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The aim of this study was to gain insight in knowledge mobilization (KM) in educational research, focusing on
the type of collaboration, the strategies and the conditions. KM reflects the interaction and relationship between
educational research and practice and requires specific effort over time. We studied 69 research reports and held
12 group interviews with consortia of researchers and teachers. Results show that the research projects could be
characterized as researcher-directed or school-and- researcher directed collaboration. Strategies for KM found in

these collaborations were mainly ‘transferring’ and ‘implementing’. ‘Co-creation’ as a strategy was found more
often in school- and researcher collaboration projects. Finally, the conditions enabling or constraining KM were
found at the level of research knowledge, the individual teacher and researcher, school organization, research
organization, consortium, and communication. Implications for future research are discussed.

1. Introduction

Educational research can be understood as an applied discipline with
a dual purpose of advancing both theory and practice. Yet, scholarly
research about education has little impact on educational practice in
primary and secondary schools. Concerns about the use of scientific
knowledge for educational practice have been the subject of discussion
for years, referring to the gap between theory and practice (Broekkamp
et al., 2009; Ion et al., 2019; Sjolund et al., 2022). Teachers tend to
resent researchers for examining questions that are not their concerns,
for publishing in peer-reviewed journals instead of disseminating their
work in practice, and for aiming at the generalization of insights rather
than improving school practice (Vanderlinde & van Braak, 2010). So-
lutions are often sought by making research more accessible for
educational practice or groups in which teachers and educational re-
searchers work together (e.g. Coburn & Penuel, 2016; Sjolund et al.,
2022). A collaborative approach is becoming more and more common as
it is suggested to ensure the educational relevance and meaningfulness
of the research (McGeown et al., 2023).

In this paper, we use the term knowledge mobilization (Levin, 2013)
to refer to efforts to understand and strengthen the interaction and

relationship between educational research and practice. Knowledge
mobilization “requires specific effort, over time, working with others,
and involves much more than telling people about research findings”
(Levin, 2013, p. 2). Along similar lines, research-practice partnerships,
aimed at bringing research and practice closer together, are mutualistic
and long-term, and have intentional strategies to foster partnership re-
lations (Sjolund et al., 2022). However, it is yet to be determined what
these specific efforts consist of and how they can affect educational
practice and provide opportunities to formulate educational policies. In
this paper, we report on our analyses of educational research projects
funded by the Dutch Research Council.

1.1. Knowledge mobilization in educational research

In this paper, knowledge mobilization is understood as an interaction
between research and practice over time, implying multiple efforts. Ion
and Iucu (2014) distinguish between several ways of using research
knowledge (e.g., instrumental, conceptual and strategic research use).
This distinction is similar to that of Weiss (1979), who labeled the last
term “symbolic research use”. Instrumental research use implies a con-
crete application of research, often translated into materials that can be
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used to direct specific interventions. Cooke et al. (2017) stress the
importance of ‘actionable outputs’ that are coproduced by researchers
and practitioners and thus have the potential to blur the boundaries
between knowledge users and knowledge producers. Conceptual
research use is based on research that may change thinking but not
necessarily specific practices. Strategic research use involves the use of
research as a persuasive or political tool to legitimize a particular po-
sition or practice. Mobilizing knowledge can be focused on any of these
ways of using knowledge.

Other terms have been used to refer to the same process — e.g.,
‘dissemination,” ‘knowledge utilization,” ‘knowledge transfer,” ‘knowl-
edge exchange,” and ‘knowledge translation’ — all with their own con-
notations (Graham et al., 2006; Levin, 2013; Van Schaik et al., 2018).
Teachers also have a professional knowledge base that results from
continuous reflection on experience (in different educational contexts)
and theoretical insights (Levin, 2013); closely related to the term
phronesis used by Aristotle (see Ellett, 2012). This professional knowl-
edge base is important to the process of knowledge mobilization. By
using the term knowledge mobilization, we would like to emphasize that
knowledge is mobilized instead of transferred unchanged and that ef-
forts aim at using knowledge in educational practice, not having an
impact per se; realization of the actual impact is still a responsibility of
teachers and policy makers.

