Journal Of Open Resarch in Education 1 2026

JOI'RE © The Authors [CC-BY]
‘ https://doi.org/10.58069/jore.2026.1.132

“The Transfer of Knowledge’’: European Best Practices in
Evidence-informed Knowledge Transfer. Models for Export?

Sigrid Fahrer
Leibniz Institute for Research and Information in Education, ORCID 0000-0002-2235-3152
Carolin Anda
Leibniz Institute for Research and Information in Education, ORCID 0000-0003-4223-3892
Sieglinde Jornitz
Leibniz Institute for Research and Information in Education, ORCID 0000-0002-6444-962X

September 2026

Keywords: Knowledge Transfer, Evidence, Models

1 Introduction

In academia, knowledge transfer refers to the sharing of innovative ideas, research findings, experi-
ences and competencies among academics, government, enterprises, and society. From the view-
point of higher education, it corresponds to “third mission” engagements (Henke et al. 2017).
Knowledge transfer occurs not only between individuals but also within organizations and across
organizations and communities. We investigate knowledge transfer in education. The importance of
knowledge transfer across research, practice, politics and civil society in education is undisputed.
At the same time, a noticeable gap remains between research and non-scientific communities in
education (Grisel 2010, Diederichs & Desoye (eds.) 2023). This gap can be described as a discrep-
ancy to meet the expectations associated with knowledge transfer: on the one hand, there are ex-
pectations for educational research to impact practice with findings, and on the other hand, there are
expectations for educational practice to integrate research findings into practice. The gap can be ex-
plained by the inherent complexity of knowledge transfer across domains, which involves divergent
conceptualizations of knowledge, uncertainties regarding its practical application, and challenges in
identifying, implementing and evaluating effective transfer approaches (Malin & Brown 2020,
McMahon, Legget & Carroll 2022).



Efforts to strengthen knowledge transfer at the European level have led to the development of trans-
fer research within the context of evidence-informed policy-making as well as the establishment of
specialized organizations and institutional structures (OECD 2023).

Evidence-informed policy-making is a process whereby political decisions are based on information
drawn from multiple sources, including data, statistics, and findings from research and evaluation.
To ensure balanced decision-making and to guide policy and budgetary choices effectively, the pro-
cess of evidence synthesis is based on rigorous methodological standards, commonly subsumed un-
der the umbrella of systematic reviews (OECD 2020).

Two European transfer actors and their approaches are flagship initiatives of evidence-informed
policy-making in education: the British Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) with its Teaching
and Learning Toolkit and the Dutch Het Nationaal Regieorgaan Onderwijsonderzoek (NRO),
which has adopted EEF’s toolkit but also developed and runs the Kennisrotonde (knowledge round-
about). Their activities, including practice-oriented materials as well as dissemination and institu-
tional anchoring strategies, are widely regarded as prototypes for transfer and are positively as-
sessed in the research literature (cf. Locher, Unger, Hartmann, Hochweber, 2023; OECD 2023).

In the following, the two European initiatives will be characterized regarding their key aspects and
instruments in chapter 2. They are fundamental to our own study which examines how European
experiences can be adapted to the German educational context and specifically to the German Edu-
cation Server. Chapter 3 outlines the applied research method, while chapter 4 presents results and

raises further questions concerning the conditions of transfer and adaptation for Germany.

2 Two European Flagship Initiatives

The Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) in England serves an example of an institutionalized
approach to evidence-informed knowledge transfer in education. Established as an independent
charity, EEF has developed evidence-based knowledge tailored to the needs of schools since 2016.
Its core instrument for knowledge transfer is the EEF Teaching and Learning Toolkit, which cur-
rently consists of concise and accessible research summaries covering around 30 thematic areas.
These summaries are free of charge, available online and were based on systematic reviews of inter-
national research based on rigorous methodological standards. Each topic within the Toolkit is cat-
egorized according to implementation cost, strength of evidence, and estimated impact. Impact is
expressed in months of learning progress, calculated by comparing outcomes for pupils who parti-
cipated in each intervention with those who did not. This approach reflects the methodological rigor
underpinning the Toolkit, as studies based on randomized controlled trials are included in the evid-
ence base only. The overarching objective of the EEF Toolkit is to support school leaders in making
informed, evidence-based decisions regarding the effective allocation of educational funding.

