglund (2013) uncover
several aspects of transformation. The case illustrates how one can create a “knowledge and
learning friendly context”, consisting of a common culture and commonly stated
institutional standards in order to “take care of” research evidence in order to get better
outcomes.
The case uncover not one, but a certain chain of “tipping-points” (Skoglund 2013; 2014
forthcoming; Kim & Mauborgne 2003). The first step was to accept how bad the situation
was, and thereby clarify a common understanding and certainty about this situation. Every
organization facing a situation like this, is however based only on its own members “earlier
way” of understanding and explaining school problems. This “thought style” (Persson &
Persson 2012:78 based on Fleck 1935/1997:34) could be labeled the “blame theory”, which
constitutes of blaming others, the pupils, the parents and the bad surrounding society and
its lack of “enlightment”.
In order to create a new, as I will label it “thought-action- style”, it seems necessary to get
some input from the outside. In this case, Essunga asked for “counselling help” from the
National Agency for special needs education and Schools. The help consisted on practice
based and research based evidence of change and Essunga did get support by “expanding
models” of understanding, pinpointing the leadership style, the organizing of competencies
and teaching modes as key explanations to student outcomes.
In order to change, it is necessary to understand the causes, but it is not sufficient; it is also
necessary to create an idea or a vision of “another way of being as school and as
professional”. By using research evidence, summarized in small pamphlets the principal
and the special pedagogue created new material to be reflected by all teachers in scheduled
“reflective meetings” for a long period of time. This material and reflections helped the
school to create a vision of a culture of sharing and learning for all: politicians, professionals,
pupils and parents. Step by step, the professionals refined strategy and practical
procedures which became commonly accepted and formulated institutional standards.
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Conclusion
A fundamental change mechanism seems to be the creation of time and space to confront
existing “knowledge in practice” with research “knowledge about practice” and shaping of
arenas for developing a common “knowledge for practice”, the future work.
To generalize, Essunga schools moved from a “grid culture” (regulation from above) to a
“group culture” where all stakeholders “accepted to learn” and to support each other
(Persson & Persson 2012; Douglas 1986; Johansson 2003:27). The actors in Essunga also
managed to make this to an institutionalized culture by political and executive formalization
of statements here framed as “institutional standards” by the municipal system: all can
learn, all shall succeed, all shall be challenged and supported, all teachers do use the same/a
similar procedure of structuring the school day and so on. It was not an institutionalization
from the “top” or the “bottom”, it was created from “within” humans and between humans
in collaboration on different levels.
By this case one can tentatively state that the question of “utilization of research evidence”
(Jansson 2010) is not a question of prime order, rather the Essunga case indicates a
“dynamic sequence” (Skoglund & Erkinger 2007; Liljeroth et al 2011) by facilitation of a
constructive/efficient way of using research evidence “in context”:
Is—Why---Idea of “better”---New knowledge---Change thoughts---Change procedures---New
Outcomes---New culture and institutional standards---Is---Why

Research evidence is by this “placed in context” and used for development with better
outcomes. At the same time the change in Essunga has become new evidence by the
researchers following the transformation and a constructive, but still not uncomplicated,
dialogue continues between school professionals and researchers in Essunga and between
these researchers and the counsellors in the National Agency mentioned. Therefore it is
about the collaborative investigation of “esse” and “essens” and the key factor is “inter
esse”, in the meaning of “to be in between with interest of the other”. How is it to be in
practice, what is the essential factors of that being and which counselling support is needed
to “merge” practice and research? (compare Hessels, van Lente & Smits, 2009)