Knowledge can be mobilized and studied in different ways. As
indicated by Nilsen (2015) in the implementation of science different
theories, frameworks, and models are used. Nilsen makes a distinction
between models and frameworks to describe and/or guide the process of
translating knowledge into practice (process models), to understand or
explain what influences the implementation of outcomes (determinant
frameworks), and to evaluate implementation (evaluation frameworks).
In this study, we refer to the first two kinds of frameworks that are
related to the aims of our study: the process model by Landry et al.
(2001) and insights from Castelijns and Vermeulen (2017), and a
so-called ‘determinant framework’ from the study of Schenke et al.
(2016). The framework of Landry et al. (2001) describes knowledge
mobilization at various stages, from its initial origination to its use in
practice or research. Landry et al. (2001) adapted the original frame-
work of Knott and Wildavsky (1980) and applied six stages of knowledge
mobilization in their survey study among Canadian social science
scholars: 1) Transmission: researcher actions to transfer knowledge to
teachers and other professionals, 2) Cognition: teachers’ comprehension
of research findings, 3) Reference: teachers refer to research findings, 4)
Effort: teachers make some efforts to adopt the research findings, 5)
Influence: teachers’ decisions are influenced by research findings, and 6)
Application: teachers apply research practice. Knott and Wildavsky
(1980) also included a seventh stage in their original framework:
impact. It refers to whether implemented policies based on the research
findings have the desired effects in practice.

Davidson and Nowicki (2012) applied the original seven-stage
framework to study the possible gap between reading disabilities
research and teachers’ self-reported use of that knowledge base. Quali-
tative analysis of interview data indicated that teachers did not receive
research information nor look for it themselves, although they needed to
know more about identifying and instructing students who are at risk of
reading disabilities. This limited receipt meant limited application of the
other stages, leading to limited teacher effort to implement research
knowledge.

Teachers, in the aforementioned study, appointed obstacles related
to the supply side, the demand side and the context (Davidson & Now-
icki, 2012). Supply-side obstacles included poor access to research
knowledge, inadequate dissemination of research, and research not
meeting teachers’ needs. Demand-side obstacles included users’ lack of
knowledge about research, limited time to access, read, and digest
research, resistance to new ideas, and misuse of research in previous
innovations, reforms, or organizational changes. The third group of
obstacles teachers mentioned relates to context: researchers and
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teachers live in two different worlds, teachers perceive that research
lacks relevance to their particular context, and teachers may work in a
discouraging school environment (no resources and no support from
colleagues and leaders).

These obstacles are similar to those found in other studies on the gap
between theory and practice in educational research (e.g., Lysenko
et al., 2014; Van Schaik et al., 2018). Van Schaik et al. (2018) reviewed
the literature on teachers’ mobilization of academic knowledge and
identified barriers and conditions at four levels: individual teacher,
research knowledge, school-organizational, and communication. Bar-
riers or negative conditions at the teacher level relate to, for example,
teachers’ skills in searching, finding, and interpreting research and at-
titudes toward educational research. Those are similar to the
demand-side obstacles found in Davidson and Nowicki’s (2012) study.
Barriers at the research knowledge level include the accessibility and
comprehensibility of research knowledge; these are similar to the
supply-side obstacles Davidson and Nowicki (2012) mentioned. Barriers
at the school-organizational level and communication level are similar
to Davidson and Nowicki’s context-related obstacles. These include
knowledge mobilization that is supported and facilitated, both formally
in school and informally as part of the school culture (school--
organizational level), and teacher-researcher interaction and collabo-
ration (communication level). In line with Levin ((2013)), we take the
findings of Van Schaik et al. (2018) about barriers at the communication
level a bit further and argue that knowledge mobilization is also a social
practice.

The seven-stage framework of knowledge mobilization described
above is mostly about the outcomes of knowledge mobilization, mobili-
zation activities or strategies. Castelijns and Vermeulen (2017) identi-
fied four types of strategies to mobilize research knowledge from the
perspective of researchers: 1) transferring: producing materials or pub-
lications that teachers can use, 2) influencing: presenting research
findings and the way these can be used in practice, 3) implementing:
producing materials and procedures on how to implement research
findings in practice, and 4) co-creating: collaborating with teachers in
research to further develop both theory and practice.