The EEF Toolkit is exclusively grounded in research evidence and does not directly incorporate
practitioners’ experiences. It primarily functions as an overview of thematic areas, with a particular

emphasis on interventions that have demonstrated effectiveness in previous studies. Accordingly,



the Toolkit is intended as a starting point for evidence-informed decision making rather than a pre-
scriptive guide. For effective implementation in schools, the summarized evidence must be inter-
preted in light of specific institutional contexts, complemented by additional sources of data, and

considered alongside professional judgment in the decision-making process.

To support this contextualization, EEF provides complementary implementation resources. Each
Toolkit strand is accompanied by a guidance report that offers step- by-step recommendations for
implementation. In addition, EEF coordinates a network of Research Schools that support other
schools in interpreting research findings and translating them into practice through professional de-
velopment activities, practical examples, and peer-to-peer exchange. Insights from these practice-
oriented activities inform the broader work of the EEF, although they do not feed directly back into
the Toolkit itself. At present, the Toolkit’s evidence base includes studies published up to 2021. The
impact of the EEF’s knowledge transfer activities is assessed using a range of indicators, including
download figures, participation rates, and ongoing evaluative measures based on surveys and other
feedback instruments.

Beyond its national focus, EEF has established a global network of partners that adapt the Toolkit to

local contexts and educational systems while maintaining its evidence-based methodology.

The Netherlands are one of the European countries that are part of this international network. Het
Nationaal Regieorgaan Onderwijsonderzoek (NRO) has adapted the EEF Toolkit as part of various
initiatives aiming to mitigate the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. Moreover, the NRO has
broadened the evidence-informed approach by the Kennisrotonde to include a bi-directional per-
spective on transfer. The Kennisrotonde is designed to provide evidencebased responses to practice
oriented questions submitted online by school leaders and teachers. Once a practice-based question
is submitted, it is refined into a research question through a personal consultation with a socalled
knowledge broker. These brokers are (external) researchers based throughout the Netherlands.
Their role in the brokering process, through which research findings are translated into practice-rel-
evant answers, requires a high level of expertise in research communication. This phase is both
central and methodologically demanding, as it involves distinguishing between practitioners’ in-

formation needs and those questions that can be meaningfully addressed through research evidence.

In this context, practitioners may recognize that not all practical concerns can be translated into re-
search questions and that research does not always provide direct answers to practice-based prob-
lems. As a result, the number of questions submitted exceeds the number of questions that can ulti-

mately be answered.

Once a question has been sufficiently clarified, knowledge brokers compile an evidence-based re-
sponse drawing on the current research literature. The final answer is typically delivered to the
questioner within approximately ten weeks. To date, around 800 evidence-informed answers to
practical educational questions have been produced and are publicly available on the Kennisrotonde
website. In addition to the formal responses provided through the Kennisrotonde, a range of supple-
mentary materials is available online free of charge. These materials include practitioners’ reflective

reports, webinars, videos, and information sheets designed to support the use of evidence-based an-



swers for changes in professional practice or pedagogical orientation (van den Berg & Pins 2023).
No further structured knowledge transfer measures are currently in place. While usage statistics in-
dicate a high level of engagement with the Kennisrotonde, its broader impact on educational prac-
tice remains unclear, as systematic impact assessments using additional evaluative methods have

not yet been conducted.

The table below presents the key characteristics of the EEF Toolkit and the Kennisrotonde. It high-

lights their differences and similarities and provides a concise overview of two major instruments

aimed at facilitating the transfer of research evidence into educational practice.

