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Improving evidence utilisation by non-academic actors such as policymakers and communities of practice has 

become subject to widespread efforts. Researchers highlight intermediaries acting as an important third community 

between academic evidence producers and users such as policymakers but deem this an overlooked area of inquiry. 
This paper aims to encourage a broader discussion about the role of intermediaries in bridging the evidence use 

gap at the interface between academia in higher education research and science studies, related policy fields, and 

communities of practice. Based on empirical research identified in a scoping review of studies about evidence use 

published between 2010 and 2022, it summarises what we know about intermediaries in this specific sector and 

how they contribute to facilitating evidence use. The paper concludes by discussing desiderata and the potential 

for further empirical research. 

 

1. Introduction 

With the increasing orientation toward new public management and paradigms such as 

evidence-informed practice and policy (EIPP) (Nutley et al., 2003, 2007, p. 250) and data-

informed decision making (DIDM) (Hora et al., 2017; Webber & Zheng, 2020), both the 

demand for and the supply of research evidence and data increased in recent decades. 

Consequently, researchers in science and higher education studies have increasingly been 

expected to generate valid data and empirically grounded knowledge for various stakeholders 

at universities, research institutions, higher education, and science policy and to communicate 

this knowledge to these target groups in an adequate manner. However, bridging the gap 

between evidence producers and recipients remains challenging (Isett & Hicks, 2020; Krücken, 

2017).  

 

Improving evidence utilisation by non-academic actors such as policymakers and communities 

of practice has become subject to widespread efforts in many sectors such as health, social care, 

international development, and education (Boaz et al., 2019; Nutley et al., 2007). Moreover, 

substantial effort has been made to create an empirically and theoretically grounded 

understanding of the reasons for limited evidence use and strategies that might help to close the 

gap between evidence producers and recipients. The literature from different subject areas 

identifies large numbers of factors that influence the transfer and utilisation of empirical 

evidence in local practice and policy (e.g. Alkin & King, 2017; Isett & Hicks, 2020; Johnson et 

al., 2009; Langer et al., 2016; S. Nutley et al., 2003; Oliver et al., 2014). Studies consistently 

highlight the accessibility, relevance, and credibility of evidence, the quality and nature of 

dissemination, and the resources of evidence producers and recipients as relevant factors 

affecting evidence use (Johnson et al., 2009; Oliver et al., 2014; Isett and Hicks, 2020). These 

findings are confirmed by a recent scoping review about barriers and facilitators of evidence 

use in the research and higher education sector (Thiedig & Wegner, 2024). 

 

However, meta-research points to the fact that interventions based on passive dissemination or 

increasing access to evidence as stand-alone measures are hardly sufficient to foster research 
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use by decision-makers, but demand more sophisticated intervention designs (Langer et al., 

2016). This is in line with a shift from predominantly linear practices of knowledge mobilisation 

such as communicating evidence, facilitating access to research, or responding to formal 

evidence requests (Best & Holmes, 2010) towards relational and systemic approaches in 

fostering evidence use (Breckon & Boaz, 2023; Hopkins et al., 2021; OECD, 2022). In 

particular, the EIPP-community put strong emphasis on other engagement practices like 

creating and embedding infrastructure and posts, building professional partnerships and 

networks, and building researchers and decision-makers skills (e.g. Hopkins et al., 2021; Nutley 

et al., 2007, 2019). As Hopkins et al. (2021, p. 346) point out, these approaches “have the 

potential to complement each other […] However, we know little about what kinds of 

knowledge or skills are required to support effective relationships, nor how systems-informed 

practices facilitate better communication and relationships.”  

 

More recently, researchers highlighted different types of intermediaries acting as an important 

third community between academic evidence producers and users such as policy-makers but 

deem this a frequently overlooked area of inquiry (Isett & Hicks, 2020). As findings from the 

educational sector suggest, intermediaries and coordinating actors might play a critical role in 

establishing an evidence-focussed culture and infrastructure (Malin & Brown, 2019; Nelson & 

Campbell, 2019; Rickinson et al., 2022; Tseng & Nutley, 2014). However, neither their role in 

knowledge mobilisation nor the impact of intermediary organisations and activities is well 

understood on an analytical level and empirical research predominantly focuses on Anglo-

Saxon countries (Oliver et al., 2022; Torres & Steponavičius, 2022). 

