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About this report 

This report was used to frame discussions at the Building Evidence in Education (BE2) 

working group meeting in London, January 31 – February 2, 2024, on Effective 

Evidence Flow and Translation into Education Policy and Practice. BE2  is a working 

group of over 40 bilateral education donors, multilateral education agencies and 

foundations active in education research.  The report was updated after the event in 

order to reflect key themes that emerged from the meeting and new data gleaned 

through group and bilateral discussions. 

Drawing on a rapid desk review and select interviews, and adapted from an earlier, 

more detailed review commissioned by the Jacobs Foundation, this report provides a 

summary of available evidence on the enablers and barriers to evidence uptake in 

education policy and practice. It also sets out a simple taxonomy of interventions to 

address these factors, and a series of principles for success in designing and funding 

such efforts. It is not a systematic review.  

The report was prepared by Emily Hayter and Emma Broadbent. The report represents 

the views of the authors, and not necessarily the opinions of the BE2 member 

organisations. The authors are grateful for research support from Racheal Makokha 

and communications support from Louise Ball and Sophie Gillespie. 
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Executive summary 

There is a dynamic field of research and practice focused on evidence use, including in 

education policy and practice. BE2 members are at the forefront of efforts to move the 

dial in the education sector, based on widespread acceptance that merely increasing the 

production and communication of evidence will not result in evidence use. The focus 

has instead expanded to include the “demand side” of evidence use, which starts with 

an understanding of the users of evidence and collaborating directly with them to 

respond to their priorities, needs, and behaviors in relation to evidence. This is 

reflected in an evolving focus on the evidence ecosystem and understanding how it 

operates.  

This background paper was produced to frame discussions at the Building Evidence in 

Education (BE2) working group meeting in London, January 31 – February 2, 2024, on 

Effective Evidence Flow and Translation into Education Policy and Practice. It focuses 

particularly on two intersecting types of “users” of evidence in education: 

● policymakers, and 

● practitioners 

 

Ongoing work in this area by several education funders reflects a growing momentum 

around evidence use. However, while funders have supported extensive efforts to 

expand the evidence base in the sector, there remain opportunities to better use the 

global evidence base in policy and programming decisions.       

Three main interlinking types of evidence are used in education policy and practice: 

research evidence, sector-generated data, and practice-informed knowledge. However, 

there are tensions around what constitutes evidence and, more importantly, quality 

evidence. Stakeholders—including school boards, teachers, policymakers, and 

researchers—often have different views. 

We identify several overarching themes affecting how evidence is framed in education 

policy and practice. First, the desired outcome of an education intervention affects the 

evidence that is needed. Second, the perceived availability and accessibility of locally 

produced and contextually relevant research evidence also affects framing of 

“evidence.” Third, the sector is characterized by tensions between global priorities and 

more localized concerns.  

The literature contains varied examples of types of evidence use by policymakers and 

practitioners (teaching staff) in education, ranging from individual awareness and 

understanding to “process” or “embedded” use in organizations, and “instrumental” use 

to inform specific decisions. 

The same contextual factors affecting evidence use have been identified repeatedly, 

both in the general policy literature and in that focused on education. Depending on the 

context, these factors can act as barriers or enablers (or both) to evidence use. They can 
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be grouped into four domains: political economy, evidence ecosystem, organizational, 

and individual.  

The literature contains many examples of interventions that can increase the use of 

evidence, from co-creation of research to capacity development of both researchers and 

evidence users. These can be grouped into individual, organizational, and systems level 

interventions.  

To maximize success factors for impact, funders’ efforts should be: 

● Locally informed: grounded in an understanding of the surrounding political 

economy, knowledge systems, and organizational context. 

● Holistic: designed to reach across all three levels (individual, organizational, 

and systems), as well as targeting both the “supply” and “demand” sides. 

● Informed by the evidence on evidence use: designed to draw on the 

existing evidence base on interventions to improve evidence use (or “research 

on research use” as it is sometimes called). 

● Supported by comprehensive monitoring and evaluation strategies: 

further work needs to be rooted in a coordinated learning agenda to gather 

learning, and communications and engagement efforts to apply and share it.   

 

At the BE2 gathering in London in January 2024, members explored many of these 

themes under the topic Transforming education outcomes: How to improve evidence 

flows, contextualization and translation. Through presentations and small group 

discussions, participants explored what the BE2 community can and should do to:  

● Overcome lack of collaboration between global and local levels of research; 

● Overcome broken links in feedback loops between researchers and decision 

makers; and 

● Fill gaps in the education system that prevent effective evidence flows between 

research, policy and implementation. 

 

This paper, presented at the start of the meeting, provided a framework for the event 

and a starting point for discussions:  

● by defining what is considered evidence, and the types of evidence uptake;  

● by sharing available examples of barriers and enablers of evidence use; 

● by providing examples of interventions to strengthen evidence uptake and use; 

and 

● by suggesting principles for success and implications for funders. 
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1. Introduction  

Today, there is a dynamic field of research and practice focused on 

evidence use, including in education policy and practice. Academic 

scholarship on the topic of uptake and use of evidence use dates back to the 1970s and 

continues to grow,1 alongside efforts to strengthen evidence use led by donors, NGOs, 

think tanks, governments, and other actors. There are lively regional networks and 

communities of researchers, funders, civil society groups, and policymakers focused on 

evidence across sectors.2 And the recent establishment of the cross-sectoral Global 

Commission on Evidence to Address Societal Challenges in the wake of the COVID-19 

pandemic has provided a global call to action to strengthen evidence use in decision-

making.3            

Interest in evidence uptake and use within the education sector is gaining 

momentum, building on a history stretching back more than two decades (Hayter and 

Morales, 2023). Several factors have contributed to this, including the role of the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in sharpening focus on measuring progress on 

foundational learning; the emergence of digital technology as a potential game-

changer, both as a learning and teaching tool and in the management of education 

systems; a growing culture of questioning established norms in education (as one key 

informant put it: “we are now more closely operating along the lines of what can we do 

without, what isn’t working for us?”); and the sheer volume of education evidence now 

available—although there is still uneven coverage across sub-areas, the field is not 

“lacking” in evidence (UNESCO, 2024).  

Thus, it is perhaps inevitable that the sector would need to reflect on how the evidence 

being generated is being used, and how the process of generation affects that use. These 

conversations have become increasingly formalized, as illustrated by the establishment 

of the Global Education Evidence Advisory Group in 2020, currently convened by 

FCDO, UNICEF, USAID and the World Bank; the launch of the Evidence in Education 

Network hosted by the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) in 2023; the 

inaugural UNESCO Conference on Education Data and Statistics in February 2024;4 
 

1 This evolution is beyond the scope of this paper, but is outlined in further detail in the longer report 
produced by OTT for the Jacobs Foundation (Hayter and Morales, 2023). For a more complete discussion 
of the trajectory of the “evidence on evidence use” sector, see Tseng (2012) and Revai (2022b). 
2 Examples of regional and international networks include: Africa Evidence Network, Regional Education 
Learning Initiative (RELI), Latin America/Caribbean Evidence Hub, European Union Joint Research 
Centre/EU4Facts Community, International Network for Government Science Advice Semana de la 
Evidencia; Transforming Evidence Funders Network; WHO Evidence Informed Policy Network 
(EVIPNET).  
3 The commission is made up of an implementation council, an evidence producers group, a citizen 
leadership group, a group of 25 commissioners, and a country leads group, which seeks to strengthen 
national evidence-support systems. It has roots in the health sector but takes a cross-sectoral approach to 
what it calls “societal challenges”, with its inaugural report covering a wide range of issues related to the 
SDGs. Partners include the EPPI Centre at the Institute of Education, the Campbell collaboration, 3ie, the 
UN Independent Evaluation Office, Sense About Science, UNICEF, the Africa Evidence Network, among 
many others. 
4 See UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2024) for a summary of major decisions taken during the event, the 
most notable being the discussion on the challenges of data collection and analysis for SDG indicator 4. 1.1.  
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and the focus on evidence use at the Jacobs Foundation’s Global Convening in 2023 

(Jacobs Foundation, 2023) to name a few key initiatives.  

The identification of evidence use as a key functional area of the High Level Steering 

Committee (HLSC) on SDG 4 is reflective of growing interest in moving the dial in this 

area, and places the role of evidence in both achieving and monitoring progress toward 

SDG 4 at the forefront of discussions.5 In July 2021, the HLSC agreed to structure its 

efforts along three core areas: 1) the promotion of evidence-based policy formulation 

and implementation; 2) monitoring progress and improving the availability/use of 

data; and 3)  driving financial mobilization and improving alignment. The convening of 

the Building Evidence in Education (BE2) Working Group in London, in January–

February 2024, provided an opportunity to review, learn, and coordinate action in this 

area (see the readout below). 

This paper begins by describing the international context of debates on increasing the 

uptake of evidence. We follow this with an outline of key concepts surrounding uptake 

and use of evidence, including types of evidence used in education and an initial 

illustration of the key stakeholders involved in evidence flow in the education sector. 

Next, we explore common barriers and enablers to evidence uptake and use in 

education, together with the interventions that are used to address these, and highlight 

examples of good practice for fostering evidence use in education. We close with five 

principles for success in design and funding efforts to strengthen evidence uptake and 

use—with implications for BE2 members identified.  

—----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Effective evidence flow and translation into education policy and practice: 

Insights from the BE2 meeting January 31st to February 2nd, 20246 

The face-to-face  BE2 meeting, held in London, coincided with critical moments for 

several group members—including the publication of UNESCO’s strategic review of 

evidence use in education; USAID’s localization journey and development of the Data 

Ecosystems for Development in Education (DECODE) program; the post-pilot phase of 

the FCDO–Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation What World Hub in Global Education 

(WWHGE); and the Jacobs Foundation’s ongoing work to scale education policy labs 

(“EdLabs”).7 In addition, the meeting marked an important point for several “ground-

up” initiatives that seek to support teacher-and-school-generated evidence production 

and use, including the Aga Khan Foundation-led Schools2030 program and the Jacobs 

Foundation’s School Learning Action Exchange (SALEX).  

 
5As the driving engine for leading and coordinating efforts to accelerate progress toward SDG 4, the HLSC is at the 
center of global efforts to improve, embed, and understand evidence use in education. The HLSC is led by President 
Gabriel Boric of Chile and Audrey Azoulay, UNESCO’s Director General, and involves several BE2 members (the FCDO, 
GPE, the Jacobs Foundation, UNICEF, and the World Bank).   
6 This paper, originally produced to inform discussions at the event, has been revised following the event.  
7 This list is not exhaustive. OTT suggests—as an adjunct piece of work—the co-compilation of member profiles outlining 
respective efforts in this area and plans for 2024.  
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Members noted the importance and value of the BE2 space and welcomed the focus on 

evidence use in education policy and practice as the overall theme of the meeting. 

Within this broad field of focus, several thematic areas and insights emerged from the 

members’ discussions, of which we highlight a number below:8   

● What is evidence?  This thematic area encompasses questions around what 

the global education community considers to be “evidence,” and in particular, 

what is meant by “quality evidence.” There is pushback against a perceived 

default towards scientistic, traditional research-based evidence as the gold 

standard. There is a growing recognition that different types of evidence are 

required to answer different questions at different points in the decision-

making process, so the answer is not a simple case of considering either all 

potential forms of evidence to be legitimate evidence or only accepting the 

legitimacy of research based evidence that meets quality standards. By 

recognizing and welcoming different forms of high-quality evidence, and 

thereby acknowledging the legitimacy of different sources of evidence, the 

sector opens itself to formally reflecting on and systematizing this evidence. 

 

● Co-creation of evidence is impactful, but challenging. There is a strong 

shift toward co-creation, based on a recognition that the process of generating 

research is as important as the resulting evidence itself. Co-creation efforts are, 

in many BE2 members’ experience, impactful: one of the most effective ways to 

link the production and use of evidence is to involve evidence users in shaping 

research priorities as well as in the research process itself. In particular, BE2 

members show a strong commitment toward the co-creation of evidence with 

frontline education practitioners, recognizing these actors as key players in the 

evidence ecosystem. However, there was also a recognition among members 

that co-creation can be time-consuming, lengthy, and subject to “capture,” and 

momentum can be difficult to retain.  

 

● A systems approach to evidence. In line with the co-creation shift, there is 

strong support for adopting an education systems approach to understanding 

and supporting evidence use across the system. This means moving beyond 

supply-focused approaches characterized by a tendency toward following a 

simplified dissemination model of evidence uptake. Instead, there is a call for 

greater attention to the “demand side” of evidence—understanding evidence 

users and the political and planning cycles that shape their work. Several 

members are devoting increasing attention to understanding this dimension of 

evidence use; some are also involved in a joint effort via the FA1 group, chaired 

by UNESCO-IEEP and the OECD.  

 

 
8 This is based on the discussions the OTT Consulting team were present for, including the specific “tables” 
covered in breakout groups. This does not include several table-based discussions the team did not cover, 
or concluding sessions on Day 3 of the meeting. The report has also been updated throughout to reflect 
feedback received on the draft document, additional information on evidence use initiatives, and 
conversations with BE2members.  
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● There is “a lot” of evidence available in many areas of education.  

The idea that there is a deficit in the amount of evidence available was 

questioned by some BE2 members. Participants highlighted the plethora of both 

research and other forms of evidence, which is not being used due to poor 

feedback loops, a lack of mechanisms to facilitate its application to decision-

making, or a failure to collect and analyze evidence in a systematic way—

particularly at school and community levels. However, an important exception 

to this point was noted on cost, where there is a striking dearth of evidence—

although increasing energy is being devoted to addressing this gap. Another 

important gap is evidence in education in emergencies or fragile situations 

 

● Evidence brokers can play an important role in connecting supply 

and demand side. The important role of “networked” and politically savvy 

evidence brokers (as both individuals and entities embedded in the evidence 

system) was highlighted by members.  

 

● Empowering and strengthening local evidence generation and 

uptake is important. This speaks to a cross-cutting theme that saw strong 

agreement: efforts to encourage and  strengthen evidence use at the local policy, 

school levels and by other local stakeholders should be strengthened,  as well 

the need to support evidence generation by in-country actors. There are both 

intrinsic and instrumental reasons for supporting this power shift from Global 

North to Global Sough, with important implications for how funders approach 

partnership models. First, the deficit model of “local” researchers was 

questioned, with participants highlighting that capacity in evidence generation 

exists in many low- and middle-income countries . Second, participants 

highlighted the limitations of partnership practices in education research 

programs, which limit local partners to data collection and research support 

activities rather than taking leading roles in analysis and formulating advice for 

decision makers. 

 

● Funders must look inward and change their own policies and 

behavior. Funders’ institutional incentives and relationships (both among 

funders themselves and between funders and grantees) have a strong influence 

on learning and evidence use culture. This should be remembered when 

thinking about the local empowerment and institutionalization of evidence 

use—it is not something one funds others to do, it is something funders also do. 

 

1.1. Our methodology 

We have adapted this report from a recent, more detailed paper on policy labs and 

evidence use in education for the Jacobs Foundation. That paper encompassed a wider 
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desk review and more extensive interviews, and also contains a more detailed outline of 

the methodology and search strategies used. Topics it covered included: 

● The evolution of the evidence-informed policy field, both cross-sectorally and in 

education, including definitions of evidence and conceptualizations of use. 

● Key contextual factors affecting evidence use in education. 

● Institutionalization of evidence use in education and what is known about how 

to strengthen it. 

● Definitions and types of policy labs, with a typology to illustrate their functions. 

● Effectiveness and lessons learned from policy labs, particularly in education. 

● Opportunities identified for “Edlabs” (education policy labs) to draw from, and 

contribute to, the wider literature on evidence use in policymaking. 

This report is complementary to the abovementioned work on policy labs (Hayter & 

Morales, 2023), but was produced for a specific purpose—as a framing document for 

the BE2 meeting in London. For this report, expanding on the earlier paper, we 

conducted additional rapid desk research, particularly on evidence use by educators, in 

order to expand the focus from policy to also encompass practice. We also carried out 

eleven additional interviews (listed in Annex 1). The BE2 meeting itself was used as a 

data point, as it allowed us to observe discussions on evidence use, gather information 

about particular initiatives, and engage members directly in discussions over the 

contents of this report in draft form.  