3. Evidence-based practice and policy
The Yorkshire Informed Practice Initiative
Mary Sheard, UK
XXX
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4. The knowledge process, involving municipality, school, university
Tomislav Tudjman, Netherlands
Introduction
Very few people will doubt the need to use science to improve the results of educational
practice wherever possible. There seems to be a widespread consensus about two
elements. One is that educational practice, in order to be efficient and effective, can and
should be informed by results from research. The other is that educational theory and
research, in order to be valorised, can and should be informed by everyday educational
practice. Despite this consensus, it is not common practice yet that educational practice and
science inform each other in such a way that they gain from each other. In other words,
despite this consensus, there is still a large gap between educational research and practice.
We argue that bridging this gap needs more than a paragraph on practical implications in
each research article, and more than a single course on research in the training of
practitioners. We need to look at new ways of circulating knowledge through learning
networks and cooperative knowledge production processes. In the city of Rotterdam, the
Netherlands, a new innovative network has been set up that aims to bridge the gap: The
Knowledge Network on Talent in Rotterdam (KNT).
Bringing parties together
The starting point of the Knowledge Network is that the development on the one hand and
the use of knowledge on the other hand, should not take place in two separate areas but in
one common area (co-creation). In other words, the knowledge network creates this
common area by bringing together parties that deliver “evidence for practice” as well as
“practice based evidence”.
The whole idea of the network is to have a professional, fast but loosely coupled group of
people and institutes who work together in different mixture on different subjects. The
network is not highly funded or granted. It largely works on professional standards of
collegiality and on the experience that every one gains with the cooperation. We do so by
creating a close cooperation between educational and knowledge institutes, having the
commitment of school boards and municipality and importantly working in a noncompetitive atmosphere. How do we manage that? Well, the KNT have earned a position in
the Rotterdam educational surrounding where she, on the one hand, forms the ‘eyes and
ears’ of the educational policy (what happens in the field?) and on the other hand a
knowledge base where institutes can get informed and (hopefully in the future) trained.
In that way we can keep up good relations among each other and create accessibility of
knowledge on important current issues.
Activities
The KNT in Rotterdam has five types of activities:
1. Knowledge exchange
Exchange of knowledge takes place in different ways. We organise six regular
meeting in a year where all involved organizations inform each other on what they
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are doing, what they have learned from other networks or conferences and on what
issues they can work together or get informed. Besides that we organize KNT
specials in which a current topic, such as transition models, professional capital,
career orientation etc.
Furthermore we have a virtual linked-in group and a website
(www.kenniswerkplaats-rotterdamstalent.nl). With this we want to inform more and
more policy makers, educational researchers and practitioners about our ideas,
insights and activities on the agenda.
2. Research
We do a lot of research, not only within our own organization (these are the
University and the Universities of Applied Science), but within the KNT. We always
work with a minimum of 3 members coming from 3 different organizations.
In that way the best researchers are appointed to do the job and, because we are a
active network, we can come up with a consortium quickly. This is of great
advantage for the client (municipality, schools), they often want quick answers.
Research can range from explorations on certain themes that show what knowledge
is already available to large-scale studies where multiple parties are contributing.
Short opinions and advices are written too.
3. Acquisition
With building consortia for the activities explained under point 2, we use them also
for doing acquisition in National and European funds.
4. Educational Activities
The KNT is designed to connect with all the schools in the city. The KNT delivers
recent knowledge and information into education by giving presentations and
trainings. Difficult is to actually engage practitioners more in our network and
influential change educational practice (see ‘issues for future development’)
5. The Network as a Professional Community
These includes activities such as conferences, study visits, peer reviews in
educational settings within our city and abroad share and collect knowledge.
Summarized
• Within our network important new research questions are formulated.
• Fast way of getting and transferring Knowledge
• Avoid duplication of studies carried out in the Rotterdam context
• Preferred supplier municipality
• Clear output: Research Reports, Advices, Literature studies etc.
• Impact on and transformation of the educational workplace
• Practical information (portal) on the website and discussions on Linkedin.
Issues for future development
The ultimate goal of the network is to build a community of local educational expertise that
supports policy development and educational practice in Rotterdam. That is a big challenge
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in a complex educational area. We have to overcome the gap between theory and practice
involving as many people as we can. This means also that we have to find a balance
between the supply and the demand for knowledge. We need to translate abstract
educational concepts to a very practical implementation level. The following questions give
form to our future development:
1. How can we make sure that what we do has an impact (effectiveness)?
2. How do we get knowledge into school programs?
3. How can KWP further strengthen the professional education community in
Rotterdam?
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Preliminary conclusions
The four schemes share some very general characteristics:
1. practice is informed by results from research and research is informed by practice
2. Schools’ engagement with research evidence is part of the its improvement agenda
3. The schemes provide a framework for communication and activities.
4. The schemes increase interaction between the various communities
5. Activities within the schemes involve researchers, practitioners and others