 

This paper aims to encourage a broader discussion and further empirical research about the role 

of intermediaries in bridging the evidence use gap at the interface between academia in higher 

education research and science studies (HERSS), related policy fields, and communities of 

practice. Thereby I focus on evidence intermediaries. Since conceptual heterogeneity is stressed 

as one of the major challenges in studying intermediaries (Breckon & Boaz, 2023), I first 

provide a short overview of current (cross-sectoral) research on evidence intermediaries. 

Secondly, I review present empirical studies about drivers and obstacles of evidence use in the 

science and higher education sector which have been identified by a scoping review. I address 

the following questions: (1) What types of evidence intermediaries or intermediary activities 

have been empirically investigated in these studies? (2) Which (conceptual) notions of 

intermediaries do they apply and how do these relate to the state of literature about the evidence 

use gap? (3) How do intermediary activities mentioned relate to barriers and facilitators of 

evidence use? The paper concludes with a brief discussion of desiderata and highlights the 

potential for further empirical research in this field. 

 

2. Notions and concepts of intermediaries 

The study of intermediaries has gained relevance across sectors and more recently in 

educational research in particular, as is demonstrated by a growing number of syntheses and 

reviews (Breckon & Boaz, 2023; MacKillop et al., 2020; Torres & Steponavičius, 2022). The 

exact definition of what is meant by evidence intermediaries is challenging and deemed a 

substantial obstacle to cross-sectoral learning effects (Breckon & Boaz, 2023, p. 5). In a broader 

sense, “intermediary organizations serve a translating function between two principals with 

different values and perspectives” (Ness, 2010, p. 37) or are defined as a “catalyst for 

knowledge mobilisation” (Cooper, 2014, p. 30).  

 

Approaches to structure and classify intermediaries refer to two main dimensions: Firstly, 

depending on the context, they address the types of actors since the umbrella term of 
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intermediaries subsumes a heterogeneous spectrum ranging from individuals (sometimes being 

researchers at the same time) to professional groups, organisations or even more complex 

evidence ecosystems and their design. Secondly, the activities of such intermediaries aim at 

different target groups. In the past, the debate on intermediaries was primarily focused on actors 

operating at the interface between science and politics (Hopkins et al., 2021; Oliver et al., 2022), 

while more recently professional groups and communities of practice increasingly become the 

focus of attention.  

 

Nevertheless, recent mappings on intermediary activities still relate to organisations and so-

called explicit intermediaries. Breckon and Boaz (2023) list a plethora of typical organisations 

and examples acting at the interface between sectors such as evidence centres, clearing houses, 

or knowledge brokering institutes. Despite heterogeneity in nomenclature, they all have in 

common that evidence is a key priority in everyday work, mission, and practices and they have 

a focus on knowledge brokering e.g. by setting up structures, practices, and relationships in 

intermediate positions (MacKillop et al., 2023, p. 951 et seq.). The organisational forms may 

vary, meaning evidence intermediaries are not necessarily stand-alone entities but might be 

hosted by universities, public bodies, NGOs foundations (Cooper 2014: 30, Breckon & Boaz 

2023: 8f.).  

 

As boundaries between communities have becme blurred, the distinction between research 

producers and users is oversimplified and many entities act in multiple functions (Torres & 

Steponavičius, 2022, p. 10). Subsequently according to Torres and Stepanovicius (2022, p. 11) 

the term intermediary “points to a role and its corresponding practices rather than to an actor 

focussing exclusively on knowledge mobilisation activities”. Intermediaries are expected to 

enhance evidence-informed decision-making or a research-use culture in policy and practice by 

different mechanisms such as (1) acting as knowledge managers e.g. by adapting formats and 

dissemination of knowledge, (2) facilitating relationships and networks, (3) building skills and 

capacities and (4) utilising “transversal” activities like designing interventions, providing direct 

assistance, evaluating and scaling-up activities mentioned above (see Torres & Steponavičius, 

2022: 12 et seq. for an overview based on key literature).  