This report is not a systematic review. We have drawn on and summarized the findings 

of systematic reviews, books, and other longer-term and more rigorous research efforts 

conducted by others. These are listed in the bibliography, and the top recommended 

resources are detailed in Box 1. We have focused on, but not limited our coverage to, 

low- and middle-income country (LMIC) contexts, and we have also prioritized 

practical lessons, insights, and examples, to reflect the ethos of the Working Group 

meeting. This has two main implications. First, it means that our coverage of the 

conceptual and theoretical elements of evidence uptake and use is indicative rather 

than comprehensive. Second, it means that in addition to systematic reviews and 

academic papers, we have drawn on gray literature that shares practical experiences, 

insights, and reflections from implementing “use of evidence” approaches.   
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Box 1 Key reading on evidence use in education policy and practice 

Reviews of the general “evidence use” literature include Gough, Sharples, 
and Maidment’s chapter on the evidence on evidence-informed policy and practice in 
the OECD’s recent volume on evidence use in education (2022); Supplee, Boaz, and 
Metz’s discussion of the “research on research use” and its potential linkages with 
implementation science (2023); and the literature reviews conducted for the BCURE 
evaluation by Punton (2016) as well as a 2020 volume from the OECD. 

Resources focused specifically on the use of evidence in education include 
UNESCO’s (2024) strategic review of evidence use in education, undertaken by 
NORRAG;  Tseng’s (2012) review of the uses of evidence in education policy and 
practice, many of the key findings of which remain relevant today; Finnigan’s 
synthesis for the US National Academy of Sciences (2021); the OECD’s volume on 
use of education in policy and practice (2022); Roberts-Hull and Jensen’s desk 
review for the Australian Education Research Organization (2022); and Tracey 
Burns’ white paper for the National Centre for Education and Economy (2023).  

Summaries of “what works” in practical interventions to strengthen 
evidence use are provided by the EPPI-Centre systematic review on the “Science of 
Using Science” by Langer et al. (2016); a review of global research to policy activities 
and the evidence of their impact by Oliver et al. (2022); and Taddese’s review of 
government-led mechanisms for evidence use (2017). 

Key evaluations include Olsen’s paper for the Center for Universal Education at 
Brookings, drawing on experience from Research on Scaling Innovations in 
Education Initiative (2023); the evaluation of the Hewlett Foundation’s evidence-
informed policymaking portfolio (Dalberg, 2023); Izzi et al.’s evaluation of the 
Raising Learning Outcomes project Phase 1 (2022); key learning points from the 
Impact Initiative, summarized by Rose and Tofaris (2021); Punton and Vogel’s 
(2018) evaluation of DfID’s Building Capacity to Use Research Evidence program; 
and Coldwell et al.’s (2017) evaluation of evidence-informed teaching in England.  
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2. Setting the scene: The evidence on “evidence 
uptake” in education 

Earlier approaches to evidence-informed policy and practice concentrated on the 

“supply side”; that is, focusing on the production of research and evidence, and then 

considering how to translate and communicate it for greater impact or policy influence.  

However, there is now widespread acceptance in the field that merely 

increasing the production and communication of evidence is not 

necessarily associated with increased evidence use (see Gough et al., 2022, 

building on Langer et al., 2016). As one BE2 member pointed out, it is no longer 

accepted that “dissemination” is the end of the evidence-use trajectory.  

In recognition of what UNESCO (2024) characterizes as a “broken feedback loop” 

between the production and use of evidence in education, the focus has expanded to 

include the “demand side.”9 This starts with understanding and collaborating directly 

with the users of evidence and responding to their priorities, needs, and behaviors, 

both in general/in their own right and in relation to specific pieces or bodies of 

evidence. This is reflected in both a growing interest from funders around 

implementation research—which seeks to introduce a more timely, practical, and 

participatory approach to research enquiry (Allison, 2023) in education, as well as a 

concern with real-world evidence-driven solutions—and a concerted shift toward 

understanding and supporting the ways in which the research they fund is 

used.  

There are several drivers of this shift. Key informants highlighted several factors 

contributing to the evolution of this conversation, including the urgency of addressing 

the learning crisis, exacerbated by the global pandemic; a more nuanced appreciation 

of the challenges in scaling successful, small-scale innovations; and growing 

recognition of the need to involve education practitioners in the co-creation of 

evidence—an area the Schools2030 coalition has taken a notable lead on since 2020 

(see Box 2).10 This is combined with the need to both track progress toward SDG 4 and 

ensure there is demonstrable value in funding research.   

BE2 members are already responding to these identified gaps and have been at the 

forefront of thinking about how to understand and “do” evidence use. The need to 

better incorporate questions about research use was a key learning from the first phase 

of the FCDO’s Girls’ Education Challenge, which had a considerable research 

component (ICAI, 2017), and there are several examples of programs and initiatives 

that seek to locate evidence use at the center of programming. These include the IDRC-

 
9 The point that there is insufficient attention paid to demand is made by UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2018) in 
relation to outdated education data systems.  
10 See also Supplee, Boaz, and  Metz (2023); UNESCO (2021) Taking ITGlobal (2021). 
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Global Partnership for Education (GPE) Knowledge Innovation Exchange (KIX) 

program; UNESCO’s research and knowledge workstream born out of its seminal 

Report of the International Commission on the Futures of Education in 2021 (see Box 

2); NORRAG’s workstream on the evidence of evidence use in education; the What 

Works Hub for Global Education (WWHGE)11; and USAID’s clear evolution of 

approach in the development of the DECODE funding mechanism, successor to DEEP, 

which is being designed with evidence use objectives at the forefront.  

Box 2. Research and innovation for a new social contract in education  

One of the key recommendations of the 2021 Report of the International 

Commission on the Futures of Education was the steering of a new research agenda 

that is wide-ranging, multifaceted, future-oriented, planet-wide, and that draws on 

diverse forms of knowledge and perspectives. A core theme of the report is the 

establishment of a new social contract for education, in which research is co-created 

rather than being “done” to people, e.g., learners. Thus, alongside an explicit call to 

universities, research organizations, and international organizations to support and 

systematize education research, it issued a strong statement in support of research 

within  education, in which teachers and learners are valued producers of insights 

and drivers of research-based innovation (UNESCO, 2021, p. 123).  

The report was a key reference for the Transforming Education Summit (TES) in 

2022, which underscored the need for robust data to monitor progress toward SDG 4 

and, more specifically, established a Global Compact for Foundational Learning, 

which places learning data at the center of its practice (TES, 2022).  

 

The broad evidence-use-in-education landscape is not well conceptualized, 

though the existence of a soon-to-be-published study commissioned by UNESCO is 

reflective of efforts to better frame and systematize knowledge on this subject.12  Yet 

there is not, as one key informant put it, a “ready-made language” that enables key 

players to think about how to approach support to the sector, nor are evidence use 

systems well codified at national level. Education is thought to be far behind sectors 

such as public health and climate change in terms of both the supply and demand of 

evidence, as UNESCO’s (2024) review underscored. There are concerns that too much 

 
11 The new WWHGE, currently in post-pilot design phase, is a consortium led by the Blavatnik School of Government, 
University of Oxford. It is a joint initiative supported by the FCDO, the World Bank, UNICEF, USAID, the Bill & Melinda 
Gates Foundation, and the British Council. It is the successor program to RISE, which ended in March 2023. The 
WWHGE is designed to shift the focus from education research to implementation science (Killburn, 2023), though 
what this shift entails in practice has been subject to discussion.  
12 UNESCO commissioned a strategic review of evidence use in education, in order to inform Functional Area 1 (FA1). 
The report—     Improving the use of evidence for education policy, planning and implementation—led by NORRAG 
and published in January 2024, should be considered one of the most comprehensive and up-to-date surveys of 
evidence use in the education sector. Consisting of a survey of 898 respondents, individual and group interviews, and 
comparison with evidence use in the public health sector, the review presents anFA1 roadmap under which global 
partners can coalesce. Oriented toward solving the problem of global research products being under-used at national 
level, it (among many recommendations) highlights the need for a shift in support toward locally relevant evidence and 
evidence synthesis production, and the “regionalization” of evidence use support though the development of regional 
hubs to lead on national capacity building for evidence use (UNESCO, 2024). An unpublished version of the report was 
made available to the authors during the research process and is referenced in this paper.  

https://encompassworld.com/project/data-ecosystems-for-development-in-education-decode-activity/
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emphasis is placed on the communication and dissemination of particular research 

outputs, as opposed to the overall evidence ecosystem. 

There are strong calls for the localization of evidence production and use, 

both in geographical and socio-economic terms (i.e., a shift toward Global South-led 

actors) and in locating frontline education practitioners within evidence ecosystems. 

There are both intrinsic and instrumental reasons for this. There is a foundational 

belief that people affected by a particular set of decisions should be involved in 

generating knowledge reflecting this reality. This can also drive quality—ensuring that 

research answers salient questions, is conducted with a deep knowledge of contexts, 

and can be better communicated to the right people. Indeed, locally produced evidence 

is influential: a range of studies illustrate policymakers’ preference for country-relevant 

research and insight (UNESCO, 2024; Clancy, 2024; Nakujima, 2021).  
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These calls also reflect disappointment among education research partners 

that funders themselves are “not doing a very good job”13 at using the 

available evidence (produced locally and “globally”) to inform policy and programming 

decisions. This is despite a strong focus from funders on strengthening the availability 

of evidence considered relevant in LMIC contexts. This sentiment is reinforced by the 

literature, which has repeatedly identified opportunities for funders and implementers 

of “evidence use” efforts to be more evidence-informed in their approaches, as interest 

and momentum on the subject grows (discussed further in Section 3).14 

 

 

 

  

 
13 According to one key informant.  
14 For example, in a study of evidence use across sectors including business and commerce, environment, health, 
education, and social care, Oliver et al. (2022) conclude: “Most activity, and probably most money, is still spent on 
disseminating and communicating research, which, as a sole strategy, has long been known to be ineffective at 
producing policy and practice change, or societal impact.”  
15 Ashoka implements the program in Brazil.  
16 The event was first held in Dar-es-Salaam in 2022, in partnership with UNICEF, the Regional Education and 
Learning Initiative (RELI), and the government of Tanzania. 

Box 3. Teachers at the heart of evidence generation: Schools2030 

Schools2030 was established in 2020 to place teacher-led innovation and learning at 

the center of the education evidence ecosystem (“School-driven evidence for system 

level change”). Involving 1,000 schools in ten countries across Africa, Asia, and Latin 

America, the initiative is led by the Aga Khan Foundation, acting as both the global 

secretariat and lead implementer of the program in nine countries.15 Schools2030 

introduced a “three-step” model to support the development of school-level 

innovations at critical moments in learners’ education journeys.  

First, teachers are supported to assess both learning outcomes and classroom 

quality, using contextualized tools developed by respective national partners in each 

country. Second, teachers are supported to develop “micro-innovations” using 

human-centered design principles, which allows them to test, reflect, and iterate 

their solution. Third, Schools2030 facilitates learning across the education system, 

partnering with ministries of education and other key stakeholders to showcase the 

results of the research through the Schools2030 Global Forum16 and the innovations 

repository, HundrED.org (Aga Khan Foundation, 2022).  
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3. Framing the discussion: evidence, uptake & 
use  

Two conceptual issues underpin much of the evidence uptake and use discussion, and 

are directly relevant to what we are calling the “evidence in education” field. The first 

relates to what counts as evidence and—specifically—evidence in the education sector. 

The second concerns the very different ways in which we can conceive of both “use” and 

“uptake,” which are themselves terms often used interchangeably.  

3.1. What do we mean by “evidence”? 

The question of what evidence, and from what source, is arguably often overlooked in 

the evidence use conversation. Indeed, in their review of the “research on research use” 

field for the William T. Grant Foundation, Supplee, Boaz, and Metz (2023) point out 

that the field is overall more focused on how evidence is used than on what evidence is 

used (emphasis added). Yet the what is evidence in education discussion turns out to 

be a bit of a Pandora’s Box.  

There is a recognized tension around what constitutes evidence and, more 

importantly, quality evidence. This is considered to be more profound in 

education than, say, public health (UNESCO, 2024), or in areas where the existence of 

a “killer study” can provide sufficient evidence to compel and drive decision-making, 

constitute an organizing principle around which policy discussion takes place, or 

provide evidence so strong that it is considered beyond challenge.  

Several key informants and discussants at the BE2 meeting were clear in articulating 

their concerns with the prevailing evidence hierarchy, which takes its cue from the 

medical sciences. In education, the evidence use conversation is considered to be 

limited by funders’ commitment to what is understood as research-based evidence, 

potentially leaving out a wide range of instructive data at classroom, school, and 

community levels, including education practitioner knowledge.17   

Funders have tended to privilege an understanding of good evidence as that which is 

“research based”, which is broadly taken to mean having been generated through a 

scientific method of inquiry (e.g., Building Evidence in Education Steering Committee, 

2020).18 This “scientistic” approach is described as limited by several key informants, 

concerned that prevailing ways of approaching education evidence are reductionist, in 

effect, and exclusive of locally generated forms of evidence.   

 
17 While Pilcher & Bedford (2011) note that there is a shift in education (reflecting that in medicine), which 
supports the integration of “professional expertise,” there are concerns, articulated by key informants, that 
in practice this label does not necessarily cover frontline education staff, nor professional service “users.”   
18 This guidance is reportedly being updated to reflect an evolution of the discussion among BE2 

members.  
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Inequities within and between knowledge systems, especially between North and 

South, strongly shape notions of “whose knowledge counts,” as further discussed by 

Hayter and Morales (2023); see also Siregar et al. (2023). The need for so-called 

epistemic humility (Srivastava, 2022)19 is well-supported, at least discursively, and the 

implicit power dynamics involved in the prioritization of certain forms of evidence are 

widely acknowledged.  

There are concerted attempts to challenge these problems of prioritization, with 

USAID’s Center for Education currently undergoing a strategic shift toward a widening 

and “localization” of evidence in program design; NORRAG’s continued advocacy of the 

need for more human-centered, qualitative  evidence to be given greater credence in 

global evidence use discussions; and in UNESCO’s rallying call for decolonized, co-

created research generation (UNESCO, 2021).  

“Demand side” approaches to evidence use tend to adopt a wider definition 

of “evidence.” A foundational aspect of this perspective is that research-based 

evidence is considered one form of evidence, but not the only one (Supplee et al., 2023; 

Burns, 2023). Recent efforts to strengthen evidence use reflect this broad definition; for 

instance, the Global Commission on Evidence to Address Societal Challenges uses a 

framework of several interlinked types of research evidence that are used in decision-

making, depending on the issue: data analytics, modelling, behavioral/implementation 

research, qualitative insights, evidence synthesis, cost-effectiveness analysis, and 

guidelines (Global Commission, 2022, p. 46). 

If we understand “evidence” from the point of the user, i.e., descriptively, it is clear that 

in reality several different forms of evidence inform decision-making. This is 

summarized by Blanchet et al. (2018) in their review of the role of evidence in the 

humanitarian sector, distinguishing between: 1) research and evaluation (where much 

of the evidence hierarchy and evidence quality discussion sits); 2) practitioner 

experience and judgements; 3) stakeholder feedback; and 4) evidence on the prevailing 

context, including information on acute circumstances (see Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 
19 This approach begins with questions such as: “Whose perspectives have been privileged? 
Which methodologies and methods have been legitimised? Where are the dominant centres of 
knowledge production? Which research has gained influence? Which research has been 
mobilised into policy, and which has been excluded?” (Srivistava, 2022, p. 10). 
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With reference to education, stakeholders—including school boards, teachers, 

policymakers, and researchers—often diverge in their views about the usefulness, 

applicability, and relevance of different forms of evidence (Tseng, 2012). This is a 

pertinent issue for many educators, who tend to adopt a social constructivist view of 

learning over an adherence to positivistic norms (Firth, 2023). Reflective of this 

perspective, the African Education Research Funders Consortium (2022) argues that 

“credible evidence can take multiple forms … quality standards should avoid being 

narrow and restrictive, and support a diverse set of approaches and models.” 

There is a notable debate around the use of randomized control trials 

(RCTs) and other experimental research designs within education settings. 

The use of education experiments has gained prominence in the last two decades, as the 

use of experimental research designs has increased (Connolly, Keenan, & Urbanska, 

2018). While the focus that experimental research places on generating rigorous 

evidence to inform how education investments are made is welcomed in many 

quarters—particularly if “done well” (EEF, 2019)—there are several criticisms of its use, 

as described in Box 4.   