EEF Toolkit NKO Kennisrotunde
Organisation: Education Endow-|Organisation: Nationaal Kennisinstituut Onder-
ment Foundation wijs
G 1 Running time Toolkit: since 2018 |Running time: since 2015
Inf(f:ne;;?i on Budget: 30,2 £ (2023/24) Budge.t: Ministry of education, various other
Number of employees: ca. 120 financial sources, 800.000 EUR (2016-2022)
Number of employees: 30 free-lance brokers, 3
inhouse brokers, 6 project managers
Teachers Teachers
Senior Leaders School leaders
Stakeholder o o ] )
Decision Makers Administrators involved in school development
Researchers in education
Maintaining a literature database |Collecting questions from practice
Delivering 30 systematic reviews |Assessing whether the questions are suitable
Establishing networks and practice|for being answered by brokers
partnerships Recruiting a pool of experts from research as
Transfer Su ] i brokers
Activities |° pporting getwork partners in the e
implementation process Training the experts
Enabling direct exchange between questioner
from practice and responder from research
Publication and dissemination
Summaries of 30 educational top-|1,500 answered questions based on research lit-
Output |ics based on rigorous systematic erature, 650 published in an online
reviews
Publication and dissemination Publication or dissemination of questions and
Accompanying implementation of|transfer products
measures in the extended networks|No further implementation activities
Implementa- je.g. regional partnerships, research
tion schools, International Evidence for
Education Network by providing
exchange and support formats
funding of projects




EEF Toolkit NKO Kennisrotunde

Rigorous systematic reviews by Factchecking the answers by three internal

the University of Durham brokers
Feedback and Survey of practice|Updating the published answers every three
Evaluation / [Partners years
Quality as- |Web indicators such as download|External evaluation 2020
surance figures and page views Survey of questioners
Web indicators such as downloads and page
views

Evaluation of interaction on social media

Table 1: Characteristics of EEF Toolkit and Kennisrotonde

These two flagship initiatives demonstrate well-established practices that seek to address the com-
plex challenge of knowledge transfer in education. We took these examples as a starting point to ex-
amine the conditions under which such initiatives can be meaningfully adapted to different institu-
tional and national contexts, focusing on Germany. Key questions of our own study include: To
what extent can evidence from one country’s educational system and research culture be applied to

another? Which aspects are crucial for a successful “transfer of transfer”?

By using the term “transfer of transfer”, we indicate a shift in the analytical focus in examining
how established approaches to knowledge transfer can be translated, adapted, and implemented
moving from one context to another. This concept draws on insights from comparative international
education research. This field is widely recognized for large-scale comparative assessment studies
such as PISA, which generate evidence for cross-national learning and policy development. From a
national perspective, international comparisons function as mechanisms for quality improvement by
identifying systemic strengths and weaknesses and fostering collaboration among countries and in-
stitutions. From a global perspective, international educational research is indispensable, as solu-
tions to major educational challenges can only be developed through a global scientific community.
In this sense, the “transfer of transfer” extends beyond the movement of knowledge itself; it encom-
passes the exchange of methods, practices, and learning processes that enable actors to learn from
one another and adapt successful approaches to individual contexts.

3 Method

The study was conducted across two closely interlinked phases, using two different research meth-
ods. The initial phase involved an in-depth analysis of EEF’s Toolkit and NRO’s Kennisrotonde.
Employing a content analysis, detailed catalogues of services, materials for practice and dissemina-
tion strategies for embedding evidence-informed teaching were examined along the categories of
general information, stakeholder, transfer activities, output, implementation, evaluation /quality as-

surance and core COl’I‘lpOl’leI‘ltS.

These categories led up to the content analysis that built the groundwork for semi-structured inter-



views which were conducted with individuals responsible for the programmes (one interview per
institution with two representatives). The interviews clarified remaining questions but were neither
recorded nor analysed along the line of a qualitative analysis. Summaries of the interviews were
produced and discussed by the project team. The interview with NRO focussed on the question of
how the EEF Toolkit was adopted and received in educational practice. Consequently, key compon-

ents of each action and instruments were identified.

In the second phase of the study, we examined the conditions of an implementation of best practices
from the Netherlands and United Kingdom into the German context. We focussed on perspectives
and logics of action of four key stakeholder groups involved in different knowledge transfer pro-

CESSES.

The first group consisted of eight teachers (two each from vocational schools, special needs schools,
secondary schools, elementary schools). Their thematic requirements, the processing of scientific
findings and the appropriate dissemination structures are crucial for the adaptation of the Toolkit

and the Kennisrotonde.

The second key stakeholder group consisted of teacher training experts in Germany’s federal states
(Bundeslidnder), in particular the pedagogical institutes and quality institutions, as well as transfer
structures of the Bundesldnder. Ten Bundeslidnder were represented in the group discussions, some
by several participants. These institutions are important for the engagement of schools and teachers

in the proposed transfer structures.