 

The recent OECD synthesis (Torres and Stepanovicius 2022: 23) therefore argues that further 

studies should: 

• refer to organisations as well as individuals as both cannot be dissociated,  

• incorporate explicit as well as implicit intermediaries to capture the complete range of 

potentially relevant actors, 

• and account for distinct profiles of organisations as they might be involved in research 

production and mobilisation to different degrees.  

 

Following this, the subsequent analysis seeks to include explicit as well as implicit 

intermediaries and will especially pay attention to specific actors and activities relevant to using 

evidence from HERSS. 

3. Methods 

The analysis builds upon a systematic scoping review of empirical studies which has been 

conducted in 2023 to identify factors facilitating and hindering evidence use in the science and 

higher education sector (Thiedig & Wegner, 2024). This research is part of an ongoing project 

which investigates how research managers and decision-makers at German higher education 

institutions make use of process- and survey-based data. 
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The scoping review has been conducted according to the PRISMA guidelines (Tricco et al., 

2018). It included studies on factors influencing evidence use in higher education and research 

institutions and higher education and research policy published in English and German 

language between 2010 and 2022. To be included, the studies should explicitly address 

evidence use and report on factors influencing evidence use in the above-mentioned sector 

based on their own empirical results (or a review of those). There was no restriction on study 

design, countries studied, or type of literature. To ensure broad coverage, the project team used 

Scopus and ERIC as interdisciplinary and subject-specific databases for query-based search, a 

manual screening of six German-language Higher Education journals1, and added eligible 

publications known to the review team (see https://zenodo.org/records/10034216 for scoping 

review protocol including complete search queries). A total number of 3,325 records had been 

screened resulting in a set of 77 publications that met the eligibility criteria and had been 

included for coding and extraction based on full-texts. 

 

To identify relevant studies on intermediaries, I conducted a full-text analysis of all 77 studies 

included in the scoping review2 and an additional search of titles and abstracts of all records 

included in the initial screening process. Search terms to identify intermediaries have been 

derived from a synopsis of intermediaries in the field of education conducted by the OECD 

(Torres & Steponavičius, 2022). This involved variants of the terms “intermediary”, 

“mediator”, “knowledge broker”, “brokering organisation”, “brokerage agency”, “third party”, 

“boundary spanner”, “boundary organisation”. Studies that used these concepts exclusively as 

a theoretical reference and made no substantial empirical contribution to the topic, have been 

excluded from further analysis. Seven studies explicitly referred to concepts included in the list 

of search terms and reported about intermediaries´ activities and roles in their empirical 

findings. 

 

4. Results 

4.1. Types of intermediaries and conceptual references 

Although numerous studies in the review make conceptual references to “knowledge brokers”, 

“intermediaries”, or “boundary spanners”, only a minority of them elaborates on these ideas 

with regard to own empirical findings. Table 1 provides a list of studies which explicitly 

mention intermediate actors and activities in the context of empirical investigations of evidence 

use. It highlights that intermediary activities are (1) almost exlusively studied in the context of 

policy-making, (2) have primarily been investigated in an Anglo-Saxon context, and (3) focus 

on organisations rather than individuals acting as boundary spanners or knowledge brokers. 

Even if individual researchers are investigated, their role as knowledge brokers seems strongly 

affected by the status of their host institution as “go-to source” (O’Connor, 2022, p. 15).  

 

Studies mention different types of organisations ranging from national or state level agencies 

and boards, associations, foundations, advocacy groups to research organisations (Gándara, 

2019; Gándara & Hearn, 2019; Sá & Hamlin, 2015; Smith et al., 2021) or refer to advisory 

positions and standing committees within organisations which are explicitely dedicated to foster 

research use at governments (Sá & Hamlin, 2015). 