The contestation over what is considered legitimate evidence, with the sharp focus it 

brings to issues around perceived quality and source legitimacy, highlights two areas 

where there is interest in developing individual skills and knowledge as well as 

organization-level functions: the capacity of users to appraise (bodies of) evidence; and 

the need for strong knowledge translation and brokering capacities (discussed in 

Section 6).20  

 

 
20 We note that these came out strongly during the BE2 meeting discussions.  

Figure 1 Extracted from 

Blanchet et al 2018, p7 (based 

on Barends et al 2014) 
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Box 4: Use of randomized control trials in education 

In terms of design, critics argue that they can oversimplify complex cause–effect 

relationships, be too descriptive, and not contribute sufficiently to theoretical 

understanding of why and how change happens (Deaton & Cartwright, 2018; Patel, 

2019; Courtney, 2019). One key informant described funders’ “narrow, scientistic” 

view of what evidence was as a major limiting factor to understanding how evidence 

is used in education; excluding valuable and instructive forms of knowledge that 

would not meet the high bar of “quality research” evidence.  

Key informants also cited concerns around the applicability of findings to different 

contexts (“we all talk as if RCT evidence tells us that something is going to work 

anywhere ... it isn’t”) and a lack of appreciation for how to “prescribe different 

treatments, complete with a supportive bedside manner” (i.e., to tailor and to 

incorporate human-centered design into education interventions). The medical 

analogy is a popular one: Zhao (2017) highlights the difficulties education research 

has in considering negative side effects in the implementation of interventions 

(unlike in the medical field), while Firth (2023) also emphasizes how evidence use in 

education differs from medicine: “Learning is not really like curing an illness - it’s 

cumulative, has no clearly defined end point, and there are important subtleties … 

The entire approach could therefore be seen as over-simplistic.”  

This echoes the sentiment of one key informant keen to point out that teaching, like 

applied medicine, was “in some ways more of an art than a science” in terms of 

selecting the most appropriate treatment depending on the “patient.”  

From an instrumental perspective, key informants cited concerns that the use of 

RCT-generated evidence does not always justify their (considerable) cost, 

particularly when effect sizes are relatively small, and studies lack generalizability 

(see also Firth, 2023). Use is also considered to take longer than the policy cycle has 

space for; instead, one key informant spoke of there being a country-level appetite 

for more timely, agile evidence production and discussion over emerging evidence—

in contrast to more summative impact evaluations that take place over a long time 

frame and can create an atmosphere of mistrust.  

A further point made by one key informant was around when and why RCTs are 

commissioned. In their experience, implementing organizations often engage with 

RCT studies when they are already confident of the results. Thus, the conclusions 

generated—positive in the cases referred to—are of no big surprise to those 

implementing. In these cases, “use” is associated with accountability to funders and 

generating further investment. 
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3.2. Three types of evidence used in education 

Recognizing that, in reality, there are multiple forms of evidence that inform policy and 

practice, and drawing on existing frameworks from the literature (e.g., Jones et al., 

2013; Roberts-Hull & Jensen, 2022), we present three broad and interlinked 

categories of evidence used in the education sector. 

● Research evidence, such as professional trade books, resources, and articles.  

Interviewees pointed to specific forms of research that are useful in education, 

including evidence synthesis (such as systematic reviews or “evidence gap 

maps,” as used by UNICEF, or evidence reviews commissioned by the Education 

Endowment Foundation [EEF]); implementation research (such as that called 

for by Supplee et al., 2023); and cost-benefit analysis (such as the “Smart Buys” 

that were the focus of the first report of the Global Evidence in Education 

Advisory Panel. There have also been efforts in recent years to expand the use of 

qualitative and mixed-methods research within education. For example, the 

FCDO-funded Girls Education Challenge, which has run in two phases since 

2014 and will end in 2025, has seen an evolution in its approach to independent 

evaluation. The program’s second phase saw a shift toward qualitative and 

participatory research methods in order to better understand the pathways of 

girls’ education transitions (FCDO, 2023). 

 

● Sector-generated data, ranging from school-level student assessments, 

classroom observations, and community feedback, for example, to 

administrative data held at school, subnational, and national levels. Indeed, 

there is a strong subsection of the “evidence use in education” community 

focused specifically on data use in education policy; areas of interest include 

strengthening administrative data ecosystems via education management 

information systems at a national level and gathering, synthesizing, and using 

data on attainment, attendance, retention, teacher attendance and other key 

factors. This data is held at multiple levels of the education system, ranging 

from individual schools and governing bodies (e.g., parent–teacher associations 

or steering committees) and NGOs and community organizations working 

locally with schools, to local/regional education offices, national education 

ministries, teacher training institutes, and statistical offices. Use of this data is a 

huge challenge: it is often not well mapped, nor shared between stakeholders, 

nor used holistically, and is often uneven across subnational authorities and 

education providers (e.g., Le Nestour & Comba, 2023). We would also include 

here administrative data that is not education-specific but feeds into education 

policy and planning, including demographic data, government accounts, and 

services coverage (including electricity, water, transport, and internet).  

 

● Practice-informed knowledge from citizens and stakeholders, such as 

consultants, universities, professional associations, non-profit organizations 

and vendors, subnational education office personnel, teachers, and school 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-evidence/evidence-reviews
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leaders. This knowledge can take a variety of forms, including the designs of 

formal capacity-building and systems-strengthening projects and programs; 

process or impact evaluations of particular interventions; localized peer 

learning networks; and knowledge exchanged as part of informal mentoring 

relationships. As is true for the evidence sector in general, sector-based studies 

have found that existing trust in the source of the knowledge is a critical factor 

in determining both which of these types of “experiential evidence” get used, 

and how they are used. For instance, Candelaria in the Philippines (2013) and 

Finnigan in the USA (2021) both found that education policymakers were most 

likely to seek evidence from trusted personal networks; meanwhile, there is a 

strong consensus that educators themselves are more inclined to trust evidence 

that comes from or is endorsed by peers, and that is communicated in a way 

that privileges an educator’s agency to adapt teaching and learning approaches 

as they see fit (e.g., Brown et al., 2018; Scutt, 2018; Teacher Development Trust, 

2012) .  

 

We can also distinguish between pedagogical evidence, which covers a range of 

evidence sources (e.g., RCTs, systematic reviews, reflections from educators) but is 

directly concerned with effective teaching in learning environments, and so-called 

“social” and “economic” evidence, which relates to the way in which education systems 

are designed, managed, and implemented (e.g., teacher recruitment, pupil enrolment, 

the costing of education policies). The two do overlap—for example, when a pedagogical 

intervention is scaled it quickly requires questions around costs, targeting, and 

monitoring—but the differentiation can be a helpful one when thinking about the kinds 

of evidence used in education, by whom, and for what purpose (see the policy–practice 

discussion later in this section).  

Together, these different types of evidence, from a myriad of (often competing) sources, 

can result in what one BE2 member called an “avalanche” of information. This often 

overwhelms ministries of education, which do not have adequate capacity—in terms of 

time, resource, and infrastructure—to process, analyze, and use insights in policy and 

program design. In the following sections, we describe how a “demand-focused” 

approach can strengthen users’ ability to gather, appraise, and combine all these 

different forms of evidence on an ongoing basis and apply them to decisions.  

3.3. Understanding evidence uptake and use 

The focus of activities, different user groups, complex information pathways (including 

“downtake” [Mendizabal, 2013]), what constitutes “success,” and how it is measured, 

are all issues on which understanding varies widely. Various terms are employed to 

describe how audiences engage with evidence. Broadly, these include considerations of 

evidence generation and planning, evidence communication, how evidence interacts 

with policy and practice via evidence users, and the impact this has on users and wider 

stakeholders at individual, organizational, and system levels.  
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Terms used in the literature to describe this field of study include “use of research 

evidence” (for example as used by Supplee, Boaz & Metz, 2023; UNESCO, 2024); 

“science of using science” (as used by the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information 

[EPPI] Centre in their systematic review by Langer, Tripney & Gough 2016); “evidence-

informed policy and practice” (used widely by organizations such as the EPPI Centre, 

INASP, and ODI);21 and “evidence-informed decision making” (e.g., WHO, 2022). It is 

also worth noting, however, that such terms have been criticized for depoliticizing 

political debate (e.g., Pankhurst, 2017), and masking the complex power dynamics 

upon which evidence systems rest and sustain (e.g., Jones et al., 2013).  

There is no agreed-upon distinction between what we mean by evidence “use” and 

evidence “uptake”—and we do not purport to offer a distinction here. Key informants 

described tentative approaches to defining these terms, including viewing uptake as a 

broad term describing the influence of a body of evidence; while use was considered to 

refer to specific examples of a piece of research being used, e.g., to inform a specific 

policy decision.22  

The literature often presents evidence uptake as a collection of approaches and 

activities that facilitate overall evidence use at individual, organizational, and system 

levels (e.g., DFID, 2016). “Successful” uptake of evidence could, therefore, be 

considered “use,” while “impact” tends to be used to describe what happens as a result 

of evidence use (UNICEF-Innocenti Global Office of Research and Foresight, 2022).23  

3.4. Supply- and demand-side orientations 

Evidence use and uptake interventions target different aspects of the 

evidence ecosystem. Historically, there has been more emphasis on targeting the 

supply-side aspect of the evidence ecosystem, by supporting the communication and 

influence of specific studies or findings from a particular organization (Hayter & 

Morales, 2023). Yet there are concerns that a purely supply-side focus could lend itself 

to the myopic pursuit of promoting the influence of “my evidence” or “my grantee’s 

evidence,” rather than “the evidence” in a broader sense (Broadbent, 2012). This is a 

point well-reflected in UNESCO’s strategic review of evidence use, which builds on Best 

and Holmes (2010) in distinguishing between “linear” evidence use activities, which 

include the efforts of researchers (and their funders) to “push” research outputs, and 

approaches deemed “relational” or “systemic” (UNESCO, 2024).24  

 
21 See Kumar et al. (2022) for the most recent discussion on the difference between evidence-informed and 
evidence-based practice in the health workforce education sector.  
22 Other terms utilized in the discussion to refer to similar phenomena include “evidence mobilization” (KIX, Education 
Endowment Foundation [EEF]) and “evidence facilitation,” according to key informants. 
23 In assessing the impact of its gender-oriented research investments, UNICEF-Innocenti (2022) adopted a framework 
that broadly categorized “use” of research by UNICEF staff as involving greater awareness and reaction to particular 
issues, changes in knowledge and skills, and the stimulation of demand for further evidence generation. “Impact” was 
regarded as changes in behaviors, practices, and programming; legislative and policy change; and changes in 
organizational and professional practice.  
24 Relational approaches are characterized by bringing together “many types of researchers 
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This issue was noted by several key informants, with one describing the tendency for 

evidence uptake/use efforts to be reduced to researchers simply “selling their wares,” 

and/or funders seeking to track the impact of a specific set of research outputs. 

Although more manageable in terms of assessing the impact of particular research, this 

approach is limited in helping us understand how the wider evidence ecosystem 

operates and how it can be supported. As the FCDO-funded What Works to Prevent 

Violence Against Women and Girls multi-country program found, a supply-side focus 

was “too narrow” and the program instead endeavored to “work backward” from the 

perspective of the ultimate evidence user to design the research uptake strategy 

(Ransoomar et al., 2020). As we show in Section 3, this experience is reflective of the 

wider sector, where “supply-side” or “push” approaches alone have also been found to 

be ineffective at supporting evidence use.  

In recognition of this relationship, increasingly nuanced conceptualizations of 

pathways from research production to uptake have been developed. These include the 

then-DFID’s influential guidance note on research uptake, first published in 2013, and 

the Impact Initiative’s Wheel of Impact (Georgalakis & Rose, 2019; see also Rose & 

Tofaris, 2021), developed through the experience of over 200 social science research 

projects in 79 countries. Such approaches have explored the nuances of partnerships 

between producers and users of research, particularly against the backdrop of 

structural North–South inequities in research production. They have also emphasized 

the need for capacity of researchers and knowledge brokers to support research uptake 

in ways that go beyond simple/linear “dissemination” to strategically navigate complex, 

nonlinear, and inherently political policymaking landscapes. 

“Demand-side” evidence use approaches tend to start with the user rather 

than the producer of evidence, focusing on the overall needs of evidence 

users and the complex context in which decisions are being made. Demand-

side initiatives may not involve production of research at all, but instead focus on 

strengthening the capacity and incentives of policymakers or other users to access, 

appraise, and use evidence on an ongoing basis, as well as developing networks with 

evidence producers. Demand-side perspectives also tend to show more detail in the 

different types of evidence use, as we discuss below. Key funders of “demand-side” 

approaches have included DFID/FCDO, initially through the Building Capacity to Use 

Research Evidence (BCURE) program (2013–2017; evaluated by Punton & Vogel, 2018) 

and later the Strengthening Evidence for Development Impact (SEDI) program; and 

the Hewlett Foundation (for which the past five years of evidence-informed policy 

funding was evaluated by Dalberg [2023]).  

However, “demand-side” approaches alone also have limitations. There are clear 

instances where starting with the user would have led to under-reported and little-

recognized policy issues getting limited attention. Sometimes, evidence can wield a 

 
(from universities, think tanks, or private and public sector organizations) with planners, policymakers, and/or 
practitioners” and involving “policy stakeholders and researchers in networking, partnering, knowledge sharing, and 
cocreation.” By bringing “different groups into the same ‘space’ or to work in partnership” knowledge transmission 
becomes a two-way, generative process. Systemic approaches are described as aiming to “develop institutional or 
organizational capacity and infrastructure to provide the context in which individuals can better use evidence,” with the 
GPE/IDRC Knowledge Innovation Exchange (KIX) being cited as an example (UNESCO, 2024 building on Hopkins et 
al. 2021).  
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strong influence even without having been “demanded” by policymakers. For instance, 

Plan International’s campaign against sexual violence and bullying in schools started 

with the organization bringing the subject to attention and conducting research into 

this area (Jones et al., 2008). A focus on the user may also lead to an abundance of 

evidence in particular areas, while others are reportedly under-served (e.g., UNESCO 

[2024] identifies foundational learning as an area that is well-served, as reported by 

survey respondents, while areas such as skills for employment are under-served). As we 

discuss in Section 3, it is now commonly recommended to take a holistic approach to 

evidence use, which focuses on both the supply and demand sides of evidence.  

3.5. Distinguishing evidence users: individuals, 
organizations, and systems 

The literature contains several different frameworks and categorizations of types of 

evidence use. Broadly speaking, evidence use at an individual level (for instance by 

politicians, civil servants, or teachers) is associated with building greater awareness and 

understanding through “conceptual” or “transparent” use.  

At organizational and system levels, the literature describes evidence being used 

tactically to inform or influence specific decisions—known as “instrumental” use 

(Goldman & Pabari [2021]; Rose & Tofaris [2021]; Acasus [2021]). This can be 

distinguished from “process” (or “embedded” use) of evidence at organizational and 

system levels (for instance within a ministry of education or a school), which can be 

understood as multiple pieces of evidence being collectively and systematically 

considered on an ongoing basis (Goldman & Pabari, 2021; Rinnert & Brower, 2017) and 

is more associated with routine working processes, structures, and cultures.25 

In education, literature contains a nuanced picture of both conceptual and instrumental 

forms of evidence use, but less focus on embedded or process use (Hayter & 

Morales, 2023). Key informants expressed the need for more routine appraisals of 

evidence in the formulation and implementation of education-sector policies and 

programs at global and national levels or within school management systems, but 

found it more difficult to articulate what an integrated system of institutionalized 

evidence use would look like. Said one informant: “We are good at isolating elements of 

the system and thinking about how an effective feedback loop would function at, say, 

school level, but joining this up to other parts of the system, like global funders or 

teaching unions, feels difficult.” 

 
25  Much of the work on institutionalization of evidence is found in the health sector, where the normalization of 
decision-making informed by evidence is a well-established common objective.  In 2023, the WHO outlined its support 
for the institutionalization of evidence use as making something both integral and “normal” to the organization through 
production of a checklist tool to assess stages of institutionalization (WHO, 2023). Kuchenmuller et al.’s (2022) 
definition of the institutionalization of evidence use is applicable to other sectors beyond health: “[the] process and 
outcome of (re-)creating, maintaining and reinforcing norms, regulations, and standard practices that, based on 
collective meaning and values, actions as well as endowment of resources, allow evidence to become—over time—a 
legitimate and taken-for-granted part of health policy-making.”  
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3.6. The “who” of evidence use 

Having established the different forms of evidence that can be considered in the 

education sector, and the different levels at which evidence is used and how, the more 

difficult task is defining education evidence users. There are (necessarily) blurred lines 

between evidence users and generators; but in this paper we focus particularly on the 

“uptake” and “use” behaviors of two groups: 

● We use the word “policy(makers)” to refer to the work of implementing a policy, 

or of “doing” policy design, navigating support from key stakeholders. 

● We use the word “practice” or “practitioners” to refer to those involved in 

education practice: teaching, school management, and education intervention 

implementers.   