6. Schemes support the professional development of teachers in several distinct ways
The mode of operation depends critically on local circumstances - funding, leadership
political context and individual personalities, among others. It is not expected that any
scheme could be transplanted effectively to another context in its entirety.
We conclude by mapping the four cases in this study against the models outlined in the
third perspective above. EducationPlaza (EP) or MenntaMiðja (www.menntamidja.is) is a
collaborative virtual venue. As a knowledge communities model for reducing the knowingdoing gap, EP facilitates and develops channels of communication for sharing information
and consulting on research and school development projects. EP also aims to connect the
various activities and functions of actors in the school- and academic communities through
new and existing communities of practice and other collaborative efforts. The role of the EP
is to provide a framework for the various activities within five active plazas: language,
science, special education, special education, ICT, and philosophy for teachers. Building
more or less on grassroots initiatives has promoted interesting research questions about
how to establish relationships between the academic community and schools in such an
informal forum. Involving the academic community proved to be problematic. Researchers
hesitated to join in and share or discuss their results. However, others found ways to work
with the plazas to advance and add important dimensions to their research projects. This
suggests that while functioning with some success as a knowledge community model, the
initiative would benefit from involving researchers more by incorporating more features of
the research development diffusion model, and developing the role of researchers as
mediators. In the longer term, the evidence-based practice model should be adopted to
provide evidence of the effectiveness of activities identified through the plazas.
Similarly, the Knowledge Network on Talent in Rotterdam (KNT) is a professional, fast but
loosely coupled group of people and institutes who work together in different ways on
different subjects. It provides new ways of circulating knowledge through learning networks
and cooperative knowledge production processes to bridge the knowing-doing gap. It aims
to do so by organizing a variety of innovative activities (virtual as well as real) that involve
researchers, and practitioners as well as policy makers. The knowledge network brings
together parties that deliver “evidence for practice” as well as “practice based evidence”.
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An important observation is that much practical knowledge is not made explicit and is
therefore also not transferable knowledge. The ultimate goal of the network is to build a
community of local educational expertise that supports policy development and educational
practice in Rotterdam. To do this successfully, the network has identified the following
questions:
How can we make sure that what we do has an impact (effectiveness)?
How do we get knowledge into school programs?
How can the knowledge network further strengthen the professional education
community in Rotterdam?
Like the EP initiative above, KNT functions well as a knowledge community model for
reducing the knowing-doing gap. However, the specific collaborations between researchers
and practitioners are less clear, as in the Research Development Diffusion Model.
Furthermore, while the Evidence-Based Practice Model for reducing the knowing-doing gap
addresses the questions of effectiveness and translating findings from effective research
into practice, it is not yet reflected in the KNT initiative.
The research question underpinning the York Informed Practice Initiative (YIPI) was ‘ How
are evidence-based programmes and strategies best selected, introduced, implemented and
sustained in schools and what are the outcomes in terms of changes in practice and school
improvement?’ A five-stage engagement process was used to structure the collaboration in
evidence use through productive contact between researchers and practitioners. The
schools welcomed the researchers’ provision of research evidence summaries for proven
programmes and practices with potential to meet the needs identified by the individual
schools and put them to practical use.
The initiative illustrated an important characteristic of the Research Development Diffusion
Model,that of expansive learning: that learning expands up and outward from a subjective
perspective to a socially shared perspective, then down and inward from those socially
shared perspectives to a subjective perspective where learning is shaped by prior
experience, personal sense of efficacy, emotion, identity, and moral commitment. The
proposed development from this proof-of-concept study is to evaluate the process in a
randomised control trial, recognising that only through the Evidence-Based Model can
questions of effectiveness and translating into practice be addressed.
In the Essunga study from Sweden, which focuses on increased capability of inclusion and
goal achievement through counselling and research cooperation, important work is done by
questioning the existing practice and ethics accepting “uncertainty” as the mean of
developing schools. Politicians, managers, principals, teachers, local supporting
professionals, pupils, parents, counselors and researchers work together to search for
common development of local schools within the local community. This provides an
example of The Knowledge Communities Model. Early in the change process, the Education
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Board decided that all work should emanate from current research evidence. Literature was
summarised and given to all staff, from the preschool teachers to the staff at adult
education and the content was discussed and connected to the teachers’ own knowledge
and experiences. This, in turn, represents the Research Development Diffusion Model, while
the role of researchers as mediators is perhaps under-developed and may be given more
emphasis in supporting and challenging schools in future work.
Applying the three models to the SUKES initiatives helps to identify their similarities and
differences. Moreover, it suggests a new conceptual and pragmatic way forward for this
knowledge exchange venture to reduce the knowing-doing gap in education. Figure 1
shows how the Evidence-Based Model, the Research Development Diffusion Model and the
Knowledge Communities Model can form an integrated approach, with the Evidence-Based
Model as the principal approach to addresses the questions of effectiveness and translating
findings from effective research into practice.
Figure 1. An integrated model to address the knowing-doing gap