 

 
1 Additional German language publications have been screened because journals in our specific field of study are 

not included in the databases and the literature review has been designed to inform empirical case studies in the 

German higher education system. For detailed information see Thiedig & Wegner (2024).  
2 The complete list of studies coded in full-text in the scoping review is provided in Thiedig & Wegner (2024, 

Table 2). 
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4.2. Functions and mechanisms of intermediaries 

Studies point to a range of tasks and roles that intermediaries can fulfil. Intermediaries such as 

national or state level coordinating boards frequently contribute by providing issue briefs, 

compiling practical experience from other contexts to support argumentation in decision-

making and designing processes (Gándara 2019). Similar applies to research institutes 

(O´Connor 2017).  

 

Interestingly, in the context of higher education and policy making intermediaries are 

predominantly analysed as a part of a rather traditional pull-modell of research dissemination. 

They are considered as means to access and conduct research if capacities of governmental 

agencies are constrained and are invited and paid for these purposes in the context of contract 

work (Gándara, 2019; Sá & Hamlin, 2015). This particularly applies to cases where specific 

expertise and advise is required e.g. to construct funding models (Gándara 2019). 

 

It is strinking that despite the general trend towards systemic-organised evidence use 

(Ricksinson et al. 2022: 140) intermediaries in the higher education and research sector do not 

appear to be involved in such systematic and structured use contexts. For Ireland, O´Connor 

(2022, p. 17) even explicitly attributes the low level of evidence utilisation in policy to an 

"underdeveloped system for the production, mediation and use”. Whether intermediaries are 

involved, varies between federal states (Gándara 2019), depends on the financial capacities of 

the clients (Sá & Hamlin, 2015) and also appears to be partly determined by geographical 

proximity and previous relationships to individual intermediaries respectivly their staff 

(Gándara, 2019; Gándara & Hearn, 2019). 

 

Last but not least, intermediaries might create an indirect impact on evidence use by 

“transversal activities” (Torres & Steponavičius, 2022) such as scaling up evidence-based 

practices. Kezar (2021) shows by the example of the Association of American Universities how 

the organisational identity, prestige, and external support provided by a network helped to 

establish evidence-based practices in teaching. 

 

Analysing the full-texts of the relevant studies suggests that intermediary activities particularly 

relate to three main factors expected to support evidence use:  

• Credibility: If intermediaries are prestigious organisations, this is expected to give a 

guarantee for highly credible evidence (Gándara, 2019).  

• Timing: Intermediary organisations might play a pivotal role in aligning distinct time 

horizons of (academic) evidence producers and (non-academic), since they “improve 

synchronisation between policy making stages, evidence bases and established higher 

education expertise” (Smith et al., 2021, p. 47). 

• Relationship: Intermediary organisations help to establish lasting relationships to 

overcome the volatility of individual contacts (Smith et al. 2021). Moreover, in specific 

cases, individuals are only entitled to gain access to and feed in evidence to processes 

such as legislative procedures through their involvement in intermediary organisations 

(Natow, 2020).    



Table 1. Empirical studies of evidence use with reference to intermediaries 

 

 

  

Study Type of 

Intermediaries 

Target 

community 

Conceptual 

Reference 

Context of study  Key Findings  

(Gándara, 2019) Organisation 

(national level, non-

profit organisations, 

foundations, state 

level coordinating 

boards) 

Policy Intermediary Qualitative study of evidence use 

by policy actors in designing 

performance-based funding 

policies in Colorado and Texas 

(US) 

Prior exposure to research, attitudes 

towards evidence, institutions 

financial resources, definitiveness and 

relevance of research are identified as 

critical factors for evidence use. In 

person-interaction between suppliers 

and demanders is not a necessary 

condition for fostering use. 

(Gándara & 

Hearn, 2019) 

Organisations (state 

level higher 

education agencies, 

foundations, think 

tanks, advocacy 

groups) 

Policy Intermediary Qualitative study about how 

policy actors in Texas (US) use 

information in decision-making 

processes and how 

intermediaries such as 

coordination boards enhance or 

restrict information 

Higher education policy makers 

prefer state-specific data due to 

quality, accessibility and fit to unique 

state characteristics. State-level 

coordination board plays central role 

in information supply, whereas 

external intermediaries play a 

localised supportive role only 

(Natow, 2020) Organisations 

(higher education 

associations, 

advocacy groups) 

Policy Knowledge 

broker/ 

intermediary  

Mixed methods study about 

sources of evidence and barriers 

to their use in higher education 

rule-making processes in US 

Research plays subordinate role in 

discussion of final regulations 

compared to other sources of 

information. Time constraints, 

unavailability of data, lack of research 

capacity are barriers for evidence use 

in rule-making process.  
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Source: Own compilation of author. 