 

There are overlaps between these groups. For example, subnational education officials 

involved in the implementation of education policy at local level straddle both groups; 

as would the headquarters of an NGO coordinating action at local level.  

We also recognize that there is another category of practitioners referred to in the 

literature: those who design and implement initiatives in evidence use. These may be 

think tanks, NGOs, networks, donor-funded projects, or any other entities 

implementing the interventions we describe in Section 5. These are referred to in 

different ways in the literature–for instance, as “knowledge brokerage initiatives” 

(Gough, Sharples & Maidment, 2022) or “initiatives, networks and platforms” 

(UNESCO, 2024). We have used the terminology “evidence use initiatives,” and have 

identified specific considerations for donors as evidence users.  

These intersecting categories of policymakers and practitioners are operating with 

influence in a variety of jurisdictions and levels (e.g., global, regional, national, 

subnational, community, school) and have differentiated capacities, needs, and 

motivations in relation to evidence use. In the same way that, following the medical 

metaphor, the same “treatment” would not be offered to all learners, distinguishing 

these actors and the context in which they use evidence emerged as a clear common 

starting point for key informants working in the evidence use space.  

Annex 2 presents a proposed categorization of key actors in a given system, informed 

by Hayter and Morales (2023), Acasus (2021), the Global Commission on Evidence to 

Address Societal Challenges (2022), Burns (2023), and the guiding principles for 

political economy analysis developed for the RISE program (Gerschberg, 2021).  

This system incorporates global, regional, national, subnational, community, and 

school-level actors and groups them into six categories. Most of these groupings cut 

across local–national–regional–global levels; though in the case of the Education 

frontline and Regional and international actors they operate at local and 

regional/international levels, respectively.  
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Needless to say, it is difficult to summarize in a way that accurately reflects all 

contexts—particularly when there is a high level of decentralization in a system—and 

further tailoring is required. This reflects a major challenge for the field, but also 

highlights multiple potential entry points for strengthening evidence use in the sector.26 

The inclusion of education practitioners (distinguished from policy 

practitioners) is important. In integrating school-level actors as a critical grouping 

in the evidence system (Education frontline), we attempt to build upon approaches that 

have sought greater inclusion of education practitioners and community stakeholders 

in evidence-informed policy discussions (see both Political & civil society 

organizations and Education frontline, which, broadly speaking, cover both organized 

groups and individuals/non-formal groups, respectively).  

This reflects concerns from three key informants who emphasized the apparent 

exclusion of teachers and school leaders from the global education conversation, 

leading to so-called “pedagogical” evidence being overlooked. According to one key 

informant, while there has been growing interest in pedagogical evidence, the sector 

has been slow to embed the role of practicing teachers in the evidence ecosystem:  

“It is curious how there is so little real interaction between 

practising teaching staff and policy; all [engagement] is mediated 

by international researchers with very little in the way of feedback 

loops which ultimately inform teaching practice in the classroom.” 

3.7. The relationship between policy and practice 

Broadly speaking, the discussion about the relationship between evidence for education 

policy and education practice is characterized by two entry points: 1) the role of 

education practitioners in informing policy through the generation of (multiple forms 

of) evidence; and 2) how practitioners are using evidence of both their own and others’ 

practice (potentially supported by policymakers, e.g., through the teacher training 

curriculum, or performance management by education officials). This distinction is not 

well-conceived in the literature, reflective of wider challenges in taking a bird’s eye view 

of the evidence use in education field.  

It has been suggested that the evidence in education discussion is fragmented along 

“policy” and “practice” lines. There is a recognition that although education policy 

and school-based practice are intertwined, in relation to evidence use they are often 

decoupled (Rycroft-Smith, 2023) and not informed by each other as much as they 

should be (OECD, 2022). The result is that considerations of evidence use in education 

policy (e.g., Edwards et al., 2023) and evidence use in education practice (e.g., Hubers 

 
26 For example, we note that responsibility for education policy design and implementation falls largely under the 
ministry or department responsible for primary and secondary education; however, responsibility for important aspects 
of the education sector may also fall under different government ministries, departments, or agencies, e.g., gender, 
social development, infrastructure, national and rural development, health and social welfare, and, of course, finance; as 
well as parliamentary committees, specialized taskforces, and units (see Draman et al., 2017).  
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et al., 2018; Rickinson et al., 2019; Hill, 2022; Torres, 2022; Hunter, 2017) seemingly 

exist side by side, despite being part of the same continuum in practice.  

There is a lack of clarity over how or why this has occurred, and divergent descriptions 

of how the focus on evidence use has shifted. Burns (2023) describes a shift of focus 

from supporting evidence to inform education policy to a greater emphasis on how 

evidence is being used by education practitioners to deliver quality education at school 

and classroom level—a view supported by several key informants. Other key informants 

view the shift as moving in the other direction, describing an increased emphasis on 

research influencing policy, rather than everyday teaching practice.  

Despite this, there are several examples of organizations and initiatives that 

conceptualize policy and practice as part of the same framework—though necessarily 

pursued through different avenues, including the aforementioned What Works Hub for 

GLobal Education (WWHGE) which has an explicit focus on evidence use among 

policymakers and education practitioners (FCDO, 2022).  

However, there was a recognition by several key informants that the program’s 

emphasis on country-level policy and programming informed by global evidence has 

potentially eclipsed the hubs at supporting the generation of locally relevant and locally 

produced evidence on “what works.” It is hoped that the hub’s new co-creative 

approach—the “test, learn, adapt” cycle—will drive localized evidence generation and 

use by practitioners in a way that is focused squarely on what gets young people 

learning and how to improve implementation.  

The EEF’s Learning Schools initiative; the Education Development Trust’s Teacher Led 

Research (Churches & Dommett, 2016; Churches et al. 2020); the Mastercard 

Foundation’s Leaders in Teaching program; and the aforementioned Schools2030 

initiative are all important illustrations of a growing appreciation of practice-based 

evidence and its links with system-level actors.  

Box 5. Key informants’ perspectives on the relationship between 
evidence, practice, and policy 

First, there is a broad assumption among funders that research that aims to inform 

the global education agenda (policy) will “trickle down” to inform practice, though 

the mechanisms by which this occurs are by no means uniform, or indeed well 

understood. 

Second, global education research programs, such as RLO and RISE, often impact 

practice at a project level in the first instance due to the school- and classroom-level 

nature of the research being conducted, despite national- and global-level policy 

influence being key outcomes in results frameworks. In their evaluation of the RLO 

program, Izzi et al. (2021) find that: 

“the most visible impact of RLO projects is not to be found in 

formal policies, but rather in different ways in which teaching 

and learning practices have been changed, through new tools, 
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perspectives and approaches. One informant remarked that their 

project initially had a much higher emphasis on policy, but this 

gradually changed towards a greater focus on engaging with 

school-based actors and acting where change happens.” 

Third, there is a strong sense from education practitioners that there needs to be a 

shift in the relationship between policy and practice, toward practice playing a 

greater role in research to inform policy, i.e., in the engagement of educators in 

generating relevant evidence to inform policy processes (e.g., Hubers et al., 2018). In 

introducing their teacher-led research methodology “Test and Learn,” researchers at 

the Education Development Trust (Churches et al., 2020) emphasize the need to 

better integrate current practitioners into research that ultimately informs policy: 

“Funding tends to go to researchers who no longer practice, or in 

some cases have never practised in the classroom. This disconnect 

between serving teachers as consumers rather than producers of 

the key research evidence is unsustainable … it leads to research 

foci that are distant from the practical day-to-day concerns of 

teachers. In contrast, in medicine and healthcare, serving clinical 

practitioners do much of the work translating evidence from 

‘bench to bedside’.” 

Fourth, teacher training (including both pre-teaching and continuous professional 

development) is a key entry point for ensuring practice is continually reflective of 

evidence and is in alignment with policy. In the view of two (practice-oriented) key 

informants working closely with schools and school leaders, this is an area that 

funders have tended to overlook when supporting evidence influence, but offers a 

promising opportunity for future programming. 
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4. Barriers and enablers to evidence use  

4.1. Factors affecting evidence uptake and use  

The same contextual factors affecting evidence uptake and use have been 

identified repeatedly, both in the general evidence-informed-policy literature (for 

example Weyrauch et al., 2016; Wills et al., 2016a; Vogel & Punton, 2018; and more 

recently Global Commission on Evidence to Address Societal Challenges, 2022;  

Kuchenmüller et al., 2022) and in that focused on education (Tseng, 2012; Finnigan, 

2021; OECD, 2022; Roberts-Hull & Jensen, 2022;  Global Commission on Evidence to 

Address Societal Challenges, 2022, pp. 83⎼84; Rickinson et al,. 2022).27  

Although contextual factors are categorized differently in different places, they broadly 

consist of the following domains:  

● political economy,  

● evidence ecosystem,  

● organizational factors, and  

● individual factors.  

 

Examples of how these factors manifest in the education sector are provided in Annex 

3.  

  

 
27 Drawing on the Brookings Institution’s experience with programs including ROSIE and Millions Learning, Olsen 
(2023) shows how these same sets of factors affect the scaling of education innovations.  
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Table 1: Barriers and enablers to evidence uptake and use  

 

 

 

 

 

 
28 While the influence of politics on evidence use in education was strongly and repeatedly cited in the literature, a 
detailed exploration of this appears to be lacking. This review found no systematic studies of the politics of evidence use 
in education and very few detailed case studies on this topic. In contrast, there is a rich body of work on the politics of 
the education sector overall, with the RISE program’s political economy analysis serving as a recent example (Levy, 
2022). The need for more in-depth exploration of the politics of evidence use in education has been recognized across 
the literature (see, for example, Finnigan, 2021). Tseng’s call to action is a timely reminder: “Rather than viewing 
politics as a nuisance to be set aside, it behoves us to increase our understanding of how the political and policy process 
works and how it influences research acquisition, interpretation, and use” (Tseng, 2012).   

Domain Factors: barriers or opportunities 

Political 

economy28 

Historical and cultural factors; party political system (coalition or 

majority); extent of democracy; electoral context; stage in policy 

cycle (Box 6); decentralization; executive–legislative relations; 

politics of donor engagement; corruption; crises and transitions; 

the role of the media; development planning context; policy 

narratives. 

Evidence 

ecosystem 

Relationships (formal and informal, at both individual and 

organizational level) within and outside government that shape 

evidence production and use; existence and functioning of policy 

forums, working groups, and epistemic communities; the 

landscape of local evidence producers and degree of consensus 

on evidence base; quality and availability of evidence; role of 

research funders. 

organizational 

factors 

Factors within “user” agencies (such as government ministries, 

departments, schools), including: 

Processes, structures, and standard operating procedures; 

budgets; working cultures and incentives around evidence use, 

including the presence of champions and role models; 

management, staffing and human resources policies; research, 

communications, and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

capacity; staff turnover; and infrastructural resources, such as IT 

systems and access to research and databases. 

Individual 

factors 

Attributes and behaviors of evidence users, such as educators and 

policymakers, including: skills to access and appraise evidence; 

knowledge; attitudes; motivation toward evidence use; and 

leadership behaviors. 
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Box 6. Entry points for evidence use along the policy cycle 

Here, we set out four broad stages of the policy cycle and identify potential entry 
points for evidence, incorporating education practitioners as both a source of 
evidence and users of evidence. This illustrates how one of the contextual factors 
(policy cycle timing) can shape evidence use.29  

Agenda setting: identifying new policy issues; contributing to better understanding 

of existing issues; shaping understanding of options and root causes. 

Policy formulation/design: opportunities for practitioners to actively feed into 

design and test potential approaches; developing theories of change for the 

intervention; cost/benefit analysis; resource planning. 

Implementation: monitoring implementation and expenditure of national and 

subnational government education-sector plans and budgets; understanding 

how to strengthen teachers’ use of evidence in schools; identifying “pain points” 

and capacity issues via performance management systems managed at school, 

subnational, and national levels. 

Measuring outcomes and impacts: identifying changes—both desired and 

undesired; understanding value for money. 

 
 

Box 7. Evidence use in education policy in Brazil 

Brazil’s congress approved a new version of its main public education financing 

mechanism, the Basic Education Development Fund (FUNDEB) in 2020. Campos 

(2022) argues that five main factors interacted to result in a policy outcome that was 

highly influenced by evidence: 

● Shared problem definition that relied on systematic information, including 

indicators, feedback, and technical feasibility discussions. 

● Participation of relevant stakeholders from central, state, and local 

government in the generation and interpretation of evidence, with a low level 

of engagement from federal government paving the way for greater 

involvement of other stakeholders including advocacy groups and think 

tanks. 

● Use of multiple methods for problem identification and demonstration of 

technical feasibility, including legislative acts, mathematical models, 

demographic data, and other forms of evidence, in a way that connected 

multiple epistemic communities. 

● Key policymakers who acted as evidence facilitators, in particular two critical 

legislative positions: the Lead of the Special Commission and the Bill 

Rapporteur. 

 
29 Evidence from other sectors suggests that further exploration of timing windows in education may reveal valuable 
insights to guide the production of research. For example, in a review of 500 economics research projects, Bonargent 
(2023) found a strong difference in evidence uptake between projects that had been co-created in partnership with 
policymakers and those that had not, with the former up to 20 percentage points more likely to result in uptake.  
Political timing affects the creation of these partnerships, which are most successfully formed earlier in the election 
cycle, rather than within two years of an election.  
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● Balance of political force that had a common view of the aim of the policy (to 

transform FUNDEB into a permanent constitutional device) and interest in 

consulting evidence, through differing views on the relevant importance of 

different types of evidence. 

 

Source: Adapted from Campos (2022) 

 

Depending on the context, these factors can act as barriers or enablers (or 

both) to evidence use. For instance, an emergency setting or political transition can 

represent both an urgent demand for evidence (an enabler), and a lack of time and 

predictable processes to produce, engage with, and critically appraise evidence (a 

barrier). Similarly, a strong political interest in education can both facilitate and detract 

from the use of evidence depending on the dynamics.  

A review of evidence use in education policy conducted for the Australian Education 

Research Organization explains how entry points can overlap across different domains 

of context: “the evidence may show that a certain policy will deliver high value, but it is 

not the best policy if it is not politically feasible or if the capabilities to effectively 

execute the policy don’t exist”(Roberts-Hull & Jensen, 2022, p. 7). Therefore, it is 

essential to understand the level of both political will to use evidence and 

organizational readiness. Experiences of education policy reform from Brazil and 

Ghana (summarized in Boxes 7 and 8, respectively) illustrate how factors across 

multiple domains of context intersect to enable evidence use. 

The Quality Use of Research Evidence (Monash University) framework appears little-

used to date in the global education space, having been developed in and for the 

Australian education sector. Yet the framework provides a helpful illustration of how 

these contextual factors interact in the education sector (Rickinson et al., 2022), 

defining a system as: “Thoughtful engagement and implementation of appropriate 

research evidence [core components], supported by a blend of individual and 

organizational enabling components within a complex system.”  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.monash.edu/education/research/projects/qproject/publications/quality-use-of-research-evidence-framework-qure-report
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Figure 2. Quality Use of Research Evidence in Education framework 

Figure reproduced from: Monash University, Quality Use of Research Evidence framework (2020) 
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Box 8:  The role of evidence in the adoption of Ghana’s Complementary 
Basic Education (CBE) program 

The government of Ghana’s adoption of the Complementary Basic Education (CBE) 

program for out-of-school children in Northern Ghana was informed by a decade-long 

process of evidence production and use. The program’s funders, then-DFID and USAID, 

were supported by the REAL Centre and the University of Sussex to conduct an analysis of 

the role of evidence in this process (Carter et al., 2023). Several forms of evidence 

contributed to the decision to adopt the CBE program, including: 

● program monitoring and implementation data (enrolment, completion, 

transition, and learning outcomes); 

● independent program analysis; and 

● data from stakeholder engagement, including feedback from civil society 

organizations (CSOs), government agencies, and other relevant stakeholders. 

 

The study identified several factors affecting how evidence was used.  

Evidence ecosystem factors 

Overall, the program benefitted from a culture of evidence-informed policy-making 

in the government of Ghana: “Ghanaian policymakers were open to evidence, both 

the context- specific evidence on SfL and international evidence on what works.” (p. 

9) 

Another factor was the importance of both formal and informal relationships 

between key stakeholders, including implementing CSOs, government agencies, and 

independent researchers. The strong formal researcher–donor partnership was a 

critical enabler to the CBE program’s research gaining interest from the Ministry of 

Education (MoE) (p. 12), while relatively weak initial direct partnerships between 

CSOs and the MoE was identified as a barrier. 