The third group of stakeholders comprised educational researchers and individuals working at clear-
ing houses at German universities. Ten individuals participated in the group discussions, five with a
long-standing involvement in the topic and five working on clearing and transfer in current project-
based initiatives. Their prior experiences are an important point of reference for evaluating the ex-

amined models for their adaptation.

As a fourth group, we focused on experts in educational technologies to explore dissemination sys-
tems and technical options for processing research knowledge (Fahrer, Wilmers and Rittberger
2023). Eight experts involved in information infrastructure participated here. Their insights regard-
ing the use of Al- based literature extraction tools may contribute to extending the scope of the two

transfer models.

All stakeholder groups were invited to moderated group discussions, where their unique perspect-
ives were discussed and shared. The format was chosen to provide, within a structured discussion
setting, both insights into the respective transfer-related areas of work and an opportunity to address
experiences of success. The simultaneous presence of representatives from several institutions made
similarities and differences clearly visible. The discussion was documented, and the results were

generated based on the discussion records.



4 Findings

The findings are based on systematically documented content analysis of two flagship initiatives
and discussions with practitioners and experts. They represent a synthesis of experiences, needs and
perspectives. The study sought to inform design decisions for the development of an information

platform by adopting a user-centred research approach.

The following section outlines and discusses three key findings:
4.1 Evidence Summaries

Across sectors, participants in the round tables emphasized a strong demand for well translated re-
search findings that are presented in accessible, practice-oriented formats to support classroom de-
cision-making. International instruments such as the Toolkit and the Kennisrotonde offer promising
starting points. However, these tools cannot be transferred directly. Substantial contextual adapta-

tion is required to ensure their relevance and legitimacy within the German Education Server.

Regarding the EEF Toolkit, adaptation would necessitate broadening the underlying evidence base
to incorporate studies that are more closely aligned with the German education system. This would
require the integration of more recent research as well as studies that do not rely on randomized
controlled trials, which are less common in German educational research. As a result, the categoriz-
ation system of the EEF Toolkit, which allows at-a-glance evaluation of each intervention, cannot
be maintained for the German context as it relies solely on quantifiable research outcomes. Con-
sequently, the EEF Toolkit would need to be complemented by additional evidence synthesis and
contextualization materials. Providing such transfer-oriented resources would support users in inter-
preting and applying research findings within their specific contexts, thereby facilitating effective

knowledge transfer.

The question-answer service of the Kennisrotonde offer valuable guidance for a system design.
Nevertheless, a functional equivalent for Germany and its German Education Server needs to be de-
veloped from scratch. Such a service should be oriented toward everyday questions of German edu-
cational practitioners. A translation of existing content is not recommended, because the responses
provided by the Dutch Kennisrotonde are grounded in the Dutch national research traditions and in-

stitutional contexts.

Therefore, both initiatives offer valuable ideas, instruments and materials, but all services need to be

adapted to the German context.
4.2 Clearing and transfer activities

The second key finding aligns with existing research on evidence use in education: Clearing activit-
ies require targeted transfer mechanisms to be effective. In everyday school practice, keeping
abreast of current research typically occupies a low priority. Consequently, the provision of evid-

ence summaries alone is insufficient to ensure their uptake and application. Structured transfer



activities are therefore essential to support the implementation of evidence-based knowledge in

classroom practices.

A frequently cited example is the EEF’s school network, which promotes the use of evidence
through structured school-to-school collaboration. While this approach appears promising, it re-
mains highly resource intensive. The EEF allocates a substantial proportion of its personnel—ap-
proximately 120 staff members—to supporting schools in England alone. By contrast, the NRO of -
fers complementary formats to the Kennisrotonde, such as testimonials from educational practice,
which may have inspirational value. However, the extent of their impact on evidence uptake and in-
structional change remains unclear. Further empirical research is needed to assess the effectiveness

of formats such as webinars and supplementary information materials.
4.3 Bi-directional Transfer

Bi-directional transfer is widely regarded within the German educational landscape as the preferred
mode of interaction between research and practice, as it enables reciprocal learning and mutual un-
derstanding. However, such engagement requires sustained time investment, organizational com-
mitment, and structural support—conditions that are currently insufficiently met across sectors. As a
result, knowledge transfer often takes the form of occasional, predominantly unidirectional-activit-
ies, typically from research to practice, rather than continuous, reciprocal exchange.