 

 

Study Type of 

Intermediaries 

Target 

community 

Conceptual 

Reference 

Context of study  Key Findings  

(O’Connor, 2022) Organisation and 

individual (research 

institutes and 

researchers) 

Policy Knowledge 

broker 

Survey based study of nature and 

extent of research utilisation in 

Irish education policy 

Researcher-policy maker 

collaboration, institutional affiliation, 

policy-orientation and reputation of 

researcher predict variance research 

uptake by policy-makers. 

(Sá & Hamlin, 

2015) 

Organisation and 

individual (research 

institutes, standing 

committees, 

advisory positions) 

Policy Intermediary Qualitative study on evidence 

use in Canadian provincial 

government responsible for 

education, higher education, 

science and technology 

Provincial governments´ constrained 

capacity is compensated by 

leveraging relationships and 

coordinated initiatives but restricted 

by financial constraints of smaller 

provinces 

(Smith et al., 

2021) 

Organisation Policy Intermediary Qualitative study on temporal 

aspects affecting evidence use in 

the interaction between higher 

education researcher and policy 

in UK 

Understanding distinct notions of 

timeframes, temporality and timing 

helps to align researchers and policy 

makers concerns and interests 

(Kezar, 2021) Organisation 

(university 

association) 

Policy and 

practice 

Intermediary Qualitative study on the role of 

the Association of American 

University as intermediary 

organisation in scaling up 

evidence-based teaching 

Networks and external support are 

identified as critical approaches for 

organisational change. Organisational 

prestige and identity are strongly 

related to efficacy in scaling evidence 

use strategies  



 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

The re-analysis of the scoping review confirms that despite occasional conceptual references to 

intermediaries or knowledge brokers, empirically grounded evidence about evidence 

intermediaries acting at the interface between higher education and science studies, policy and 

communities of practice is still limited. Studies identified by the review predominantly consider 

explicit intermediaries, almost exclusively focus on the role of intermediaries in the context of 

research use in policy and explore how these moderate which types of evidence are used. 

Furthermore, these studies convey the picture of culture of disseminaten which predominantly 

follow the logics of the traditional pull-modell.  

 

While the analysis of the literature corpus allows me to draw a rough overall picture of roles 

and functions of evidence intermediaries, the approach comes with some limitations. First, the 

scoping review aimed to identify empirical studies with a dedicated focus on studies of evidence 

use. Given the thematic focus of the project, the search strings combined keywords for relevant 

research strands (e.g. research utilisation, evalution use, evidence-informed policy) with those 

specifying the sector. Hence the results might exclude studies or conceptual contributions 

framed by theoretical lenses not covered by these keywords. This especially concerns 

contributions referring to the broader fields of knowledge transfer and policy counselling. 

Secondly, a literature review per se can only provide an incomplete picture of intermediary 

actors, as their existence and activities only become visible once they are the subject of existing 

publications. Especially current developments and practices might not be covered. Moreover, 

intermediary activities that are implicit or located within organisation are difficult to access 

(and are frequently not necessarily analysed in conjunction with concepts such as bondary 

spanners or knowledge brokers). Given the results and limitations listed above, I would like to 

highlight three overarching aspects which demand further conceptual and empirical work about 

(evidence) intermediaries. 