Organizational factors within “user” agencies: 

There was a challenge in securing genuine government buy-in in the face of existing 

institutional barriers and power dynamics within the MoE. Adapting communication 

of research to the specific interests and capacities of government representatives and 

“using evidence as a conversation” were identified as factors enabling a deeper 

engagement from government. (p. 10)      

The establishment of the CBE Steering Committee by the MoE in 2013 was credited 

as vital for evidence sharing, and allowed the government to recognize the work of 

CSOs in this area.   

 

Source: Adapted from Carter et al. (2023) 
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4.2. Further characterization of the discussion on 
“evidence” in education      

In this section, we highlight three themes emerging from the literature and key 

informant interviews that affect how “evidence uptake and use” are framed in 

education: 1) the desired outcome of an education intervention affects the evidence 

needed; 2) the tension between global priorities and more localized concerns; and 3) 

the perceived availability and accessibility of locally produced and contextually relevant 

research evidence. 

4.2.1 What is “success” in education programming?   

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the complex politics of the sector, education outcomes 

and the methods of measuring them are contested. This is thought by some key 

informants to differentiate education from the health sector, where there is (arguably) a 

clearer demarcation—at individual level—between success and failure (Fitch, 2023). 

There are several difficulties that are symptomatic of the variability in understanding of 

what a successful education system looks like.  

There is a lack of consensus over what needs to be measured. One key informant, for 

example, viewed the evidence landscape as overpopulated with key indicators at global, 

national, and individual program/intervention level. This informant recommended a 

uniform streamlining of focus on core literacy and numeracy learning outcomes, in line 

with USAID’s historical focus on investing in and measuring progress on Early Grade 

Reading Assessments. Yet this is also open to criticism, thought to overlook important 

determinants of learning outcomes, such as teaching quality, classroom social 

dynamics, socio-emotional development, and school management—the data for which 

is necessary to answer questions about why and how learning has (or has not) occurred. 

This leads to the question of whether learning outcomes are sufficient—or indeed—

desirable measures. There is a tendency among education practitioners to resist the 

instrumentalization of education as a vehicle for economic productivity on an 

individual or aggregate level, arguing that education itself is intrinsically valuable (e.g., 

Kumar, 2017). Proxy indicators such as eventual income and employment may not offer 

a complete picture. Key informants have reflected on a potential misalignment between 

what is a good education system for a society and for an individual: if the role of 

education is to produce “good citizens,” how does this sit with self-actualization and the 

realizing of individual potential? Furthermore, in LMIC contexts, the question of 

navigating trade-offs between education access and education quality mean that both 

outcomes and the resulting data needs may differ between countries. 

4.2.2 Tensions between global and local priorities       

There is a well-recognized tension between the “global” education agenda, which is 

thought to drive evidence demand and, in the words of one key informant, “set the tone 

for what we should be researching,” and local priorities. These are often mismatched.  
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As UNESCO (2024, p. 15) reports, “it is uncontested that the feedback loop between 

what is produced at the global level and what is required at the local level or national 

level is broken.” Although the UNESCO review found that there was a particular lack of 

use when it came to global research being used at national level, there is a perception 

that globally produced evidence wields the most influence. Key informants reported 

several concerns about the domination of the “global” evidence agenda over what is 

relevant and lacking at a localized level. For example, in a recent NORRAG report, 

Gorur et al. (2023) argued that efforts to collect and use data to compare education 

system quality could mean that national data systems are set up to report aggregate 

summative progress on key indicators rather than to identify (and remedy) system 

weaknesses at a more local level. This would additionally marginalize local perspectives 

on the education system in the process.  

Key actors in LMIC contexts have been described as resistant or sensitive to the use of 

international education standards, best practices, and so-called “blueprints” based on 

leading global evidence. Several key informants described tensions between funders’ 

global teams and in-country missions, or between funders and a country’s national 

education stakeholders—which makes evidence use a particularly contested terrain. 

Contextually relevant evidence to inform policies and programs is perceived by more 

“field-” facing staff to be lacking (Georgalakis & Stanley, 2020), particularly when 

global research is thought to have been generated without sufficient understanding or 

consideration of the political realities of the time. In their review of the World Bank’s 

influence on policy formation in education, Edwards et al. (2023) highlight this issue—

concluding that although the bank has had a considerable influence on the global 

education agenda, this does not carry through to country-level negotiations. 

Organizational incentives to “sell” a reform agenda based on global evidence trump 

careful considerations of known and lived context, according to one key informant. 

4.2.3 Localized evidence availability and accessibility remain a 
challenge      

Issues around availability and funding of evidence in education are pronounced—and 

are particularly pertinent for evidence producers and users operating in the Global 

South. Although investment in education research has increased, it still lags behind 

other sectors such as health (Révai, Hill & Torres, 2023; Churches & Dunnett, 2016).  

The Education Sub Saharan Africa (ESSA) program found that up to 80% of locally 

generated African education research appears to be unfunded, while the major funding 

sources that do exist are largely external and from the Global North (Rose et al., 2019). 
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The evidence localization agenda is thus a key theme, championed by groups such as 

the African Education Research Consortium (AERC, 2022),30 and NORRAG Global 

Education Center.31 

UNESCO’s (2024) flagship study on evidence use, produced in partnership with 

NORRAG, urges funders to support locally led research and strengthen regional 

networks to bolster evidence use. This is an area USAID’s Center for Education is 

prioritizing in its early stage DECODE portfolio of interventions (USAID, 2023). Key 

informants also reflected a clear belief that supporting local evidence ecosystems, both 

in terms of evidence supply and demand, is critical to ensure that contextually 

grounded knowledge informs decision-making—thereby acknowledging that there 

might be trade-offs in terms of investing in localized capacity in the evidence ecosystem 

and the ability for interventions to be scaled.   

Yet there appears to be a mismatch between discursive intent and practice. One key 

informant reported that a common refrain from country-based education teams is a 

lack of timely, relevant, and accessible locally led research; yet another has argued that 

in instances where strong local organizations do exist, such as UWEZO in Tanzania, 

they are unable to compete with large consulting firms and face a fight for 

organizational survival. This is arguably exacerbated by funders’ perceived narrow 

understanding of what constitutes quality evidence; potentially limiting the pool of 

evidence producers and disregarding important sources.  

  

 
30 The principles set out by the African Education Research Funders Consortium purport to reflect the core advocacy 
asks of education research funders, namely: the need to channel funding to education research in the Global South; 
focus on the development of enduring local systems to produce, communicate, and employ evidence; and ensure that 
measures to produce and communicate research uphold the values of diversity, equity, and inclusion (AERC, 2022). 
31 NORRAG’s Decolonising Data Summit (April 2023) and blog series has focused on the need for locally situated, 
human-centered research design and—in the words of Crain Soudien—a shift away from the “narrow scientisim” of 
much global education research (in particular edtech), which has crowded out local perspectives. This was part of 
NORRAG’s wider #southalsoknows project, which “aims to contribute to reversing the North-to-South flow of expertise 
and decision making.”  

https://www.norrag.org/decolonizing-data-summit-04-04-2023/
https://www.norrag.org/about-the-south-also-knows/
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5. Interventions to strengthen evidence uptake 
and use 

 

Initiatives aiming to strengthen evidence use typically implement different 

approaches to support each type of use, as discussed by Langer and Weyrauch 

(2021, p. 40; see also Punton, 2014). Interventions are categorized in different ways 

across the literature; for the purposes of this paper, we divide them into three levels. 

5.1. Individual-level approaches  

These approaches target the skills, knowledge, and behavior of evidence 

users. As Rickinson et al. (2022) describe, drawing on their research with Australian 

educators, this involves “skillsets” as well as “mindsets” and personal relationships. 

This reinforces existing learning about the complex web of individual competencies and 

attributes required for evidence use, as shown, for instance, by Topp et al. (2018), in 

their model of eight interlinked competency areas that the European Union uses to 

strengthen skills at the research–policy interface. 

Given the importance of the question of “what is evidence” in education, 

BE2 members emphasized the significance of users’ capacity to appraise 

evidence (and bodies of evidence) and to then apply different types of 

evidence, from different sources, to policy and/or practice decisions. There 

is a growing recognition that different situations call for different forms of evidence; for 

example, in emergency contexts, where information is scarce and there is a need for 

flexibility in what is considered research-based evidence and/or evidence-based,32 

guidance can simply not be followed. The acknowledgement, then, that the reality of 

education decision-making is based on a wide range of evidence may open up a more 

honest and productive conversation about evidence appraisal skills. This would differ 

from what are seen to be attempts to “shoehorn” the evidence use conversation into a 

more prescriptive model, according to one key informant. For example, BE2 members 

highlighted a lack of guidance in the appraisal, synthesis, and communication of 

qualitative evidence, meaning that a lot of evidence is “lost.”  

Several key learning points emerge from the literature on teachers’ 

engagement with evidence. An evaluation of evidence-informed teaching in 

England found that evidence was most influential with teachers when it was supported 

by other sources, such as peer endorsement, was practice-focused, and had a clear 

implication for their own practice (Coldwell, 2017). This reinforces Langer et al.’s 

systematic review (2016) and Vogel and Punton’s evaluation of the BCURE program 

 
32 The International Network for Education in Emergencies has introduced “Field notes” to its Journal on 
Education in Emergencies. These are more descriptive and exploratory in nature, and are intended to offer 
practical guidance rather than demonstrate causal linkages within a conceptual framework.  
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(2018), both of which pointed to the importance of adult learning principles–including 

a clear link to personal experience and practice–in the design and delivery of 

interventions focused on individual evidence users. 

This encompasses the important shift toward co-creation of evidence with 

the education frontline. The benefits of co-creation can be understood in both 

output and process terms, particularly from the perspective of working with education 

practitioners. In engaging with evidence co-production, teachers and school leaders are 

thought to be gaining important skills that benefit their classroom and school practice. 

There are several important examples of initiatives seeking to empower teachers to co-

produce (and even lead) research initiatives, including the high profile Schools2030 

initiative. Others include the Education Development Trust’s teacher-led RCT initiative 

(Churches et al., 2020), and its support for evidence-led supervision in Sierra Leone 

(funded by the What Works Hub in Global Education), where teaching staff are 

engaged in the collection and use of classroom-based evidence to inform practice.   

The communal aspect of strengthening evidence use was also underscored 

by interviewees working closely with school and classroom practitioners. 

These informants reported on the transformative power of peer networks among 

individuals in these practitioner groups, and of respecting practitioner agency to 

implement, experiment, and refine teaching and learning techniques.  

Social relationships were the focus of a regression analysis of 389 teachers in England 

carried out by Brown et al. (2018), which confirms the primacy of social influence in 

affecting research use by teachers—most notably school leaders. The authors therefore 

recommend targeting school leaders as well as using a social network approach to 

identify and engage teacher opinion-formers in order to “switch on the idea that 

everyone is now using research” in educational practice. This suggests that the design 

of individual-focused interventions such as training programs or sensitization 

workshops on evidence use should emphasize local examples, ensure a direct link to 

users’ own experience, and carefully select trainers or presenters who have credibility 

and influence among the user group.  

5.2. Organizational-level approaches  

These approaches target structures, processes, and ways of working in schools or 

government departments that shape evidence use in policy and practice. Interventions 

to strengthen organizational capacity for evidence use are usually targeted at outcomes 

around “embedded” or “process” use of evidence and focus on the development and 

operationalization of tools, practices, working cultures, incentives, or structures (both 

formal and informal) at an organizational level. The OECD’s 2021 survey of education 

policymakers in 29 countries found that the overall most commonly reported barriers 

to using research in education policy were structural or organizational (Torres, 2022).  

The importance of organizational cultures of evidence use, and of leaders in enabling 

these, has also been made clear (Burns, 2023; Rickinson, 2022). Coldwell et al. (2017) 
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found that “strongly research-engaged schools were highly effective, well-led 

organizations within which 'research use' meant integrating research evidence into all 

aspects of their work as part of an ethos of continual improvement and reflection.” 

Despite a clear picture of what evidence use should look like at organizational level, 

however, the review found very few examples from the education sector indicating 

which interventions should be implemented to achieve this, compared to other sectors. 

At the BE2 meeting there was general agreement on the need to better understand 

evidence champions. Members expressed interest for more work to be done on thinking 

about what evidence champions are; how to institutionalize the position, not the 

person; what works in supporting them; and their impact. Evidence champions might 

be enough in the short term, but they are a small part of a much larger evidence 

ecosystem. There is a recognition that institutionalizing evidence processes and 

systems beyond the initial “champion” is vital.  

 

Access and availability of evidence is another key element of organizational capacity for 

evidence. One interviewee noted that evidence appraisal is often an “event” rather than 

a continuous process: country-based staff are also described as often narrowly focused 

on seeking the evidence they need. According to one key informant: “We know that 

[field] staff are looking for evidence as they need it, rather than constantly appraising 

emerging evidence. It is very demand driven … they can be myopic in this pursuit.” In 

short, the evidence that is there exactly when staff need it, as they need it, will be used.  

Yet a common risk is the assumption that developing tools such as repositories or 

dashboards to make evidence accessible will lead to its use. As one key informant 

reflected, in their experience, evidence use among staff seemed to be best facilitated by 

accompanying guidance and structured processes, rather than simply making evidence 

available. It is already established in the literature that access to evidence alone does 

not lead to use.33 Box 9 exemplifies the learning from the “evidence use” sector on this 

topic: although access to evidence is one important mechanism, it works best to 

facilitate evidence use when combined with other mechanisms. 

Even where evidence is communicated in different formats, provision of this evidence 

alone does not affect its use. As the Teacher Development Trust found, “the least 

effective ways for implementing research findings are through sending printed 

resources or making people listen to lectures … these methods are entirely insufficient 

to change ingrained habits of practice, challenge existing beliefs and misconceptions, 

establish new understanding and create new ways of viewing problems” (Teacher 

Development Trust, 2012). And an RCT commissioned by the Educational Endowment 

Foundation (Lord et al., 2017) found that none of several approaches to providing 

evidence to teachers had any effect on pupil outcomes (approaches tried included a 

 
33 In their systematic review of approaches to strengthening capacity for evidence use, Langer et al. (2016) found that 
repositories can work to increase evidence use only when combined with efforts to strengthen decision-makers’ 
opportunity and motivation to do so. These findings are reinforced in a Results for Development landscape review 
(Taddese, 2017, p. 17), which found that individual skills and organizational capacities and ways of working can mean 
that well-intentioned data portals, dashboards, and other information systems do not translate to stronger use of 
evidence in decision-making.  
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magazine, printed booklets, a website with how-tos, and access to recorded webinars). 

 

Box 9: Mechanisms for evidence use in education in Europe  

Gough et al. (2011) published lessons from an EPPI Centre project mapping evidence 

use initiatives in the education sector in Europe. They identified 27 activities spread 

across nine different mechanisms for improving evidence use, illustrating how 

approaches at individual, organizational, and systems levels can combine to support 

evidence use: 

● Accessibility: ensuring policymakers have access to research by making it 

more easily available or usable. 

● Relevance: ensuring that there is a relevant evidence base from which 

policymakers can draw.  

● Education: increasing awareness, knowledge, and skills in understanding, 

producing, finding, communicating, and/or using research.  

● Incentives/reinforcements: encouraging researchers or policymakers to 

change their attitude/behavior towards producing, communicating, or using 

research by controlling external stimuli.  

● Social influence/persuasion: relying on others with influence to prompt 

attitude/behavior change in policymakers.  

● Facilitation: providing technical, financial, organizational, and/or 

emotional support to either researchers or policymakers in producing, 

communicating, or using research.  

● Seek and/or interpret: seeking out and/or analysing/interpreting 

research evidence in order to inform decision-making.  

● Interaction/collaboration: enabling the two-way flow/production of 

information and knowledge between producers and users of research 

evidence.  

● System focus: emphasizing the (strategic) importance of focusing on the 

evidence-to-policy system as a whole. 

5.3. Systems-level approaches 

These interventions target broader aspects of the evidence system, 

including relationships between evidence producers and users, better 

communication of research, and creating an enabling environment for 

evidence use. Increasing interaction between so-called evidence “producers” and 

“users” appears to be the most common approach to strengthening evidence use in 

education (OECD, 2022; Georgalakis & Stanley, 2020)—and with good reason, as it has 

been found to be one of the most impactful types of strategies (e.g., Dalberg, 2023).34 

 
34 It is important to note that the labels “producer” and “user” are used here in full recognition 
that such distinctions are not clear cut, i.e., producers of evidence can also be users.  
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Strong knowledge translation and brokering capacities and formal functions within 

evidence systems, which can effectively communicate to users what the evidence does 

(and does not) say, are essential capacities for these approaches. Drawing on policy 

influence and engagement approaches, and in recognition of the complex, multi-

stakeholder landscapes in the education sector, this type of approach is most commonly 

linked to broader outcomes aiming to strengthen relationships across the system. 