Even the initiatives examined in this study exhibit limitations in this regard, as they do not yet
provide sufficiently institutionalized spaces for dialogue, encounter and joint sense-making between
researchers and practitioners. Through their direct engagement with implementation contexts, prac-
titioners provide insights into emerging needs, practical constraints, and the applicability of know -
ledge. These perspectives can help researchers identify relevant questions, refine theoretical as-
sumptions, and ensure that research activities address real-world challenges. EEF, for example, in-
corporates feedback from practitioners to refine its services and products, positioning practice as a
source of resonance for iterative improvement. The Kennisrotonde facilitates one-to-one clearing
conversations between practitioners seeking evidence-based answers and researchers. These ex-
changes have proven informative for both sides, as they elucidate differing logics of action, includ-
ing variations of goals, responsibilities, procedural norms, and decision-making-processes. Non-
etheless, the outreach of these interaction formats remains limited, engaging only relatively few par-

ticipants to date.
4.4 Brokering Institutions

The final key finding highlights the need for dedicated brokering institutions, as access to schools
for research purposes remains limited and research activities generally occupy a low priority within
everyday school practice. The primary function of brokering institutions is to act as a mediator
between different communities of practice and knowledge, such as those in research, practice, and

politics. The goal of their work is to initiate exchange processes and promote mutual understanding



of the specific rationales for action within each sector, thereby laying the foundation for cross-com-
munity partnerships and evidence-based action (MacKillop et al., 2020). Such intermediaries—
whether organizations or individuals—establish access to both research and practice to facilitate ef-
fective knowledge transfer. EEF and NRO offer convincing processes and instruments for such a
transfer model. They operate under formal mandates issued by their respective Ministries of Educa-
tion, which do not only legitimize their activities but also grant them direct access to schools. Fur-
thermore, their work is closely connected to academic institutions. For instance, the University of
Durham supports the EEF in the production of systematic reviews, while the Kennisrotonde’s
broker pool is largely composed of researchers affiliated with Dutch universities. Notably, both or-
ganizations primarily address school leaders rather than individual teachers. This strategic focus re-
flects the governance structures in England and the Netherlands, where school leaders possess sub-
stantial authority over resource allocation and organizational decision-making. By contrast, the Ger-
man education system is characterized by a higher degree of fragmentation. Decision-making au-
thority is dispersed across multiple institutional levels and actors, requiring transfer strategies to be
more differentiated. Accordingly, targeting school leaders alone is unlikely to suffice; instead, a

broader range of stakeholders should be engaged.

5 Conclusion

The findings should be interpreted in light of the study's scope and purpose. Conducted as a user re-
search study to inform the implementation of two European transfer best practices within a specific
information platform, the study primarily draws on the perspectives of experts and practitioners
with extensive experience in knowledge transfer and information provision. While these stakehold-
ers offer valuable insights grounded in practice, their perspectives may not fully reflect those of less
experienced users or organizations with more limited transfer capacities. Moreover, the recom-
mendations emerged from discussions situated within a particular institutional and policy context
and should therefore not be assumed to be directly transferable to other settings without careful ad-
aptation. Finally, although the discussion format facilitated the identification of shared priorities and
challenges, it may also have privileged certain viewpoints over others. As a result, less prominent or

dissenting perspectives may be underrepresented in the findings.

Nevertheless, our findings indicate three key conditions that appear essential for the successful ad-
aptation of international models such as the EEF Toolkit and the Kennisrotonde. First, a clear insti-
tutional mandate is required. Adaptation initiatives should be formally supported by education au-
thorities of the Bundesldnder and by intermediary institutions that can assume a brokering role and
facilitate access to schools. Without such endorsement, both legitimacy and effective outreach re-
main limited. Secondly, adequate and sustained resources are essential. Adaptation processes need
stable long-term funding rather than short-term project financing to ensure continuity, institutional
learning, and lasting impact. Thirdly, strong and durable partnerships are necessary. A consortium

that systematically integrates infrastructure providers, educational practice, and research institutions



is crucial to safeguard relevance, scientific credibility, and practical usability of the adapted tools.