 

5.1 Implicit intermediary activities and the increasing relevance of professional groups   

In contrast to explicit intermediaries acting at the interface between HERSS and policy, 

intermediary activities directed to evidence use within organisations are underinvestigated. This 

is especially relevant as research about evidence and data use at higher education institutions 

and research organisations suggests, that field-specific actors such as institutional research and 

quality management units or research managers might act as intermediary entities as well 

(Ansmann & Seyfried, 2018; Derrick & Nickson, 2014). As frequently mentioned, institutional 

research by definition is supposed to fulfill „a critical intermediary function that links the 

educational, managerial, and information functions of higher education institutions and 

systems“ (Peterson, 1985, p. 5). Hence, studies about professional groups and their practices 

make important contributions to understanding whether and to what extent data and evidence 

are used in decision-making. However, findings also indicate that the influence of professional 

groups (and probably other implicit intermediaries) is moderated by country-specific 

governance regimes (Jappe & Heinze, 2023) and that therefore variation in governance regimes 

should be taken into account in future studies. 

 

5.2. Neutral evidence brokers or advocacy-oriented strategic actors 

Studies point to the fact that intermediaries do not only process and communicate evidence as 

neutral brokers but can also act as advocacy-oriented strategic actors. Furthermore, agencies 

might serve as buffer e.g. to alleviate the effects of data-driven regimes (cf. Rabovsky, 2014, p. 

265). The empirical analysis of the work of the German Council of Science and Humanities in 

the German university system (Heinze et al., 2019) exemplarily shows that the role and self-
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conception of such mediating actors can change over time. Moreover, the study also illustrates 

how incomplete the knowledge is, on how and why certain data is included, or benchmarks are 

used. These findings suggest that future studies on intermediaries should not only consider their 

role in the respective systemic context but should also take a closer look at which data and 

evidence are incorporated and in what form. Future studies might also draw on established 

concepts such as the distinction between the symbolic, conceptual, and instrumental use of 

evidence (Amara et al., 2004). 

 

5.3 Products of intermediary work  

In addition, future studies should consider products of intermediary actors such as decision-

support systems, dashboards or guidelines, systematic reviews since those might increasingly 

mediate access and interpretation of evidence and data by policymakers and communities of 

practice in higher education and research organisations.  

 

Acknowledgments 

I would like to acknowledge the work of my team member Christoph Thiedig who contributed 

to the design, implementation, coding and analysis of the initial scoping review as well as the 

work of my two review team members, Kerstin Janson and René Krempkow, who contributed 

by screening and coding publications for the scoping review. 

 

Competing interests 

The author declares no conflict of interest with this work. 

Funding information 

Funding for conducting the literature review was provided by the German Federal Ministry of 

Education and Research (BMBF) under grant numbers 16WIT008A; 16WIT008B. 

 

References 

 

Alkin, M. C., & King, J. A. (2017). Definitions of Evaluation Use and Misuse, Evaluation 

Influence, and Factors Affecting Use. American Journal of Evaluation, 38(3), 434–

450. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214017717015 

Amara, N., Ouimet, M., & Landry, Ré. (2004). New Evidence on Instrumental, Conceptual, 

and Symbolic Utilization of University Research in Government Agencies. Science 

Communication, 26(1), 75–106. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547004267491 

Ansmann, M., & Seyfried, M. (2018). Qualitätsmanagement als Treiber einer 

evidenzbasierten Qualitätsentwicklung von Studium und Lehre? Zeitschrift Für 

Hochschulentwicklung, 13(1), 233–252. 

Best, A., & Holmes, B. (2010). Systems thinking, knowledge and action: Towards better 

models and methods. Evidence & Policy, 6(2), 145–159. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/174426410X502284 

Boaz, A., Davies, H. T. O., Fraser, A., & Nutley, S. M. (Eds.). (2019). What works now? 

Evidence-informed policy and practice. Policy press. 

Breckon, J., & Boaz, A. (2023). EVIDence intermediary organisations: Moving beyond a 

definitional morass. Transforming-evidence.org. https://transforming-

evidence.org/storage/pdf-final-21sept-23-evidence-intermediaries-studiomatica-dev3-

2.pdf,   



10 

 

Cooper, A. (2014). Knowledge mobilisation in education across Canada: A cross-case 

analysis of 44 research brokering organisations. Evidence & Policy, 10(1), 29–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/174426413X662806 

Derrick, G., & Nickson, A. (2014). Invisible Intermediaries: A Systematic Review into the 

Role of Research Management in University and Institutional Research Processes. 