Research Development
Diffusion Model

Evidence-Based Practice
Model

Knowledge Communities
Model

Developing this integrated approach will be one of the main challenges for SUKES in the
future.
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Appendix A
Initial survey of knowledge exchange schemes 2012
13 schemes were identified in six European countries in the first phase of the SUKES project:
as shown in Table 1.
Country

Institution

Name of Scheme

Focus of Scheme

Iceland

The Education Center,
University of Reykjavic

Menta Mioja

A framework for forums
for research and
development projects
across different sectors
and educational issues

UK

Institute for Effective
Education, University of
York

The Yorkshire
Informed Practice
Initiative (YIPI)

A school engagement
process for selecting
and implementing
evidence-based
programmes

UK

Coventry City Council and
CfBT Education

The CfBT/Coventry
Anti Bullying Project

Tackling bullying in
Coventry schools

Netherlands

RISBO Research, Training
& Consultancy Agency,
Erasmus University,
Rotterdam

Rotterdam Talent
Knowledge Network

Building a community of
local educational
expertise that supports
policy development and
educational practice in
Rotterdam

Sweden

National Agency for Special
Needs Education and
Schools (SPSM) in Sweden, &
Borås University College,

Essunga Municipal
School: Inclusion
and goal attainment

Use of research
evidence to create a
culture of inclusion in
the poorest goal
attaining municipality

Sweden

12 municipalities and their
schools, supported by

Creating Inclusive
Learning
Environments

Creating more inclusive
learning environments,
using research as an
impetus for change and
for creating new
knowledge through the
project

National Agency for Special
Needs Education and
Schools (SPSM) in Sweden,
other national Education
Agencies and the university
College of Malmö
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Belgium

Vrije University, Brussels

CLiL Multilingual
education

Multi-lingual education

UK

Aston University,
Birmingham

How Language
Works

Promoting learners’
facility with subjectspecific language to
raise attainment in
secondary schools

Germany

Ulm University

Scientific knowledge
about effective
learning

Identifying factors
associated with
effective learning
through empirical
research

UK

Teacher Development
Trust, London

National Teacher
Enquiry Network

A membership network
providing support and
resources to teachers

Germany

ZNL Transfer Centre of
Focus Kind
Neuroscience and
Learning, Ulm University
and the Sachsisches
Bildungsinstitut, Radebeul
University

Development of
teaching approaches
based on lessons
learned and their
implementation in
practice