Typical examples of such efforts include co-identification of research priorities; 

coproduction of research; formal and informal network-building activities, such as 

working groups, pairing schemes, and secondments; and responsive evidence 

production and approaches, including evidence gap maps—such as those developed by 

UNESCO—and rapid response services. In developing countries, as Rose et al. (2019) 

describe, and in response to the increasing focus on localization, it is important that 

evidence and policy dialogues are promoted at the national and/or regional levels to 

support the locally led identification of education research priorities. Box 10 shows how 

the Presidential Working Party on Education Reform in Kenya brought together 

researchers with many other education stakeholders to evaluate the implementation of 

the competency-based education policy.  

Interventions that strengthen relationships across evidence systems are a critical 

element of any initiative aiming to improve evidence use. As one interviewee said, “if 

you want long-term/sustainable approaches, invest in relationships that can last even if 

the structures are gone.” This also goes beyond individual “champions,” as noted above, 

to build organizational relationships that can transcend turnover of individuals. Yet in 

their study of the UK “Areas of Research Interest” approach, Boaz and Oliver (2023) 

caution that relationships alone are not enough to strengthen evidence use; capacities 

within evidence supply and use organizations also play a role. 

  

https://www.unicef-irc.org/evidence-gap-maps
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Box 10: Kenya’s Presidential Working Party on Education Reform 
(government of Kenya, 2023) 

The Presidential Working Party on Education Reform (PWPER) was formed by the 

President of Kenya in 2022 to address concerns raised by the citizenry.  

The PWPER brought together researchers, education stakeholders—including 

teachers and parents—unions, the private sector, CSOs, faith-based organizations, 

and members of the public. It was convened by the president to offer 

recommendations to the MoE. The PWPER had a specific mandate to evaluate the 

implementation of Competency-Based Education, which was adopted by MoE in 

2017, and review and make recommendations on governance, financing, equity, and 

inclusion in education. The PWPER submitted interim reports on 1 December 2022 

and 29 March 2023, and the final report was submitted in June 2023. 

Funded by the FCDO, the AfDB, the World Bank and UNICEF, and supported by the 

Education Development Trust, the PWRP is an example of a locally led initiative that 

convened global expertise to advise on a tailored course of action aligned with locally 

generated insights. The resulting report was informed by over 5,000 submissions 

from the public, in addition to a comprehensive review of relevant policy 

documentation and wider literature. The PWPER also engaged stakeholders and 

undertook a validation exercise with representatives of the stakeholders at national 

and subnational levels. 
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6. Principles for success and implications for 
funders  

In this section, we identify six proven principles for success in the design of evidence 

use initiatives, and identify the implications these have for funders.  

Figure 3 identifies the key project/program stages through which the principles could 

be applied.   

Figure 3. Designing initiatives for evidence use: Principles for success 
during the project/program design cycle 

 

6.1. Engaging with the evidence context 

Linking directly to the first stage of the project or program cycle, understanding the 

context in which evidence is being generated and used is foundational to any attempt at 

increasing evidence use.  

Despite resounding evidence of the importance of political and other contextual factors 

in shaping evidence use, many evidence-informed policy-making interventions still fail 

to adequately understand and respond to policy-making realities in the contexts where 

they are seeking change (Oliver et al., 2014, 2022; Vogel & Punton, 2018; OECD, 2020; 
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Gough, Sharples & Maidment, 2022).35 The importance of gaining an understanding at 

design stage (Stage 1 in Figure 2) of factors such as political will, timing, planning, and 

electoral cycles; existing organizational buy-in; and capacity, is also illustrated by 

learning gathered from Acasus’ review of education evidence uptake projects (2021) 

and IDInsight’s experience with embedded learning partnerships (Martin et al., 2022). 

As one interviewee explained, ‘Institutionalizing evidence use means paying real 

attention to the institutions … how government organizations function, from the ‘inside 

out’.” 

Since approximately 2016, evidence diagnostic tools have been developed to enable the 

identification and leveraging of windows of opportunity within a given context, and to 

facilitate a systems approach. Combining elements of political economy analysis, 

knowledge systems analysis, and organizational analysis, such tools explore entry 

points for improved evidence use by considering which of the known evidence use 

factors are manifesting in a given context at a specific time.36 They identify which 

evidence users are most relevant to engage with and where;37 reveal their existing 

capacities and priorities; and map the surrounding political, planning, and budgeting 

cycles that are affecting evidence use. 

Engaging with the evidence context is not a single “event,” but a way of working 

throughout the program cycle. As indicated in Stage 4 in Figure 3, learning from the 

implementation of interventions should be reflected on alongside any changes in the 

context.    

Implications for funders:  

● Funders can request an initial evidence context analysis at proposal stage. 

● Funders can provide training or support to grantees unfamiliar with evidence 

context analysis.  

● Funders can ensure there is time and resource to carry out context diagnostics 

in the early stages of research uptake efforts.  

 
35  The FCDO’s trajectory in funding evidence use interventions illustrates this learning point. After a long history of 
funding research production and then “influence” or translation, in 2013 DfID funded its first dedicated “evidence use” 
portfolio, Building Capacity to Use Research Evidence (BCURE), to test approaches to developing capacity for evidence 
use. Although the projects worked with partners who were embedded within the contexts in each country, no explicit 
political economy or contextual analysis was undertaken to identify entry points or to match these with interventions. 
The evaluation (Vogel & Punton, 2018) identified a need for a more explicitly politically informed approach, which could 
better identify entry points within the system where efforts to institutionalize evidence use were most likely to “stick.” 
The successor program to BCURE, Strengthening Evidence for Development Impact (SEDI), was designed with an 
explicit “Thinking and Working Politically” lens (Shaxson et al., 2021). 
36 Six published examples of evidence diagnostic tools are listed in Hayter and Morales (2023) and summarized in a 
blog post by Hayter (2024).  While evidence diagnostics draw on elements of sectoral context analysis tools, they focus 
specifically on evidence use outcomes rather than sector/policy outcomes. The SEDI program’s “political economy plus” 
approach (Shaxson et al., 2021), carried out in nine sectors in three countries, illustrates how an evidence diagnostic 
approach can be combined with a sectoral analysis approach. A forthcoming institutional capacity assessment tool for 
evidence use in education from UNESCO and IIEP will mark the first education-specific evidence diagnostic tool the 
authors have identified. It is currently being piloted in Latvia and Peru. 
37 The importance of identifying which evidence users to work with was illustrated by key informants, who felt that in 
education, a systems approach has not been comprehensively adopted, contributing to a perceived skewing of focus on 
the global agenda and in-country funder priorities. This leads to a continued dominance of the evidence use discussion 
by evidence-to-policy, rather than evidence-to-practice, considerations, and a focus on practitioners-as-policymakers 
rather than practitioners-as-teachers.   
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6.2. Taking a holistic approach to supply and demand 

“Creating and communicating research that is relevant, timely, and actionable is a feat 

unto itself,” observes Vivian Tseng. “But, on its own, it is not enough to foster an 

education system that is able to learn from and incorporate research findings into 

policy changes, professional development, curricula, and teaching and learning.” 

(Tseng, quoted in Hunter, 2017; see also Oliver et al., 2022).  

Aligning with the third stage in the project or program cycle, and directly informing the 

second (developing a theory of change), the need to approach evidence use initiatives as 

holistic attempts to develop the evidence ecosystem, rather than focusing on the 

communication of a specific piece of research, is considered an urgent priority by key 

informants. As one interviewee concluded, “We’ve learned that getting better at 

pushing doesn’t enhance the pull.”   

This means that at implementation stage (Stage 3 in Figure 3), as recommended by 

Rickinson et al. (2023), interventions targeted at increasing “‘push,” or the supply and 

influence of research—such as co-identification of research priorities, shared 

sensemaking, and comprehensive communication and engagement around results—are 

not themselves sufficient to result in uptake. Rather, they should be implemented in 

combination with activities aimed at increasing the demand for evidence, or “pull”—

such as developing user capacity, or improving user processes for commissioning 

research. As UNESCO (2024, p. 13) concludes, “filling ‘the space in between’ [supply 

and demand] by means of knowledge brokerage is not sufficient. It is equally important 

to invest in an ecosystem that instils a culture of evidence-based decisions in 

government and a valorization of applied policy-relevant research in universities.”  

Implications for funders:  

 

● Support the whole evidence ecosystem by investing in evidence use alongside 

production, and as an outcome in itself (i.e., not only the influence of the 

existing research portfolio, but institutionalization of evidence in education 

more broadly).  

● Support umbrella entities to facilitate coordination across investments in 

evidence producer and user groups.   

6.3. Using multidimensional approaches to capacity 
development 

This is a second key principle to consider at Stages 2 and 3, when designing and 

implementing interventions respectively. As shown in Annex 4, there are many 

different possible interventions to consider for strengthening evidence uptake at 

individual, organizational, and systems levels.38 The literature is clear that efforts to 

 
38 Most of these interventions have an evidence base providing more detail on aspects of design and implementation 
that is beyond the scope of this review to summarize—we have instead focused on cross-cutting/overarching principles 
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strengthen evidence use are more successful when combined across all 

three levels (Burns, 2023; OECD, 2022; Vogel & Punton, 2018; Tseng, 2012). Box 11 

provides an example of this type of project design in Ghana. 

A second cross-cutting element of a multidimensional approach involves tackling 

social and personal factors as well as technical and structural ones. For example, 

any new organizational structures or processes introduced need an element of buy-in to 

“stick”; while training needs to cover not only technical skills but also influencing, 

negotiation, and other “soft” skills. And the OECD’s survey of education policymakers 

highlighted a need not only for more relationships between evidence producers and 

users, but better relationships, characterized by “soft skills” such as listening: “It seems 

that speaking to each other is not enough [...] Researchers have to learn to listen” 

(Gábor Halász, quoted in Revai, 2022). 

Taking a capacity development approach can involve several trade-offs. First, 

strengthening existing systems and structures for evidence use can be time- and 

resource-intensive. Furthermore, it can result in tensions with a politically informed 

approach, in that evidence “users” who are most in need of capacity strengthening may 

not be in the departments or schools with the most influence or political importance. 

Relatedly, scaling education interventions at speed needs to be balanced with 

investments in capacity within the education system.  

Implications for funders:  

 

● Support capacity development at multiple levels—not necessarily targeting all 

levels equally in each project, but ensuring some coverage of each.  

● Ensure that approaches are grounded in existing evidence of what works, 

including tackling social and personal factors alongside technical ones.  

● Embed flexibility and sufficient differentiation in capacity development models 

to account for individual, group, and contextual differences. 

● Adopt formative assessments to aid course correction.  

● Ensure teams leading capacity developing initiatives update their knowledge on 

a continuous basis to reflect new and emerging evidence. 

  

 
for success. For the more detailed evidence base on each of these interventions, see systematic reviews from Langer, 
Tripney & Gough (2016) and evaluations of the Hewlett Foundation portfolio (Dalberg, 2023) and the DfID BCURE 
program (Vogel & Punton, 2018). 



           

49 

 

 

Box 11: Expanding the focus to subnational levels in Ghana 

In Ghana, as in other countries, much of the work aimed at strengthening evidence 

use in policy over the past decade has been targeted at the national level. The Center 

for Democratic Development (CDD’s) Evidence for Development Initiative, however, 

took a different approach, aiming to strengthen the use of evidence for governance 

and accountability in service delivery at a district level. Insights from their 

experience illustrate the importance of identifying windows of opportunity in the 

context, prioritizing relationships, and taking a multidimensional approach to 

capacity development. 

Focusing on three districts in the Bono, Northern, and Upper East regions, the CDD 

partnered with local civil society organizations and district assemblies. Capacity-

strengthening activities targeted a range of actors, including the heads of local health 

and education agencies, district statistics officers, coordinating directors, and 

development planning officers. These activities were supplemented with a 

“community of practice” approach, aiming to build relationships between 

stakeholders interested in strengthening evidence at the local government level. The 

CDD also facilitated a peer-learning mechanism between the three pilot districts.  

Reflections and lessons learned from the project—funded by the Hewlett 

Foundation—included the importance of the following: 

Understanding the local/subnational political economy, and taking advantage of 

a policy planning window to contribute to the development of district-level, 

medium-term development plans. 

A multi-tiered approach to capacity development, which relies not only on 

building skills through training, but also the application of those skills. 

Facilitating multi-stakeholder dialogue, within and outside government. 

A flexible approach to project delivery, which enables the team to adapt and 

iterate based on learning. 

 

Source: Adapted from Center for Democratic Development (2022)  

6.4. User ownership: Building on what’s there 

Governments around the world have created and sustained a wide range of 

organizational reforms to structures, processes, and procedures with the 

aim of improving evidence use. Landscape reviews by Taddese and Anderson 

(2017) and Weyrauch et al. (2016b), as well as the OECD’s education policymaker 

survey (Torres, 2022), provide many examples of initiatives in place. Yet, as Oliver et al. 

(2022) find, most evidence use initiatives still seem to address a mistaken belief that 

decision-makers do not listen to evidence or are not interested in evidence, despite 
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growing evidence to the contrary. Experience shows that understanding and 

“accompanying” internal initiatives and structures, rather than imposing them from the 

outside, offers the greatest chances of success (Vogel & Punton, 2018; Torres, 2022; 

Martin et al., 2022). This principle can be put into practice at two main stages of the 

design cycle: first, at diagnostic stage (Stage 1), by exploring the existing capacities and 

structures for evidence use; and second, during implementation (Stage 3), by working 

with and building on those existing capacities.  

In recent years, the so-called evidence use sector has increasingly moved toward the 

co-design and -delivery of evidence use interventions with users. For 

example, Ahmed et al. (2021) describe how the SEDI program collaborated with the 

Office of the Prime Minister in Uganda and the Department for Trade in Pakistan, to 

identify barriers to evidence use. This stands in contrast to earlier models, which 

sought to “assess” government evidence needs from an objective viewpoint and 

recommend improvements from an external research perspective. It also involves co-

producing learning derived from such initiatives; current publications on evidence use 

in policy-making often involve civil servants and/or politicians as co-authors (see, for 

example, Goldman & Pabari, 2021; Stewart et al., 2019; Khumalo et al., 2021).  

Implications for funders:  

 

● Use an evidence context diagnostic to understand what systems and structures 

already exist to facilitate evidence use.  

● Systematize the analysis of evidence on how evidence is used, and support local 

actors to lead this.  

● Seek partnerships with local organizations that already have trusted 

relationships and credibility with teachers, policymakers, and other evidence 

users.  

● Work with those at the “frontline,” i.e., practicing educators, to identify barriers 

and opportunities for improving evidence use.       

6.5. Learning about evidence use within and between 
projects 

There have been repeated calls across the evidence-informed policy sector to itself 

draw more on the body of evidence described in this review. As Gough, 

Sharples, and Maidment (2022) note, “there are still instances of knowledge brokering 

initiatives assuming an approach will be effective and useful without being explicit 

about why.” While there is growing literature on evidence use in education, key 

informants noted that there is some way to go to systematize approaches to the 

evidence on evidence use in education—though notable progress has been made; for 

example, with the RLO’s Impact Initiative analysis of the program’s research impact. 

Moreover, the evidence base that can inform efforts to improve evidence uptake in 

education is not limited to the education sector, as shown by Hayter and Morales 

(2023) and illustrated by UNESCO’s exploration of what education can learn from 



           

51 

 

public health in their forthcoming report on evidence use (UNESCO, 2024; see also 

OECD, 2022).  

One common recommendation is to begin with an evidence-informed theory of change 

(Stage 2 in Figure 2), which points to existing evidence in support of the change 

pathways and also identifies where evidence is lacking and will be produced by the 

project (ibid; Oliver et al., 2022). Additional recommendations for funders to 

strengthen evidence use in project design and delivery are outlined in a recent Global 

Evidence Commitment (see Box 12). It is clear that developing a “culture” of evidence 

use is a matter not only for policymakers and practitioners, but also for funders in how 

they approach work around the use of research evidence.  

 

As Oliver et al. (2022) show, learning is a gap at both ends of the project cycle: not only 

do many evidence use initiatives fail to draw on existing evidence in their initial design 

stages, but the vast majority are also not evaluated, leading to missed opportunities for 

contributing to growing the evidence base.39 Projects can learn about evidence use and 

uptake by monitoring and reflecting on changes in the external environment, as well as 

progress toward their project theory of change (as shown in at Stage 4 in Figure 2). 