Journal of Research Administration, 45(2), 11–45. 

Gándara, D. (2019). Does Evidence Matter? An Analysis of Evidence Use in Performance-

Funding Policy Design. The Review of Higher Education, 42(3), 991–1022.  

Gándara, D., & Hearn, J. C. (2019). College Completion, the Texas Way: An Examination of 

the Development of College Completion Policy in a Distinctive Political Culture. 

Teachers College Record: The Voice of Scholarship in Education, 121(1), 1–40.  

Heinze, T., Fehsel, I., & Jappe, A. (2019). Reformimpulse durch hochschulpolitische 

Beratung? Eine empirische Analyse der Funktion und Wirkung des Wissenschaftsrates 

für das deutsche Universitätssystem. Soziale Welt, 70(3), 268–303. 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0038-6073-2019-3-268 

Hopkins, A., Oliver, K., Boaz, A., Guillot-Wright, S., & Cairney, P. (2021). Are research-

policy engagement activities informed by policy theory and evidence? 7 challenges to 

the UK impact agenda. Policy Design and Practice, 4(3), 341–356. 

Hora, M. T., Bouwma-Gearhart, J., & Park, H. J. (2017). Data Driven Decision-Making in the 

Era of Accountability: Fostering Faculty Data Cultures for Learning. Review of Higher 

Education, 40(3), 391–426. https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2017.0013 

Isett, K. R., & Hicks, D. (2020). Pathways From Research Into Public Decision Making: 

Intermediaries as the Third Community. Perspectives on Public Management and 

Governance, 3(1), 45–58. https://doi.org/10.1093/ppmgov/gvz020 

Jappe, A., & Heinze, T. (2023). Verlässliches Expertenwissen für die Hochschulpolitik?: 

Aktuelle Befunde zur bibliometrischen Forschungsevaluation in Europa. Wissenschaft 

in der Verlässlichkeitsfalle? Praktiken der Konstruktion von Relevanz und Neutralität, 

89. https://doi.org/10.26164/LEOPOLDINA_10_00844 

Johnson, K., Greenseid, L. O., Toal, S. A., King, J. A., Lawrenz, F., & Volkov, B. (2009). 

Research on Evaluation Use: A Review of the Empirical Literature From 1986 to 

2005. American Journal of Evaluation, 30(3), 377–410. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214009341660 

Kezar, A. (2021). Understanding the Relationship between Organizational Identity and 

Capacities for Scaled Change within Higher Education Intermediary Organizations. 

Review of Higher Education, 45(1), 31–59. https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2021.0013 

Krücken, G. (2017). Gemeinsam unterschiedlich. Zum Nutzen von Perspektivendifferenz. 

Wissenschaftsmanagement, 2017(3), 24–25. 

Langer, L., Tripney, J., & Gough, D. (2016). The Science of Using Science: Researching the 

Use of Research Evidence in Decision-Making. Social Science Research Unit, UCL 

Institute of Education, University College London. 

http://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Portals/0/PDF%20reviews%20and%20summaries/Science%

20Technical%20report%202016%20Langer.pdf?ver=2016-04-18-142648-770 

MacKillop, E., Connell, A., Downe, J., & Durrant, H. (2023). Making sense of knowledge-

brokering organisations: Boundary organisations or policy entrepreneurs? Science and 

Public Policy, 50(6), 950–960. https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scad029 



11 

 

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

evidence-based policy? A review of existing knowledge and an agenda for future 

research. Policy & Politics, 48(2), 335–353. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15740848311069 

Malin, J., & Brown, C. (Eds.). (2019). The Role of Knowledge Brokers in Education: 

Connecting the Dots Between Research and Practice (1st ed.). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429462436 

Natow, R. S. (2020). Research utilization in higher education rulemaking: A multi-case study 

of research prevalence, sources, and barriers. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 

28(95). https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.28.5048 

Nelson, J., & Campbell, C. (2019). Using evidence in education. In A. Boaz, H. Davies, A. 