Germany

Ulm University

EMIL-Learning
emotion regulation

Cognitive
neuroscientific research
on learning

UK

Centre for the Use of
Research Evidence in
Education (CUREE),
Coventry

Route Maps

Interactive Route maps
providing evidence
about effective teaching
strategies

12

Appendix B
References
Organisational change. Anna Kristin Siguroadottir, Iceland
Ball, A.F. (2012). To know is not enough: Knowledge, power, and the zone of gererativity.
Educational Researcher, 41, 283-293. DOI: 10.3102/0013189X12465334
Broekkamp, H. & van Hout-Wolters, B. (2007). The gap between educational research and
practice: A literature review, symposium , and questionnaire. Educational Research and
Evaluation, 13/3, 203-220.
Cowan,D., Joyner, S. & Beckwith, S. (2012). Introduction to systemic improvement. Getting
serious about the system, pp..1- 20 . California: Corwin.
Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change. Xxx
Hargreaves, A. & Shirey, D. (2013). The global fourth way. The quest for educational
excellence. Thousand Oaks USA: Corwin
Hargreves, A. & Fullan, M. (2012). Professional capital xxx
Levin, B. (2012). System wide improvement. Brussel: The International Academy og
Education.
Schildkamp, K., Ehrena, M. & Kuin Laib, M. (2012). Editorial article for the special issue on
data-based decision making around the world: from policy to practice to results. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 23/2, 123–131.
Senge, P. (2000). Schools that learn.
Sigurðardóttir, A.K. (2010). Professional learning community in relation to school effectiveness.
Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research. 54/5, 395-412.

Spillane, J. P. ( 2012). Data in practice: Conceptualizing the data-based decision-making
phenomena. American Journal of Education, 118/2, 113-141.
Steiner-Khamsi, G. (2013). What is wrong with the ‘What-Went-Right’ approach in
educational policy? European Educational Research Journal, 12/1, 20http://dx.doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2013.12.1.20
Stoll, L. & Louis, K.S. (2007). Professional learning communities: …..
Tyack, D., & Cuban, L. (1995). Tinkering toward Utopia: A century of public school
reform.Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Institutional and cultural perspectives. Per Skoglund, Sweden
Biesta, G. (2007) “Why ´what works´won´t work: evidence-based practice and the
democratic deficit in educational research.” In Educational Theory, 57: pp1-22.

13

Bogason, P. (1987)”CAPACITY FOR WELFARE: LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN SCANDINAVIA AND
THE UNITED STATES.” Scandinavian Studies Vol. 59, No. 2, Rethinking the Welfare State
(SPRING 1987), pp. 184-202
Bresnen, M. & Gibson, B (2013) ”Journals à la mode? Twenty years of living alongside Mode
2 and the new production of knowledge.” In Organization, January 2013; vol. 20, 1: pp. 2537.
Douglas, M.T. (1986) How institutions think. 1st ed. Syracuse University Press. Syracuse,
USA.
European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education. (2013a)”Meeting the needs
th
of all learners – a school transformation Nossebro School, Essunga, Sweden, February 26 th
28 2013”. in ORGANISATION OF PROVISION TO SUPPORT INCLUSIVE EDUCATION.
Fleck, L. (1935 repr 1997) Uppkomsten och utvecklingen av ett vetenskapligt faktum:
Inledning till läran om tankestil och tankekollektiv. Brutus Östlings Bokförlag Symposium.
Stockholm
Green, L (2008) “Making research relevant: if it is an evidence-based practice, where´s the
practice-based evidence?” in Family Practice, 25: pp 120-124.
Hatch, M.J & Zilber, T. (2012) “Conversation at the Boarder Between Organizational Culture
Theory and Institutional Theory.” in Journal of Management Inquiry, 2012 21: pp. 94-97
Hessels, L.K., van Lente, H. & Smits, R. (2009) “In search of relevance: The changing contract
between science and society.” Science and Public Policy, June 2009; vol. 36, 5: pp. 387-401.
Janson, U. (2010) ”Erfarenhet och evidens-praktik och forskning i möte.” in Vetenskaplig
artikelsamling om specialpedagogik. Eds Göransson, K., Janson, U., Nilholm, C.
Specialpedagogiska skolmyndigheten/ Sweden.
Johansson, A. (2003) Offentlig kultur i omvandling? Om prestationsfinansiering och
konkurrensutsättning av offentlig serviceverksamhet. Örebro Studies in Political Science 7.
Örebro University.
Kim, W.C., & Mauborgne, R. (2003) “Tipping Point Leadership.” In Harvard Business Review.
April. pp 61-69.
Liljeroth, I., Engen, T., Larsson, J., Skoglund, P., Öfverholm, C. (2011) Verksamma
verksamheter: Att bättre förstå, hantera och utveckla verksamheter för kvalitet och effektiv
resursanvändning. Daidalos. Göteborg.
North, D. (1993) Institutionerna, tillväxten och välståndet. SNS förlag. Stockholm.
Persson, B & Persson, E. (2012): Inkludering och måluppfyllelse- att nå framgång med alla
elever. Liber.Stockholm.
14