With adaptability from funders (see below), this learning can be applied to project 

implementation—and should also be shared as a “public good” for the broader 

development of the sector (Stage 5 in Figure 3).  

There is also room for funders to support the building of greater 

collaboration and learning between initiatives in the evidence-informed 

policy sector. Breckon and Boaz (2023) describe a crowded space, in which 

organizations compete with and duplicate each other’s work; in the words of Oliver et 

al. (2022), “an increase in busyness as opposed to effective action.” Funders can avoid 

this duplication and fragmentation in two main ways: 

First, by ensuring greater coordination between funders. Efforts by funder collectives 

such as the Transforming Evidence Funders Network, BE2, the African Evidence 

Network, the EEF-led Evidence in Education Network, and the African Education 

Research Funders Consortium all aim to tackle this issue. Second, by exploring peer 

learning between projects and grantees. This is consistently identified as a means of 

addressing this challenge—for example, the evaluation of the Hewlett Foundation’s 

evidence-informed policy portfolio (Dalberg, 2023) found room for more peer learning 

and convening between grantees. 

Implications for funders: 

 

● Support partners to develop evidence-informed theories of change, which 

identify the evidence underpinning a proposed research uptake or “evidence 

use” intervention.   

 
39 After reviewing 1,923 evidence-informed policy-making interventions carried out by 513 organizations around the 
world, the authors found that only 6% of them had been evaluated.  
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● Support the development of strong monitoring, evaluation, and learning 

strategies to track progress and impact, as well as robust communications and 

engagement strategies and peer learning initiatives, to ensure that this learning 

is applied within and beyond projects.   

● Support attempts to systematize evidence of how evidence is used at local and 

regional levels, with the aim of facilitating discussion, comparison, and 

learning.  

● Collaboratively invest in entities that produce and share “global good” evidence 

summaries and evidence mapping.  

 

 

Box 12: Funders commit to better use of in-project design, 
implementation, and evaluation 

In October 2023, 3ie and partners—including the FCDO, Norad, the IDB, and 
others— released a Global Evidence Commitment calling for better use of evidence 
throughout the international development sector’s programming and project cycle.  

In education, an evidence-informed approach to evidence uptake would entail 
approaches going beyond the “supply side,” better understanding of evidence 
contexts, and more explicit use of the evidence base on “evidence use” in the design 
of interventions—as we recommend in this report.  

Recommendations of the Commitment include: 

(i) conducting problem diagnostics to determine which factors contributing to a 
development problem are most severe; 

(ii) developing evidence-informed theories of change, drawing upon systematic 
reviews of impact evaluations to determine which interventions have a track record 
of success; 

(iii) making funding decisions informed by comparing the cost-effectiveness of 
proposed interventions against evaluated alternatives; 

(iv) conducting evaluations that are useful for iterative adaptation during the 
lifecycle of a project, such as formative evaluation, process evaluation, and A/B 
testing; 

(v) building the global evidence base by conducting impact evaluations with cost 
analysis where there are gaps in research; and 

(vi) spurring innovation by piloting and evaluating new approaches to solving 
development problems. 

Source: Adapted from 3ie (2023) 
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6.6. “Doing funding differently” 

It is clear that developing a “culture” of evidence use is a matter not only for 

policymakers and practitioners, but also for funders in how they approach the cycle 

described above. 

Key informants (both non-funders and funders) highlighted several things that they felt 

education funders were doing “right” with respect to the evidence use agenda. These 

include:  

● Supporting a spirit of inquiry into “what works” to inform sound investments, 

tempered by an understanding of the realities of scaling education approaches, 

initiatives, and financing.  

● Institutional and programmatic shifts toward the localization of evidence, e.g., 

USAID’s DECODE program, and the WWHGE.  

● An increased focus on teacher effectiveness and, by extension, so-called 

“pedagogical” evidence.  

● A systems approach to understanding education systems and, by extension, 

greater awareness of the political economy in which education policy is formed.  

 

Yet, the same learning points for funders in the evidence-informed policy 

space have been repeatedly identified. Application of this learning has strong 

potential for impact given the influence that funders hold, particularly in the Global 

South, on the design of evidence use initiatives as depicted in Figure 2. A significant 

element of this involves reduction in fragmentation and duplication, as described 

above. Beyond this, there are several common recommendations for individual funders.  

First, heavily “projectized” approaches are a common critique of funders that 

fund in two-year timeframes, despite the much longer-term nature of the evidence use 

outcomes they are seeking to support (Gough et al. in OECD, 2022; Taddese, 2021; 

Dalberg, 2023). “Funders are not there for the long haul; everyone knows it, the 

evidence tells us this does not work as well as investing for the long haul, but it 

continues—why?” lamented one key informant.  

Second, flexibility among funders has been a key issue in the evidence-informed 

policy sector for some years (e.g., Vogel & Punton, 2018; Gough et al., 2022; Siregar et 

al., 2023). Taddese (2021) found that “funding for evidence-to-policy work is heavily 

projectized … There is little room in project budgets to engage in relationship building, 

flexibly support government needs as they arise, or address capacity constraints … the 

ability to respond to new windows of opportunity with additional activities once a 

project or programme is underway is key.”  

Where funders are able to be flexible, this appears to have a strong positive effect on 

outcomes. In an evaluation of the Raising Learning Outcomes project, Izzi et al. (2022) 

found that flexibility of the funders was a key factor that allowed projects in the first 

phase of the initiative to take an adaptive approach and respond quickly to windows of 

opportunity for policy influence.   
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Third, funders’ results frameworks can produce a rather narrow focus on the 

influence of singular studies or research projects. Key informants have highlighted a 

tendency for funders to incentivize researchers to approach evidence use in terms of the 

influence of their specific research, rather than developing programs that view research 

impact more holistically. This comes back to the challenge of measuring and assessing 

evidence use; an area where education stakeholders have struggled.  

Implications for funders:  

 

● Create the room for longer-haul investments.  

● Focus on funding the evidence ecosystem by supporting national umbrella 

organizations and networks to carry out their own evidence-into-use 

agendas.Adapt results frameworks to give greater weight to building evidence 

literacy and embedded evidence use at individual, organizational, and system 

levels.  

 

 

7. Conclusion  

This report aimed to provide a common starting point for BE2 members at the January 

2024 meeting, from which to discuss how the use and uptake of evidence in education 

is being framed, approached, and appraised by education stakeholders, taking into 

account the vast experience of the members in this area. In discussions thus far, 

members and those familiar with the group have reflected positively on BE2’s mandate, 

activities, and approach; they also welcomed the forum in London, noting its members’ 

expertise, openness to collaboration, and professional respect for each other.  

As evidence use in education enjoys something of a “moment”—and arguably a long 

overdue one—BE2 is positioning itself in the middle of this conversation as a convenor. 

In 2024, BE2 hopes to identify and begin exploring answers to learning questions 

derived from the community. Areas that members have already expressed interest in 

exploring further include: 

Opportunities for BE2: 

● Learning more about each other’s work, through a mapping or similar initiative. 

For example, a mapping of evidence use interventions, which could take the 

form of a “living” document, undertaken by BE2 members and updated 

regularly, could build on the framework in Annex 4 of this report. There is a 

particular appetite to understand more about school-based programs and the 

learning emerging from these. 

● Opportunities to review and update existing BE2 guidance on quality evidence 

to reflect the nuances of the discussion at the meeting.40 There may also be 

opportunities to update guidance on diagnostics, given that a first exploration of 

 
40 This guidance is reportedly being updated.  
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an institutional diagnostic for evidence use in education is in development from 

IIEP and UNESCO, under the auspices of FA1.  

 

Changing currents in education and evidence use: 

● There is recognition of the political elements of evidence use in education, but 

also a notable gap in studies on the political economy of evidence use in the 

education sector. Future work on this topic could draw on nuanced studies of 

the political economy of education policy, as well as studies and frameworks on 

the political economy of evidence use from other sectors.  

 

● There is recognition that digitalization will fundamentally change the 

production of evidence, as well as its translation and use. There are several 

proposals for more and better use of repositories, but also open questions as to 

whether these can be tailored to become the evidence brokers themselves, or 

whether they will always be simply the “source.” This is an area that all 

stakeholders involved in evidence ecosystems will need to engage with and keep 

abreast of.  

  

 

This initial effort to review and reflect on the dynamic and evolving discussion about 

evidence use in education highlights clear areas for funders in this space to prioritize, 

refine, and systematize going forward. As the year 2030 looms large, we look forward to 

BE2’s continued leadership in forging a greater understanding of how its membership 

and wider stakeholders support evidence use in the sector—and the positive 

transformation that will bring to education globally.  
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Annex 1: Interviewees 

New interviews carried out for this review (country locations at the time of interview 

are listed in parentheses): 

● Kirsty Newman, Vice-President of Programmes, Luminos Foundation (UK) 

● Mo Adefeso Olateju, Founder and Director, The Education Partnership 

(Nigeria)  

● Deborah Greebon, Senior MEL Advisor, Center for Education—USAID (USA) 

● Sonja Anderson, Data and Evidence Team Lead, INEE (USA) 

● Amy Faux, Head of International Partnerships, Education Endowment 

Foundation (UK)  

● Richard Churches, Head of Research, Education Development Trust (UK) 

● Pauline Rose, Director, Research for Equitable Access and Learning Centre, 

University of Cambridge (UK) 

● Tricia Wind, Executive Director, KIX (Canada) 

● Moira Faul, Executive Director, NORRAG (Switzerland) 

● Kate Haden, Education Development Trust (UK) 

● Patrick Mroz-Dawes, Education Development Trust (UK) 

● Keith Holmes, UNESCO (France) 

● Bronwen McGrath, Aga Khan Foundation (UK) 

 

A previous round of 16 interviews was held for the original report, commissioned by the 

Jacobs Foundation (Hayter & Morales, 2023), from which this paper has been adapted. 

These original interviewees were:   

● Abdoul-Aziz Adama, Innovations for Poverty Action (Côte d’Ivoire) 

● Vaqar Ahmed, Sustainable Development Policy Institute (Pakistan) 

● Professor Kwame Akyeampong, Professor of International Education and 

Development, Open University (UK) 

● Kerry Albright, UNICEF (USA) 

● Jonathan Breckon, independent (UK) 

● Emma Broadbent, OTT Consulting (UK) 

● Vinicius Campos, Parana State Department of Education (Brazil) 

● Anne Candelaria, Ateneo de Manila University (Philippines) 

● Donika Dimovska, Jacobs Foundation (Switzerland) 

● Juliana Gutierrez, Universidad de los Andes (Colombia) 

● Juan Manuel Hernández, Innovations for Poverty Action (Spain) 

● Patrick Okwen, eBASE Africa (Cameroon) 

● Kate Ross, FCDO (UK) 

● Diego Sanchez, ExE (Colombia) 

● Louise Shaxson, independent consultant (UK) 

● Elizabeth Stuart, What Works Hub for Global Education/Blavatnik School, 

University of Oxford (UK) 

● Esteban Torre, CIPPEC (Argentina) 
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Annex 2: Key stakeholders in evidence and 
education 

Within      

ministry of 

education 

(MoE) 

Other government 

bodies 

Political & civil 

society 

organizations 

Education 

frontline 

Private sector Regional & 

international 

Evidence 

generation 

and use staff 

units (e.g., 

planning, 

policy, 

monitoring, 

and 

evaluation) 

within the 

MoE 

Political and 

technical 

leadership of 

the Ministry 

(e.g., Minister 

and 

Permanent 

Secretary), 

including 

workforce 

planning, 

infrastructure

, curriculum 

development,  

and teaching 

standards 

Education 

research 

bodies 

affiliated with 

the 

government 

Ministries of finance, 

planning health, 

gender, social affairs, 

foreign 

affairs/development 

cooperation, 

roads/transport/infr

astructure  

 

Parliamentary 

education committee  

National research 

funding/prioritizatio

n body, (e.g., science 

granting council) 

Teacher training 

institutions and 

providers of 

continuous 

professional 

development  

Provincial 

government 

departments 

Municipalities 

Local authorities 

Inspectorates 

 

Teacher unions 

Parent associations 

School 

boards/managemen

t committees  

Religious 

institutions 

Research 

organizations 

Charities and 

philanthropic 

foundations (local 

and international) 

Political parties 

Media 

School 

leaders 

Teachers  

Teaching 

support 

staff 

Parents 

Peer-to-

peer 

learning 

networks 

NGO 

project 

officers 

Private school 

owners 

Refreshment 

providers 

Uniform 

providers 

Publishers 

Furniture makers 

Textbook 

producers  

Computer 

manufacturers  

Construction 

firms  

EdTech 

providers/suppor

t services 

Venture 

capitalists 

 

Governing 

bodies within 

regional blocs 

(e.g., ASEAN, 

AU, EU) 

Multilateral 

thought 

leaders (e.g., 

OECD, 

UNESCO, 

UNICEF) 

International 

lending 

agencies 

Donors (to 

education 

sector and to 

research 

sector) 

International 

research 

organizations 

and 

partnerships 

(e.g., EEF) 

Peer networks  



 

 

Annex 3: Enabling/disabling contextual factors for evidence use in 
education41 

 
41 Developed by authors drawing on general/cross-sectoral evidence and context analysis tools including Weyrauch et al., 2016a, 2016b; Wills et al., 2016a; Vogel & Punton, 2018; 
and more recently Global Commission on Evidence to Address Societal Challenges, 2022;  Kuchenmüller et al., 2022; van de Goor et al., 2017) and in education-focused literature 
(Tseng, 2012; OECD, 2022; Finnigan, 2021; Roberts-Hull & Jensen, 2022;  Rickinson et al., 2022).  
42 While the influence of politics on evidence use in education was strongly and repeatedly cited in the literature, a detailed exploration of this appears to be lacking. This review 
found no systematic studies of the politics of evidence use in education and very few detailed case studies on this topic. In contrast, there is a rich body of work on the politics of the 
education sector overall, with the RISE program’s political economy analysis serving as a recent example (Levy, 2022). The need for more in-depth exploration of the politics of 
evidence use in education has been recognized across the literature (see, for example, Finnigan, 2021). Tseng’s call to action is a timely reminder: “Rather than viewing politics as a 
nuisance to be set aside, it behoves us to increase our understanding of how the political and policy process works and how it influences research acquisition, interpretation, and use” 
(Tseng, 2012).   

Domain Factors: barriers or opportunities Examples of these factors at work in education 

Political 

economy42 

● Historical and cultural factors 

● Party political system (coalition or majority) 

● Extent of democracy 

● Electoral context and timing 

● Decentralization 

● Executive–legislative relations 

● Politics of donor engagement 

● Corruption 

● Crises and transitions 

● The role of the media 

● Development planning context 

● Policy narratives 

● In its survey of education policymakers in 29 countries, the 

OECD (2022) found lack of political will to be one of the 

strongest factors affecting evidence use in education.  

● Political prioritization of access and infrastructure over learning 

outcomes is repeatedly cited in the literature (as summarized by 

Hayter & Morales, 2023). 

● Hinton et al. (2024) describe how the lack of political 

prioritization of early childhood education has affected evidence 

use in this area of policy.   

● In a review of scaling of EdTech innovations, Olsen (2023) points 

out that the “political expediency of being a tech adopter” is a 

more influential factor in scaling innovations than evidence of 

their effectiveness.  
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Evidence 

ecosystem factors 

Relationships (formal and informal, both individual and 

organizational level), within and outside government 

that shape evidence production and use:   

● Policy forums 

● Working groups 

● Epistemic communities  

● Landscape, capacity, and funding of local 

evidence producers  

● Degree of consensus on evidence base 

● Quality and availability of evidence 

● Role of research funders 

● Examples shared by participants at the BE2 members’ meeting 

described how longstanding, trusted relationships between 

researchers and policymakers (often maintained at considerable 

effort through multiple election cycles) had supported uptake of 

research.  

● Examples from Brazil (Campos, 2022), Kenya (Presidential 

Working Group on Education Reform), and the Philippines 

(Candelaria, 2013) have showed how multi-stakeholder working 

groups and forums have shaped evidence use.  

● ESSA (Rose et al., 2019) has described the landscape of 

education research production within sub-Saharan Africa. 

● Lessons from the FCDO-funded Impact Initiative indicate that 

funder approaches to assessing research impact can lead to a 

focus on evidence use from individual projects, rather than how 

an overall body of evidence has been used (Rose & Tofaris, 2021). 