Fraser, & S. Nutley (Eds.), What Works Now? (pp. 131–150). Policy Press. 

https://doi.org/10.51952/9781447345527.ch007 

Ness, E. C. (2010). The Role of Information in the Policy Process: Implications for the 

Examination of Research Utilization in Higher Education Policy. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), 

Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research (Vol. 25, pp. 1–49). Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-8598-6_1 

Nutley, S. M., Boaz, A., Davies, H., & Fraser, A. (2019). New development: What works 

now? Continuity and change in the use of evidence to improve public policy and 

service delivery. Public Money & Management, 39(4), 310–316. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2019.1598202 

Nutley, S. M., Walter, I., & Davies, H. T. O. (2007). Using evidence: How research can 

inform public services (1st ed.). Bristol University Press. 

Nutley, S., Walter, I., & Davies, H. T. O. (2003). From Knowing to Doing: A Framework for 

Understanding the Evidence-into-Practice Agenda. Evaluation, 9(2), 125–148. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1356389003009002002 

O’Connor, J. (2022). Evidence based education policy in Ireland: Insights from educational 

researchers. Irish Educational Studies, 43(1), 21–45. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2021.2021101 

OECD (Ed.). (2022). Who Cares about Using Education Research in Policy and Practice?: 

Strengthening Research Engagement. OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/d7ff793d-en 

Oliver, K., Hopkins, A., Boaz, A., Guillot-Wright, S., & Cairney, P. (2022). What works to 

promote research-policy engagement? Evidence and Policy, 18(4), 691–713. 

Oliver, K., Innvar, S., Lorenc, T., Woodman, J., & Thomas, J. (2014). A systematic review of 

barriers to and facilitators of the use of evidence by policymakers. BMC Health 

Services Research, 14(1), 2. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-2 

Peterson, M. W. (1985). Institutional research: An evolutionary perspective. New Directions 

for Institutional Research, 1985(46), 5–15. https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.37019854603 

Rabovsky, T. M. (2014). Using data to manage for performance at public universities. Public 

Administration Review, 74(2), 260–272. 

Rickinson, M., Cirkony, C., Walsh, L., Gleeson, J., Cutler, B., & Salisbury, M. (2022). A 

framework for understanding the quality of evidence use in education. Educational 

Research, 64(2), 133–158. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2022.2054452 



12 

 

Sá, C., & Hamlin, D. (2015). Research use capacity in provincial governments. Canadian 

Public Administration, 58(3), 468–486. https://doi.org/10.1111/capa.12125 

Smith, K., Fernie, S., & Pilcher, N. (2021). Aligning the times: Exploring the convergence of 

researchers, policy makers and research evidence in higher education policy making. 

Research in Education, 110(1), 38–57. https://doi.org/10.1177/0034523720920677 

Thiedig, C., & Wegner, A. (2024). Evidence use in higher education decision-making and 

policy: A scoping review of empirical studies from 2010 to 2022. London Review of 

Education, 22(1). https://doi.org/10.14324/LRE.22.1.36 

Torres, J. M., & Steponavičius, M. (2022). More than just a go-between: The role of 

intermediaries in knowledge mobilisation (285; OECD Education Working Papers, 

Vol. 285). OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/aa29cfd3-en 

Tricco, A. C., Lillie, E., Zarin, W., K.  O’Brien, K., Colquhoun, H., Levac, D., Moher, D., 

D.J.  Peters, M., Horsley, T., Weeks, L., Hempel, S., A.  Akl, E., Chang, C., 

McGowan, J., Stewart, L., Hartling, L., Aldcroft, A., G.  Wilson, M., Garritty, C., … 

E.  Straus, S. (2018). PRISMA Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR): 

Checklist and Explanation. Annals of Internal Medicine. https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-

0850 

Tseng, V., & Nutley, S. (2014). Building the Infrastructure to Improve the Use and 

Usefulness of Research in Education. In A. J. Daly & Kara S. Finnigan (Eds.), Using 

Research Evidence in Education (pp. 163–175). Springer International Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-04690-7_11 

Webber, K. L., & Zheng, H. (2020). Big Data on Campus. Data Analytics and Decision 

Making in Higher Education. Johns Hopkins University Press. 

 