Persson, E. (2012) ”Raising achievement through inclusion.” In International Journal of
Inclusive Education. 1-16. DOI:10.1080/13603116.2012.745626
Reback, C.J., Cohen,A-J., Freese,T.E. & Shoptaw, S. (2002) “Making Collaboration Work: Key
Components of Practice/Research Partnerships.” in Journal of Drug Issues, July 2002; vol 32,
3: pp. 837-848
Skoglund, P., Erkinger, V. (ed) (2007) ” A Collection of Ways to Understand and Promote
Learning
in
Practice
.”at:
http://www.adameurope.eu/prj/1433/prj/2008%2001%20PRODUCT%20AMS%20-%20Schwedisch.pdf
Skoglund, P. (2013): ”Inkludering och skolans osäkerheter – att stödja professionella att
lära.” in Paideia, Tidsskrift for professionel paedagogisk praksis, s.20-29. nr 05/13.
Zilber, T.B. (2012) “The Relevance of Institutional Theory for the Study of Organizational
Culture.” in Journal of Management Inquiry. 2012 21: pp. 88-92

Evidence-based practice and policy. Mary Sheard, UK
Ball, A. F. (2012). To Know Is Not Enough: Knowledge, Power, and the Zone of Generativity.
2012 AERA Presidential Address. Educational Researcher, Vol. 41 (8), 283-293.
Dagenais, C., Abrami, P., Bernard, R., Janosz, M. and Lysenko, L. (2008) Integrating researchbased information into the professional practices by teachers and school administrators:
Towards a knowledge transfer model adapted to the educational environment, Ottawa:
Canadian Council on Learning.
Dagenais, C., Lysenko, L., Abrami, P., Bernard, R.,Ramde, R. and Janosz, M. (2012) Use of
research-based information by school practitioners and determinants of use: a review of
empirical research. Evidence & Policy. 8 (3), 285–309.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1332/174426412X654031
Davies, H.T.O., Nutley, S.M. and Walter, I. (2005) Approaches to assessing research impact:
Report of the ESRC symposium on assessing the non-academic impact of research, St
Andrews: Research Unit for Research Utilisation, School of Management, University of St
Andrews.
Estabrooks, C.A. (2007) ‘Prologue: a program of research in knowledge translation’, Nursing
Research, 56 (4 suppl 1): S4–S6.
Graham, I.D., Logan, J., Harrison, M.B., Straus, S.E., Tetroe, J.M., Caswell, W. And Robinson,
N. (2006) ‘Lost in knowledge translation: time for a map?’, Journal of Continuing Education
in the Health Professions, 26 (1): 13–24.
Hannan, A., Enright, H. and Ballard, P. (1998) Using research: The results of a pilot study
comparing teachers, general practitioners and surgeons, www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/
documents/000000851
McKibbon, K.A., Lokker, C., Wilczynski, N.L., Ciliska, D., Dobbins, M., Davis, D.A., Haynes, R.B.
and Straus, S.E. (2010) ‘A cross-sectional study of the number and frequency of terms used
15

to refer to knowledge translation in a body of health literature in 2006: a Tower of Babel?’,
Implementation Science, 5 (1): 16, doi:
10.1186/1748-5908-5-16. Mitton, C., Adair, C.E., McKenzie, E., Patten, S.B., and Waye Perry,
B. (2007) ‘Knowledge transfer and exchange: review and synthesis of the literature’,
Milbank Quarterly, 85 (4): 729–68.
Nutley, S.M., Walter, I. and Davies, H.T.O. (2003) ‘From knowing to doing: a framework for
understanding the evidence-into-practice agenda’, Evaluation: The International Journal of
Theory, Research and Practice, 9 (2): 125–48.
Nutley, S.M., Walter, I. and Davies, H.T.O. (2007) Using evidence: How research can inform
public services, The Bristol: Policy Press.
Rohrbach, L.A., Ringwalt, C.L., Ennett, S.T. and Vincus, A.A. (2005) ‘Factors associated with
adoption of evidence-based substance use prevention curricula in US school districts’,
Health Education Research, 20 (5): 514–26.

16