Co-creating is a valuable strategy in response to the critique that
academic propositional knowledge is privileged over professional
knowledge which can be equally valid even if tacit (Miller & Pasley,
2012). Collaboration between teachers and researchers is a way to make
research knowledge part of stakeholders’ practices and experiences, as
well as use valuable professionals’ knowledge based on their experi-
ences (Jones et al., 2022). Schenke et al. (2016) studied the character-
istics of cross-professional collaboration in research and development
projects in education and identified four types of cross-professional
collaboration: 1) school-directed collaboration: teachers and school
leaders collaborate in educational research, 2) school- and
researcher-directed collaboration: teachers and researchers collaborate
in educational research, 3) school- and adviser-directed collaboration:
advisers from outside school lead educational research, and 4)
researcher-directed collaboration: researchers from outside the school
carry out educational research. These types of cross-professional
collaboration differ in who is directing and carrying out educational
research, which may have consequences for the extent and the way
research knowledge is mobilized and used.

1.2. This study

Previous work on knowledge mobilization or similar terms showed
limited uptake of research knowledge in educational practice and ob-
stacles that are responsible for this gap between educational research
and practice. That gap was one of the main reasons the Dutch Research
Council started the Education Research Initiative to finance research
projects with a dual focus on advancing theory and practice, carried out
in educational practice and in collaboration with teachers. This specific
context in which collaboration between researchers and teachers is
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given could provide additional insights into knowledge mobilization.
Therefore, this study analyzes practice-based research projects funded
by the Education Research Initiative in the last five years to answer the
following research questions:

1. What types of research collaboration can be identified in research
projects?

2. How do types of research collaboration differ in terms of strategies
for and outcomes of knowledge mobilization?

3. What enablers and constraints are reported with respect to knowl-
edge mobilization?

2. Methods
2.1. Document analysis

A document analysis was performed to provide insight into the types
of research collaboration and the strategies for and outcomes of
knowledge mobilization (RQ1, RQ2). The Dutch Research Council
required all consortia whose projects were funded by the Education
Research Initiative to write a research report with the following infor-
mation: the project goals and research questions, the consortium formed
to carry out the research, the context, and the method, findings, and
conclusions. We searched the Dutch Research Council’s online database
for research reports about short-term (12-18 months) and long-term
(max. 36 months) practitioner research completed between 2014 and
2020. In total, we reviewed 69 research reports about 57 short-term
projects and 12 long-term projects. An overview of research topics per
year and the number of short- and long-term research projects is pre-
sented in Table 1.

2.2. Interviews

2.2.1. Project selection

We interviewed project staff to gain a deeper understanding of the
strategies for and outcomes of knowledge mobilization (RQ2) and the
enablers and constraints of knowledge mobilization (RQ3). Based on the
document analysis, we selected research projects representing a variety
of calls, types of researcher-teacher collaboration, and educational
contexts (primary education, secondary education, or secondary voca-
tional education and training; see Table 1). For each research project, we
contacted the project leader and asked to approach researchers and
teachers (teachers, school leaders) from the project for an online group

Table 1
Research topics per year and the number of short- and long-term projects (n =
69).

Starting Call N
Year
2014 Short-term practitioner research 16

Differentiation in the classroom
Benefits of learning with ICT
Didactics of language and mathematics
2015 Short-term practitioner research 15
Learning and instruction
Formative evaluation
Differentiation in the classroom
Benefits of learning with ICT

Long-term practitioner research 12
Free choice of theme or topic

2016 Short-term practitioner research 14
Free choice of theme or topic

2017 Short-term practitioner research 12

Pedagogy of subjects other than language and mathematics (e.
g., cultural education, philosophy, physical education)

The socializing function of education

Conditions for educational innovation, with a focus on the role
of school management and boards
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interview.

Of the 17 consortia that we approached, 12 were willing to partici-
pate (see Table 2). For two consortia, only the researcher was able to
attend the interview (because of time constraints or the fact that the
research project ended some time ago). Although this influenced the
data collection, we took these single-person interviews into account
because they gave us an indication of knowledge mobilization in the
consortium.

2.2.2. Group interviews

The group interviews took place online via Microsoft Teams and
were audio-taped. The average duration was 75 min, and all participants
provided active consent. During the interviews, the participants jointly
drew a digital timeline in which they showed the moments when
knowledge mobilization activities began and moments when they
noticed that teachers experienced benefits. The timeline was presented
in Microsoft PowerPoint and was intended to illustrate knowledge
mobilization activities and outcomes during the research project. Par-
ticipants were also asked which factors enabled or constrained knowl-
edge mobilization. The interview summaries were sent to the
interviewees for approval.