6 References

van den Berg, E.; Pins, H. (2023): Evidence-Informed beantwoorden van onderwijsvragen evaluatie
van de kennisrotunde. Amsterdam: Seo — economisch onderzoek. Last retrieved April 14, 2026,
from https://www.kennisrotonde.nl/sites/kennisrotonde/files/media-files/2023-56 evidence-in-
formed beantwoorden van onderwijsvragen def 1.pdf

Diederichs, T., & Desoye, A. K. (Hrsg.). (2023). Transfer in Pddagogik und Erziehungswis-
senschaft: Zwischen Wissenschaft und Praxis. Beltz Juventa. https://doi.org/10.25656/01:29144
Fahrer, S., Wilmers, A., & Rittberger, M. (2022). Wissenstransfer in der Bildungsinformation:

Forschungssynthesen und Bildungsportale als Transferwege. Bildungsforschung. Last retrieved

April 14, 2026, from https://bildungsforschung.org/ojs/index.php/bildungsforschung/article/view/
891/884

Grisel, C. (2010). Stichwort: Transfer und Transferforschung im Bildungsbereich. Zeitschrift fiir
Erziehungswissenschaft, 13(1), 7-20.

Henke, J., Pasternack, P., & Schmid, S. (2017). Mission, die dritte: Die Vielfalt jenseits hoch-
schulischer Forschung und Lehre: Konzept und Kommunikation der Third Mission. BWV — Ber-

liner Wissenschafts-Verlag.

Higgins, S., Katsipataki, M., Villanueva Aguilera, A. B., Dobson, E., Gascoine, L., Rajab, T.,
Kalambouka, A., Reardon, J., Stafford, J., & Uwimpuhwe, G. (2022). The Teaching and Learning
Toolkit: Communicating research evidence to inform decision-making for policy and practice edu-
cation. Review of Education, 10, e3327. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3327.

Locher, F. M., Unger, V., Hartmann, U., Hochweber, J.: Nutzung von Forschungswissen durch
Lehrpersonen. Eine datengestiitzte Betrachtung von Nutzungsprofilen. Beitréige zur Lehrerinnen-
und Lehrerbildung 41 (2023) 2, S. 299-315. https://doi.org/10.25656/01:27991

MacKillop, E., Quarmby, S., & Downe, J. (2020). Does knowledge brokering facilitate evidence-

based policy? A review of existing knowledge and an agenda for future research. Policy & Politics,
48(2), 335-353. https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X157408483110696

MacMabhon, S., Leggett, J., & Carroll, A. (2022). Partnering to learn: A collaborative approach to
research translation for educators and researchers. Mind, Brain, and Education, 16*(2), 79-88. ht-
tps://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12317

Malin, J. R., Brown, C., & $t. Trubceac, A. (2020). Educational brokerage and knowledge mobiliz-
ation in the United States: Who, what, why, how? In J. R. Malin & C. Brown (Eds.), The role of

knowledge brokers in education: Connecting the dots between research and practice, 13-26. Rout-

ledge.

OECD (2020), Building Capacity for Evidence-Informed Policy-Making: Lessons from Country
Experiences, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris,

10


https://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12317
https://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12317
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X157408483110696
https://doi.org/10.25656/01:27991
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3327
https://bildungsforschung.org/ojs/index.php/bildungsforschung/article/view/891/884%20%20
https://bildungsforschung.org/ojs/index.php/bildungsforschung/article/view/891/884%20%20
https://doi.org/10.25656/01:29144%20

https://doi.org/10.1787/86331250-en

OECD (2023), Who Really Cares about Using Education Research in Policy and Practice? Devel-
oping a Culture of Research Engagement, Educational Research and Innovation. OECD Publish-
ing. https://www.doi.org/10.1787/bc641427-en

11


https://doi.org/10.1787/86331250-en
https://www.doi.org/10.1787/bc641427-en

	1 Introduction
	2 Two European Flagship Initiatives
	3 Method
	4 Findings
	4.1 Evidence Summaries
	4.2 Clearing and transfer activities
	4.3 Bi-directional Transfer
	4.4 Brokering Institutions

	5 Conclusion
	6 References