Incentives from funders lead to researchers focusing on impact 

for individual projects, while governments value the collation of 

evidence from a body of research.       

Organizational 

factors 

Factors within “user” agencies (such as government 

ministries/departments and schools) including: 

● Processes, structures, and planning cycles  

● Standard operating procedures and quality 

standards 

● Budgets 

● Working cultures and incentives around 

evidence use, including the presence of 

champions and role models 

● Management, staffing, and human resources 

policies 

● Research, communications, and M&E capacity 

● Staff turnover 

● Infrastructural resources, such as IT systems 

and access to research and databases 

 

● Staff turnover within user agencies was found to affect evidence 

use in the Raising Learning Outcomes Phase 1 evaluation (Izzi et 

al., 2021), and was cited by several informants as a barrier to 

maintaining momentum in education research and use 

programming. 

● The role of internal relationships within user organizations was 

highlighted by Rickinson et al. (2022), who found that Australian 

teachers and school leaders blamed each other when evidence 

was not used.  
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43 These competencies are explored in more detail by the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre, which identifies a framework of 36 
competencies to support knowledge use in policy, organized into seven clusters (Schwedinger et al., 2022). 

Individual 

factors43 

Attributes and behaviors of evidence users, such as 

educators and policymakers, including:  

● Skills to access and apprise evidence 

● Knowledge 

● Attitudes 

● Motivation toward evidence use 

● Leadership behaviors 

● Educational and professional background 

● Communication and negotiation skills 

● Interpersonal and peer networks 

 

● As in the policy literature, the “practice” literature finds 

leadership to be an overwhelmingly important factor in shaping 

evidence use at organizational level (in this case in schools). 

Leaders can influence evidence use by fostering a conducive 

culture, putting in place structures and resources, and supporting 

appropriate skills and knowledge generation by educators and 

other staff to use research well (Rickinson et al., in OECD, 2022; 

Coldwell et al., 2017). 

● There is overwhelming evidence that education practitioners are 

more likely to use evidence if it is sourced from peers and is 

grounded in practical demonstration (e.g., Teacher Development 

Trust [2012]; Coldwell [2017]).  



 

 

 

Annex 4: An initial taxonomy of interventions for 
evidence use44,45 

Individual level 

Targeted at knowledge, skills, 
and attitude-related outcomes 

Organizational level 

Targeted at organizational 
structures, systems, and 
culture-related outcomes 

Systems level 

Targeted at systems-
strengthening outcomes 
(strengthening supply–demand 
connections; establishing an 
enabling environment) 

Training of evidence users: 
educators, civil servants, and 
parliamentary staff 

Example: training in evidence 
use for local-level education 
policymakers in the Philippines 

Organizational evidence strategy  

Example: an organization-wide 
approach to evidence use at the 
Department for Environmental 
Affairs in South Africa  

Setting collaborative research 
agendas with governments 
and/or other target users  

Example: UK Dept for 
Education’s Areas of Research 
Interest 

Training for high-level 
policymakers 

Example: training workshops 
were one approach used by the 
Africa Cabinet Decision-making 
Programme to strengthen 
evidence use at cabinet level 

Example: training for MPs from 
the Parliament of Ghana’s 
Education Committee has 
recently been provided by the 
African Centre for Example: 
Parliamentary Affairs (link 
forthcoming) 

Strengthening mandate or 
capacity of existing government 
research/evidence units 

Example: the Ghana Education, 
Evidence and Data Lab focuses 
on strengthening capacity of the 
existing Research, Statistics and 
Information Management 
Directorate in the Ministry of 
Education  

Example: EEF’s government-
mandated role as the go-to 
source of evidence for education 
policymakers and practitioners 
in England 

Events co-hosted with target 
users 

Example: series of events 
focused on evidence and 
research in education held by 
the Ministry of Education in 
Trinidad & Tobago in 
collaboration with the local 
research community 

Example: National Education 
Week in Ghana features an 
annual Evidence Summit in 
which researchers and 
policymakers meet to discuss 
best practices and implications 
for planning 

Training for evidence producers 
about knowledge translation and 
evidence use 

Example: the African Centre for 
Systematic Reviews & 
Knowledge Translation at 
Makerere University in Uganda 
carries out training for 

Externally funded unit/delivery 
unit/policy lab 

Example: the “EdLab” in the 
Ministry of Education in Cote 
d’Ivoire combined external and 
Ministry staff and is funded by 
external donors 

Legal reforms 

Example: the Foundations for 
Evidence Based Policymaking 
Act in the USA (and its 
enactment at the US Dept of 
Education) 

 
44 This should be read as a living document. We propose to continue filling in this table with examples from the 
education field, drawing on the experience of attendees at the BE2 members’ meeting. We are particularly interested in 
examples of the following: incorporation of evidence use into teacher training curricula; performance management 
systems within “user” organizations that reward use of evidence; and organization-wide evidence strategies or plans in 
ministries of education or schools.  
45 This table is informed by existing maps and categorizations of interventions, drawn from sources including UNESCO, 
2024; Langer et al., 2016; Taddese & Anderson, 2017; Weyrauch et al., 2016b; Punton, 2016b. 

https://www.inasp.info/sites/default/files/2018-04/Case%20study%20%E2%80%93%20Improving%20capacity%20for%20EIPM%20education%20policy.pdf
https://www.inasp.info/sites/default/files/2018-04/Case%20study%20%E2%80%93%20Improving%20capacity%20for%20EIPM%20education%20policy.pdf
https://odi.org/en/publications/evidence-and-policy-in-south-africas-department-of-environmental-affairs/
https://odi.org/en/publications/evidence-and-policy-in-south-africas-department-of-environmental-affairs/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/department-for-education-areas-of-research-interest
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/department-for-education-areas-of-research-interest
http://www.cabinetgovernment.net/acd.php
http://www.cabinetgovernment.net/acd.php
https://blog.inasp.info/evidence-spotlight-knowledge-trinidad-tobagos-ministry-education/
https://blog.inasp.info/evidence-spotlight-knowledge-trinidad-tobagos-ministry-education/
https://poverty-action.org/event/ghana-national-education-week-evidence-summit-2023
https://chs.mak.ac.ug/afcen/
https://chs.mak.ac.ug/afcen/
https://chs.mak.ac.ug/afcen/
https://poverty-action.org/ipa-and-cote-divoires-ministry-national-education-and-literacy-sign-mou-form-embedded-evidence-lab
https://results4america.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Evidence-Act-Proposed-Next-Steps-FINAL.pdf
https://results4america.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Evidence-Act-Proposed-Next-Steps-FINAL.pdf
https://results4america.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Evidence-Act-Proposed-Next-Steps-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/data
https://www.ed.gov/data
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academics in knowledge 
translation  

Individual action plans for 
evidence users and support to 
achieve them 

Internal working groups and 
committees 

Example: Parliament of 
Ghana’s Inter Departmental 
Research and Information 
Group was set up to help 
internal evidence units better 
collaborate  

Policy simulation games for 
researchers 

Example: the International 
Network for Government 
Science Advice carries out 
immersive policy simulation 
games 

Mentoring for civil 
servants/evidence users 

Continuous professional 
development pathways for 
teachers and school leaders  

Example: in Kenya, the Teacher 
Services Commission (TSC) led 
the Teacher Performance and 
Appraisal Development 
program, which seeks to 
support existing teachers to 
better use self-assessment 
evidence to improve their 
teaching practice (TSC, 2021).  

Celebrating and raising the 
status of evidence use 

Example: the African Evidence 
Network’s Africa Evidence 
Leadership Award.  

Open educational resources and 
self-study options for evidence 
users 

Example: the European Union’s 
“Smart4Policy” self-reflection 
tool is a complement to their 
training of policymakers on 
evidence use  

Databases or repositories with 
easily absorbable evidence—
tailored for users (incl. 
translation) 

Example: EEF’s online 
repository of systematic 
reviews, which aims to be the 
“go to” resource for education 
research synthesis in the UK 
(and now beyond) 

Example: ESSA’s African 
Education Research Database, 
in partnership with the REAL 
Centre 

Co-production and user-led 
research   

Example: “Test & Learn” first 
implemented by the Education 
Development Trust in the UK 
and then developed with global 
teacher ambassadors (with the 
Varkey Foundation) in 2018–
2019) 

Example: the Aga Khan 
Foundation’s Schools2030 
initiative 

Example: School Action 
Learning Exchange (SALEX), a 
network of organizations 
(“Learning Aggregators”) and 
Learning Schools supporting 
schools, school leaders, and 
teachers to both use and share 
evidence  

Example: EEF’s Research 
Schools Network in the UK 

Incorporating evidence use into 
tertiary education curricula, 

Performance management 
systems that reward evidence 

Evidence “gap-mapping” in 
collaboration with users 

https://www.wfd.org/story/better-laws-ghana-making-data-accessible-legislators
https://www.wfd.org/story/better-laws-ghana-making-data-accessible-legislators
https://www.wfd.org/story/better-laws-ghana-making-data-accessible-legislators
https://ingsa.org/knowledge-hub/ingsa-case-studies/
https://ingsa.org/knowledge-hub/ingsa-case-studies/
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/projects-activities/competence-frameworks-policymakers-researchers_en
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/projects-activities/competence-frameworks-policymakers-researchers_en
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-evidence
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-evidence
https://essa-africa.org/AERD
https://essa-africa.org/AERD
https://jacobsfoundation.org/activity/salex/
https://jacobsfoundation.org/activity/salex/
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/support-for-schools/research-schools-network
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/support-for-schools/research-schools-network
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including teacher training and 
professional development 

Example: Education 
Development Trust’s support to 
develop evidence-based 
supervision approaches at 
classroom level in Sierra Leone 
(see also Education 
Development Trust, 2023) 

Example: courses in evidence 
use in public policy are hosted 
by universities, including      
UCL, Oxford, Harvard, and 
University of Johannesburg  

 

use by decision-makers and 
practitioners 

Example: the Mastercard 
Foundation’s  Leaders in 
Teaching (LiT) program, 
implemented by  Transforming 
Teaching, Education & 
Learning, has explicitly sought 
to develop establish 
performance management 
processes that strengthen the 
feedback loop between teachers 
and subnational education 
officials (see also T-TEL, 2023) 

Example: UK Civil Service 
“Evaluation and Analysis” 
award 

 

Example: a partnership 
between the South African Dept 
of Planning, Monitoring & 
Evaluation and the University 
of Johannesburg has produced 
evidence maps on a range of 
policy topics including early 
grade mathematics teaching 
and learning 

Incorporating evidence use into 
civil service curricula 

Example: the VakaYiko 
Evidence-Informed 
Policymaking Toolkit is an 
adaptable suite of resources and 
set of handbooks for evidence 
users, developed and delivered 
in partnership with the Civil 
Service Training Centre in 
Ghana 

Quality assurance mechanisms 
for user-produced evidence 

Example: INEE’s Field Notes—
peer-reviewed journal articles 
that are focused on sharing 
practical experience rather than 
investigating causal linkages 
within a conceptual framework  

Example: the UK 
Parliamentary Office for 
Science and Technology 
develops “POSTNotes” on key 
topics for MPs, with a rapid 
peer-review system 

Working groups and technical 
advisory committees 

Example: Kenya’s Presidential 
Working Group on Educational 
Reform, supported by the 
WWHGE  

 

 

Open and collaborative peer-
practitioner-led learning spaces  

Example: Education 
Development Trust’s UKAid-
funded Building Learning 
Foundations Programme, 
Rwanda 

Example: NORRAG’s 
#thesouthalsoknows project 

Example: the KIX-GPE-funded 
EMAP Regional Hub Learning 
Cycles (implemented by 
NORRAG) 

Example: NGO STIR 
Education’s rapid learning 
cycles, involving the program 
team, district leads, and school 

Reform of national–subnational 
knowledge management  

Example: Reform of Tanzania’s 
education management 
information system as part of 
the FCDO-funded Big Results 
Now! initiative (led by 
Cambridge Education) 

Example: UNESCO’s 
community of practice on 
education management 
information and data systems 

Evidence brokerage/ knowledge 
translation/ communication of 
research 

Example: the FCDO-funded 
EdTech Hub 

Example: the FCDO’s Heart is a 
rapid response service covering 
health, education, nutrition, 
and social protection 

Example: eBASE Africa, an EEF 
partner, uses storytelling to 
bring evidence into decision-
making at local and community 
level in Cameroon, including the 
education sector 

https://hundred.org/en/innovations/evidence-based-supervision-ebs
https://hundred.org/en/innovations/evidence-based-supervision-ebs
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/ioe/departments-and-centres/centres/evidence-policy-and-practice-information-and-co-ordinating-centre-eppi-centre
https://www.bsg.ox.ac.uk/course/evidence-public-policy#:~:text=This%20course%20aims%20to%20introduce,critical%20consumer%20of%20economic%20analysis.
https://epod.cid.harvard.edu/students
https://www.uj.ac.za/university-courses/practices-of-evidence-informed-decision-making/
https://mastercardfdn.org/leaders-in-teaching-unlocking-quality-secondary-education-in-africa/#slide7
https://mastercardfdn.org/leaders-in-teaching-unlocking-quality-secondary-education-in-africa/#slide7
https://www.civilserviceawards.com/categories/
https://www.dpme.gov.za/publications/research/Pages/emap.aspx
https://www.dpme.gov.za/publications/research/Pages/emap.aspx
https://www.dpme.gov.za/publications/research/Pages/emap.aspx
https://www.dpme.gov.za/publications/research/EVIDENCE%20MAPS/2017_UJ-ACE_Technical%20Report_%20Early%20Grade%20Maths%20Evidence%20Map.pdf
https://www.dpme.gov.za/publications/research/EVIDENCE%20MAPS/2017_UJ-ACE_Technical%20Report_%20Early%20Grade%20Maths%20Evidence%20Map.pdf
https://www.dpme.gov.za/publications/research/EVIDENCE%20MAPS/2017_UJ-ACE_Technical%20Report_%20Early%20Grade%20Maths%20Evidence%20Map.pdf
https://www.inasp.info/publications/evidence-informed-policy-making-eipm-toolkit#:~:text=The%20VakaYiko%20Evidence%2DInformed%20Policy,policy%20making%20in%20developing%20countries.
https://www.inasp.info/publications/evidence-informed-policy-making-eipm-toolkit#:~:text=The%20VakaYiko%20Evidence%2DInformed%20Policy,policy%20making%20in%20developing%20countries.
https://www.inasp.info/publications/evidence-informed-policy-making-eipm-toolkit#:~:text=The%20VakaYiko%20Evidence%2DInformed%20Policy,policy%20making%20in%20developing%20countries.
https://inee.org/journal/guidelines-field-notes
https://post.parliament.uk/type/postnote/
https://www.education.go.ke/sites/default/files/2023-08/B5%20REPORT%20OF%20THE%20PRESIDENTIAL%20WORKING%20PARTY%20ON%20EDUCATION%20REFORM%207th%20JULY%202023%20.pdf
https://www.education.go.ke/sites/default/files/2023-08/B5%20REPORT%20OF%20THE%20PRESIDENTIAL%20WORKING%20PARTY%20ON%20EDUCATION%20REFORM%207th%20JULY%202023%20.pdf
https://www.edt.org/research-and-insights/building-learning-foundations-in-rwanda/#:~:text=Building%20Learning%20Foundations%20is%20working,government%2Daided%20schools%20in%20Rwanda.
https://www.edt.org/research-and-insights/building-learning-foundations-in-rwanda/#:~:text=Building%20Learning%20Foundations%20is%20working,government%2Daided%20schools%20in%20Rwanda.
https://www.norrag.org/the-south-also-knows/
https://www.norrag.org/kix-emap-learning-cycles/
https://www.norrag.org/kix-emap-learning-cycles/
https://www.unesco.org/en/education-management/emis-community
https://www.heart-resources.org/about/
https://www.africaevidencenetwork.org/en/eidm-in-africa/stories/story/39


 

77 

 

leaders and teachers (STiR 
Education, 2019)  

Example: the WWHGE’s South–
South programme, a flagship 
peer learning initiative 

Example: EEF’s Research 
Schools Network, implemented 
across 33 schools in the UK 

 Budgeting frameworks for 
commissioning evidence 

Inter-organization pairing 
schemes, secondments, or 
internships 

Example: IIEP-funded 
secondments for researchers 
into schools in Shanghai 

  

https://www.bsg.ox.ac.uk/research/lemann-foundation-programme-oxford/library-global-public-goods
https://www.bsg.ox.ac.uk/research/lemann-foundation-programme-oxford/library-global-public-goods
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/support-for-schools/research-schools-network
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/support-for-schools/research-schools-network
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