2.3. Data analysis

2.3.1. Documents

The 69 research reports were categorized using the four types of
collaboration (Schenke et al., 2016): school-directed collaboration,
school- and researcher-directed collaboration, school- and
adviser-directed collaboration, and researcher-directed collaboration
(RQ1). Therefore, we focused on indications in the research reports
concerning the reasons for cross-professional collaboration (e.g., to
provide insights into a practical school issue or achieve a researcher’s
goals), the division of roles and tasks between teachers and researchers
(e.g., who is in the lead), and the communication between parties (e.g.,
how often do they meet) (see Schenke et al., 2016). We identified one
type of collaboration in each project report.

Second, we used Castelijns and Vermeulen’s (2017) strategies (see
Appendix A) to describe the knowledge mobilization (RQ2). We referred

Table 2
Overview of the 12 projects selected for group interviews.
Short-/long- Context  Type of collaboration Interviewees
term

1 Short-term 2 School- and researcher-directed 2
collaboration

2 Short-term 1 Researcher-directed 1
collaboration

3 Short-term 2 Researcher-directed 1
collaboration

4 Short-term 2 School- and researcher-directed 4
collaboration

5 Short-term 1 School- and researcher-directed 2
collaboration

6 Short-term 1 Researcher-directed 2
collaboration

7 Short-term 3 School- and researcher-directed 5
collaboration

8 Short-term 1 School- and researcher-directed 5
collaboration

9 Short-term 2 Researcher-directed 5
collaboration

10  Long-term 1 School- and researcher-directed 3
collaboration

11  Long-term 1 School- and researcher-directed 3
collaboration

12 Long-term 2 Researcher-directed 5
collaboration

Note: Context: 1 = primary education, 2 = secondary education, 3 = secondary
vocational education and training.
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to descriptions of the four types of strategies to screen the method, re-
sults, and discussion sections of each report, resulting in at least one type
of strategy per report.

Third, we analyzed the outcomes of knowledge mobilization (RQ2)
using the third to sixth steps of the Linkage and Exchange Framework
(Landry et al., 2001) and the seventh step from Davidson and Nowicki
(2012) (see Appendix B). The first two steps were not used because they
are difficult to identify in written reports. We took an approach similar
to that described above for answering research question 2.

2.3.2. Interviews

We also analyzed the interview data using Castelijns and Vermeu-
len’s (2017) knowledge mobilization strategies (RQ2) with two addi-
tions. First, applications in the context of teacher training courses were
coded as level 3, ‘implementing.” Second, a category (level 4a) was
added for teachers’ active participation in research that was in itself not
aimed at knowledge mobilization but increased the chance to do so.

We then used the Linkage and Exchange Framework (Landry et al.,
2001) to categorize the outcomes of knowledge mobilization activities
(RQ2), and we added the seventh process step from Davidson and
Nowicki (2012) (see Appendix B). Given that it was difficult to distin-
guish ‘teachers took action to put results of research into practice’ (level
2: effort) from ‘the results of research influence: the choices and de-
cisions of teachers and whether they decide to take action’ (level 3:
influence), we narrowed the definition of ‘effort’ to situations in which
teachers encouraged colleagues within their own organization to use the
research results.

We used this modified framework to analyze the described knowl-
edge mobilization activities and outcomes. Each description of an ac-
tivity or outcome was coded. For example, when interviewees
mentioned that a practitioner article was written and published based on
the research results, we coded this as a knowledge mobilization activity
at level 1 (Transferring) and subcoded it as a ‘Practitioner article.’
Subcodes that appear in two or more projects were included in the
description of the results (see also Appendices A and B). The differences
between types of collaboration with respect to strategies and outcomes
(RQ1) were examined with cross tables.

Seven categories (see Appendix C) were used to map enablers and
constraints (RQ3). The categories of research knowledge, individual
participating teacher, school organization, and communication were
based on Van Schaik et al. (2018). The categories of individual partici-
pating researcher, research organization, and organization/consortium
were added based on preliminary analyses of the interview data.

Two researchers who divided the work analyzed both the documents
and group interviews. Types of collaborations were coded based on the
documents, enablers and constraints were coded based on the interview
data, and mobilization strategies and outcomes were coded based on
both data sources. The coding instruments and adaptations were dis-
cussed in project meetings with all six researchers. If a coder was in
doubt about coding, two other researchers checked the coding and
discussed it in project meetings until consensus was reached.

3. Results
3.1. Types of research collaboration

Two types of collaboration were identified by analyzing the research
reports: researcher-directed collaborations and school- and researcher-
directed collaborations. The other two forms of collaboration identi-
fied by Schenke et al. (2016) (i.e., school-directed and school- and
adviser-directed collaboration) did not appear in the research reports. Of
the 69 research reports, 28 (41 %) were classified as researcher-directed
collaboration and 41 (59 %) were classified as school- and
researcher-directed collaboration.
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3.2. Knowledge mobilization strategies

Transferring was identified as a strategy for knowledge mobilization
in 56 research reports (81 %) and in all 12 interviews. This includes
written (e.g., professional and academic publications and contributions
to books) and digital publications (e.g., knowledge clips and instruction
videos). Knowledge mobilization materials were distributed via plat-
forms including a project website, a national platform, blogs, newslet-
ters, news on the school website, and annual school reports.

The ‘Influencing’ category was found in 21 research reports (30 %)
and in all 12 interviews. This included activities in which (future)
knowledge users were influenced based on direct interaction. The in-
terviews show that presentations or workshops at national or interna-
tional conferences were the most common way of connecting to future
users. For a few projects, the project’s leaders organized their own
conference to share research findings. Other activities include a final
project meeting or a stakeholders’ day held for the consortium, pre-
sentations at school, and presentations or workshops on occasions other
than a conference.

Implementing (by developing procedures or applications for imple-
mentation) as a knowledge mobilization strategy was found in 56
research reports (81 %) and 9 of the 12 interviews. Interview partici-
pants mentioned the application of knowledge in teacher education
most often, and this can be seen as both a knowledge mobilization
strategy and an outcome (see below). Other knowledge mobilization
methods include developing tools that can be used in practice, such as a
practice book or a training manual. Other applications include lesson
series, course modules, a model with design principles, and manuals for
research instruments and data analysis.

Co-creating or transformation of knowledge was found in 37
research reports (54 %) and 5 out of 12 interviews. The interviewees
mentioned that teachers were involved in designing and developing
materials such as teaching materials, manuals, or prototypes for teacher
professionalization materials.

In addition to co-creating, 11 of the 12 interviews discussed teachers’
active participation in research that was not directly aimed at knowl-
edge mobilization but increased the chance that it would lead to it. For
example, in some projects, teachers carried out an intervention, were
involved in the data collection and/or data analysis, visited and
observed classes led by their colleagues, or took part in a training pro-
gram, instruction session, or coaching trajectory. The latter were meant
to prepare teachers to implement an intervention, to actually do so, or to
guide them in conducting research.

3.3. Outcomes of knowledge mobilization

We analyzed the outcomes of knowledge mobilization found in the
research reports and interview data. The document analysis showed that
‘Reference’ was not mentioned as an outcome of knowledge mobiliza-
tion in any of the research reports. However, it was mentioned six times
in the interviews. In all those cases, ‘Reference’ involved end users who,
according to the interviewees, came to new insights or ideas. In two
projects, research was referenced in the curriculum of a teacher edu-
cation institute or referred to by Dutch or international researchers. Four
projects referred to outcomes of knowledge mobilization in researched
practice through active participation in the research.

In three of the 69 research reports (4.3 %) and two of the 12 in-
terviews, effort was mentioned as an outcome of knowledge mobiliza-
tion. Examples from the interviews include a school leader encouraging
colleagues to participate in conferences and a teacher sharing project
findings with other practitioners.

In nine research reports (13 %) and two interviews, influence was
mentioned as an outcome of knowledge mobilization. For example, in
one project, participants adopted a practice from the project and
continued to work in research groups.

In two research reports (5 %) and eight interviews, application was
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mentioned as an outcome of knowledge mobilization. The interviewees
also mentioned that research knowledge was applied in teacher educa-
tion. For example, students from a teacher training college used insights
from the research project for their thesis or teaching portfolio. Another
example involved using the research project in modules on teacher
research in teacher education by, for example, presenting the project as
an example of design research.

In ten interviews, participants mentioned outcomes at level 4
(application) through active participation in a research project. In six of
these projects, teachers could gain (some) research experience and skills
through active participation in research practices such as data collection
and analysis. In addition, participants in six interviews mentioned that
teachers who had participated in the study still used results, insights or
materials from the research in their teaching practice.

None of the research reports mentioned impact as an outcome of
knowledge mobilization, but it was mentioned in two interviews. In one
project, teachers’ participation in training had led to the desired effects
on teacher behavior and student performance. In another project, a
teacher who participated in the study had applied knowledge from the
study at another school (not included in the project) and noticed positive
effects on his students.

3.4. Differences between types of research collaboration and strategies
and outcomes of knowledge mobilization

Table 3 presents the strategies for and outcomes of knowledge
mobilization separately for researcher-directed and school- and
researcher-directed collaboration, based on the document analysis.
Concerning the strategies used, a remarkable difference between both
types of collaboration occurred for co-creation, which is relatively more
common in school- and researcher-directed collaboration.

Outcomes of knowledge mobilization were only mentioned in a few
project documents. When the types of collaboration are compared, a
difference in outcomes can be seen. Knowledge was mentioned as an
outcome of only one researcher-directed project (categorized as Effort),
while Influence and Application were mentioned in school- and
researcher-directed projects (in nine and two projects, respectively).

3.5. Enablers and constraints of knowledge mobilization inside and
outside the project

Below, we discuss the enabling and constraining factors that
emerged from the group interviews and cluster them in the level of
research knowledge, individual participating teacher/researcher,
school/research organization, or communication (Van Schaik et al.,
2018).

Table 3
Strategies for and outcomes of knowledge mobilization for researcher-directed
and school- and researcher-directed collaboration.

School- and researcher-
directed

Researcher-
directed

28 (100 %) 41 (100 %)

Strategies for knowledge

mobilization
Transferring 23 (82 %) 33 (81 %)
Influencing 7 (25 %) 14 (34 %)
Implementing 22 (79 %) 34 (83 %)
Co-creating/transformation 7 (25 %) 30 (73 %)
Outcomes of knowledge

mobilization
Reference 0 0
Effort 1 (4 %) 2 (5 %)
Adoption/influence 0 9 (22 %)
Application 0 2 (5 %)
Impact 0 0
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3.5.1. Level of research knowledge

Connecting to (existing) needs was mentioned as an enabling factor
(eight projects). Examples are videos in which interventions were
explained and illustrated, and a researcher who gave workshops about
the research results with concrete examples from practice. In contrast,
limited transfer to other target groups/ educational contexts was an
impeding factor (four projects).

3.5.2. Level of the individual participating teacher

Active involvement of teachers in the research project as teacher-
researchers or in design and development (e.g., of teaching materials)
was an enabling factor (seven projects). It is also helpful when teachers
have a strong drive or willingness to acquire knowledge and share the
knowledge gained (five projects).

An impeding factor was a lack of knowledge, skills, and attitudes
among teachers (five projects). This includes specific skills that demand
a lot from novice teachers (in particular, a lack of research expertise that
hindered more active participation of teachers in the research) and
teachers’ negative beliefs about using research knowledge.

3.5.3. Level of the individual participating researcher

The researchers’ enthusiasm for the topic of the research project and
a strong motivation to disseminate the knowledge were mentioned as
enabling factors in two projects.

3.5.4. School organization level

Time and space provided by the school were beneficial, as were the
facilitation available from the project budget (four projects). Another
beneficial factor was the involvement of a school leader or supervisor
(four projects). One impeding factor was a lack of prioritization and
commitment (five projects). For example, there may be too little
ownership by teachers, a certain theme may ‘not be alive’ in a school, or
teachers may be led by the issues of the day. Another impeding factor
refers to insufficient facilitation by the school organization (three pro-
jects). If teachers cannot be facilitated by project resources, they are
dependent on facilitation by their own educational institution, which is
not always possible.

3.5.5. Research organization level

At this level, the facilitation of researchers was mentioned as an
enabler (three projects). Two professors and a PhD student indicated
that they have time for knowledge mobilization activities due to their
position, regardless of the budget available for the research project. In
contrast, insufficient facilitation from the research organization was
mentioned as an impeding factor (two projects). In those projects, re-
searchers stated that they also have a lot of time to spend on other tasks
in their organization.

3.5.6. Level of the organization/consortium

First, facilitation from the research budget was mentioned as an
enabler: time and space created to make knowledge mobilization
possible (four projects). A second enabler involved building on existing
collaboration (three projects). This helps to build on previous knowl-
edge and insights.

The first impeding factor relates to insufficient facilitation from the
research budget (five projects). If the time and resources of a project are
‘exhausted,’ the knowledge mobilization also (partly) stops and there is
less chance of building a sustainable collaborative relationship.

Second, interviewees referred to problems with subsidy re-
quirements and research funding (four projects). According to some, the
requirement for a large consortium can be detrimental to collaboration
and, if the resources have to be distributed among several organizations,
relatively few resources remain for each organization. According to the
interviewees, the competitive element of subsidy applications in which
researchers promise a lot for a low budget in the hope of receiving the
subsidy creates a risk that the ambitions may turn out to be too great for
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the available budget. Third, interviewees mentioned that project con-
tinuity sometimes depends on the involvement of specific people (three
projects). If, for example, a lecturer or researcher retires or moves to
another organization, some or all of the knowledge mobilization often
stops.

3.5.7. Level of communication

The first enabling factor mentioned was the broader dissemination of
knowledge with the aid of partners who have a broader reach (eight
projects), including the aid of teacher training programs (three projects).
Examples are teacher training institutes that include research outcomes
in their curriculum and a project in which a training course was devel-
oped and then taken over by the university’s Educational Advice and
Training Department after the project was completed. Other examples of
broader dissemination are disseminating knowledge via a publisher’s
website instead of via one’s own website, entering into discussions with
bodies such as the Education Inspectorate, SLO (the Netherlands Insti-
tute for Curriculum Development) and publishers instead of with indi-
vidual teachers, and involving the ‘right people’ (such as language
coordinators in a project on language).

Second, this level includes the timing and setting of knowledge
mobilization/communication (six projects). Involving practitioners at
an early stage increases the chance that materials will be used. It is also
valuable to already perform knowledge mobilization activities during
the project. Furthermore, knowledge mobilization can be promoted by
using each other’s expertise (e.g., researchers who focus on literature
and teachers who bring concrete examples from practice).

Third, it involves interaction with colleagues or other teachers (five
projects), by interviewing each other, conducting class visits together,
doing research together, exchanging experiences and making
recommendations.

At this level, one impeding factor is limitations in communication
(three projects). Some participants felt their communication had a
limited reach within their own network (‘You cannot just write to
schools or send out an advertising email’). Speaking another language
(e.g., using different terminology and different perspectives) can also be
a barrier. Miscommunication sometimes occurs (e.g., teachers were
unaware that they would be compensated for participating in a survey).

4. Conclusion and discussion

Cross-professional collaboration between educational researchers
and school practitioners has the potential to affect educational practice
in primary and secondary schools, but earlier studies show that it re-
quires significant effort from both researchers and teachers (e.g., Meijer
et al., 2013). This study confirms that knowledge mobilization can be
seen as a relational process, a social practice that involves collaboration
between researchers and schoolteachers. A research project’s goals, the
division of roles and tasks among project participants, and the enablers
and constraints all influence how these collaborations are shaped.

This study suggests that the type of research collaboration
(researcher-directed versus school- and researcher-directed) can be
related to strategies and outcomes of knowledge mobilization. Con-
cerning knowledge mobilization strategies, we found that both trans-
ferring (e.g., in professional and academic publications) and
implementing (e.g., developing tools that can be used in practice) were
used in both types of collaboration.

Co-creation, which Castelijns and Vermeulen (2017) cited as a strong
strategy to mobilize knowledge, was not often witnessed in the research
projects in our study. Yet, co-creation was found more often in school-
and researcher-directed collaboration than in researcher-directed
collaboration. These teachers were more equally involved, which
encouraged their professional knowledge to be more equally validated
by researchers as compared to academic knowledge (Miller & Pasley,
2012; Meijer et al., 2013). The finding that co-creation leads to better
engagement is supported by Greenhalgh et al. (2016) who studied the
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research impact of co-creation in community-based health services. An
additional opportunity for co-creation arises when teachers actively
participate in research. Although this kind of co-creation often was not
directly aimed at knowledge mobilization, it increased the chance that it
would lead to it.

Regardless of the type of collaboration, researchers, teachers, and
school leaders are interacting in ways that affect knowledge mobiliza-
tion, as the study by Schenke et al. (2016) already showed. Yet, the
current study suggests that the type of collaboration influences the role
of teachers in these projects. In the case of school- and
researcher-directed collaboration, teachers were more involved as
co-creators. Furthermore, we found that teachers participated more
often in the collection and analysis of data when they were part of
school- and researcher-directed collaboration rather than
researcher-directed collaboration.

Although we found these differences in strategies, it was more
difficult to gain an understanding of the outcomes of knowledge mobi-
lization. These were either not explicitly reported and/or the researchers
and teachers did not know the results of knowledge mobilization.
However, the interviews provided several insights into the outcomes of
knowledge mobilization. In particular, the interviews showed that
research results were often implemented in teacher education programs.
The work relationships between project participants and stakeholders in
teacher education programs contributed to the broader dissemination of
research results. Our study also shows that participation in research
projects can lead teachers to relevant outcomes for their own practice, as
was the case in half of the studied projects. The teachers who partici-
pated in the studies used results, insights, or materials from research in
their teaching practice. This can be considered a form of evidence-
informed practice, as these teachers made well-informed decisions to
alter their practice (Nutley et al., 2007).

This study also defined some enablers and constraints for knowledge
mobilization, as perceived by participants of the subsidized research
projects. A noticeable enabler concerns the active involvement of par-
ticipants in research (e.g., as teacher-researchers or in designing and
developing (teaching) materials). Another enabler was the broader
dissemination of knowledge with the aid of partners who have a broader
reach, particularly teacher education programs. A third, frequently
mentioned enabler was connecting to (existing) needs (e.g., by using
concrete examples in knowledge mobilization activities). A fourth
enabler was involving others (outside the project participants) at an
early stage, as this provides more opportunities to share knowledge with
them. We acknowledge that in the Dutch context there may also have
been an influence of the policies of the Dutch Research Council who
actively supports collaboration between research and practice by, for
example, requiring researchers to collaborate with practitioners
(schools) in consortia, and demanding from consortia to describe the
way they come to joint research questions and approaches.

Constraints for knowledge mobilization mostly concern a lack of
prioritization in school and the absence of time. Teachers also some-
times lack the necessary knowledge or skills to participate in research.
Research on barriers to knowledge mobilization outside the educational
field also mentions the importance of a shared language and terminol-
ogy (e.g. Carlile, 2002; Harvey et al., 2015). Although this was not found
in the current study, this may be a point of interest.

4.1. Limitations and directions for future research

This study has its limitations. The first refers to the data sources,
which offered limited insight into the outcomes of knowledge mobili-
zation. Future studies may want to follow research projects more closely
and use other data sources (e.g., interviews with end users) to gain a
better understanding of the outcomes of knowledge mobilization. A
longitudinal approach might be of interest to map outcomes of knowl-
edge mobilization in the long-term.

A second limitation of this study relates to studying knowledge
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mobilization strategies and outcomes in projects that were completed
some years ago because that may have influenced the quality of the data.
It may be interesting for future studies to monitor research projects in
real time to observe knowledge mobilization during projects and
directly after they are finished.

4.2. Implications

This study confirms the importance of teacher-researcher collabo-
ration for knowledge mobilization. Future collaborations may want to
reflect in advance on the role of researchers and teachers in relation to
knowledge mobilization strategies, and they may want to consider
collaborating with teacher education institutes (since they have a broad
influence on practice). While collaborating, researchers and teachers
could be more aware of the enablers and constraints for knowledge
mobilization at different levels. These enablers and constraints can also
be taken into account in the training of researchers and by practitioners
and researchers working together in research-practice partnerships. Up
till now, (beginning) researchers are mainly trained in methodological
approaches but not so much in how to disseminate their findings or to
collaborate in research-practice partnerships and mobilize their
knowledge.

There is a need for effort by project participants to overcome ob-
stacles that hinder knowledge mobilization (Levin, 2013; Van Schaik
et al., 2018). It could be helpful for project participants to see knowledge
mobilization as a social practice in which dialogue and negotiation on
needs, goals, and communication are part of the collaboration process
(Schenke et al., 2016). Research councils and funding agencies can
encourage research consortia to clarify the roles of parties involved in
the consortia and the knowledge mobilization strategies. In addition,
research councils and funding agencies can encourage research con-
sortia to report more in-depth and comprehensively on knowledge
mobilization in their project by, for example, using a variation of the
GRIPP2 model (Staniszewska et al., 2017). In addition, they can
encourage continuous dialogue about enablers and constraints in the
knowledge mobilization process in their monitoring of research projects.
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