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Abstract 

The article analyses the characteristics of schools according to the perception teachers have 

regarding their commitment to using research evidence within their practice. 

A questionnaire focused on issues such as the use of research evidence to improve schools, as 

well as factors known to influence this practice, such as organizational culture, leadership 

style, interpersonal relationships and decision-making processes, was administered to a 

sample of 462 teachers from 204 primary schools in two Spanish autonomous regions. The 

questionnaire responses were analysed using a two-stage factor analysis. 

Three clusters of schools were identified. Although teachers from a large number of schools 

were enthusiastic regarding the use of research evidence, others were sceptical, and most 

declared themselves undecided. In all cases, we observed that organizational commitment to 

the use of research evidence, leadership support and debate regarding decisions were 

significant characteristics of those schools oriented towards the use of research evidence. 
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Introduction 

In recent years, educational systems worldwide have experienced a sharp increase in 

educational initiatives aimed at improving educational practices, either in the classroom or 

through more general institutional transformations. In Spain and particularly in Catalonia, for 

instance, the evidence-informed practice (EIP) approach is strongly promoted by educational 

public administration, and teachers are invited to participate in a detailed programme 

including training, mentoring and implementation (Ion, Diaz & Suarez, 2021). The ultimate 

purpose of this is to contribute to the improvement of teaching practice and positively impact 

student outcomes. This increasing policy pressure to improve teaching practice using research 

evidence has led to the necessity to better understand the conditions enabling teachers to take 

up and use research in their practice and the mechanisms to foster this process at the school 

level. 

In this context, we ask, what characteristics differentiate schools that embrace scientific-

based evidence considering the teachers views? Do these schools have specific organizational 

characteristics or a specific leadership type? 

To answer these questions, we conducted a study to establish the profile of schools that are 

perceived as most open to using research evidence to promote educational practices geared 

towards educational improvement. The constellation of factors that favour these EIPs is 

analysed in depth with the goal of offering those involved in the school’s improvement 

programmes, guidelines and principles that will help them better promote informed and 

sustainable change in educational practices. 

 

Research evidence- informed schools: why and how? 
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The use of evidence in practice involves considering the practical implications of scientific 

research and the transformation of its results (Oancea, 2010). In the field of education, EIPs 

are linked to the pursuit of innovation that emerged from bottom-up educational reform 

movements (led particularly by teachers). Such EIPs are internal and based on a wide range 

of evidence sources, both experiential and empirical (Earl, 2015). In their classroom practice, 

teachers should consider a variety of information sources to develop innovative practices 

adapted to real student needs in a specific context. In addition, it is considered that for such 

innovations to have long-term effects and be reflected in school improvement, a solid 

scientific basis and the commitment of all educational agents to their implementation are 

required (Coldwell et al., 2017, Flyvbjerg, 2001; Malouf &Taymans, 2016; Nutley, Walter & 

Davies 2007). 

 

Research evidence is widely considered to improve professional practice (Davies, 1999; 

Kowalczuk-Walędziak & Underwood, 2021) and benefits students, teachers, and society 

(Palmer, 1999). Using research evidence to foster change or innovation, schools embark on a 

process of producing and utilizing various knowledge sources, beginning with the experiential 

knowledge of teachers based on successful practices, which result from a combination of trial-

and-error exercise and methodological reflection. 

 

EIPs are also related to improvement processes in the dynamics of work and teacher learning 

and, above all, improvements in student performance and learning. Proof of this relationship is 

provided by Cordingley (2015) and Mincu (2014), who explain that when research-informed 

evidence is part of the initial teacher training system and continues to be applied during 

teachers’ professional development, it is associated with better teachers and schools and finally 

with the success of the educational system as a whole. In addition, research-informed practices 
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are highly associated with improvements in the learning processes of students (Godfrey, 2016; 

Rose et al., 2017). 

 

Using evidence to inform teachers’ practice is not straightforward, and robust studies are still 

needed to deepen our understanding of teachers’ engagement with research evidence (Brown, 

Day & Liou, 2016; Cain, et al., 2019, Langer et al., 2016). 

Although there is agreement about the benefits of schools adopting an EIP approach and 

teachers declare that they want and use research evidence (Penuel et al., 2017), in practice, 

only a few teachers incorporate evidence‐led practices into their lesson plans or guidance for 

pupils (Wexler, 2019). The perceived barriers are multiple and related to the way and means 

that research is produced and communicated (Biesta, 2007; McKnight & Morgan, 2019) and 

to users’ skills in meaningfully engaging with research and their research literacy (Hemsley‐

Brown & Sharp, 2003; Finnigan et al., 2013, among others), which are attributed to initial 

training for poor research competences or continued professional development plans (Jackson 

et al., 2018). For instance, Godfrey (2016:313) argues that for teachers to become research 

literate, enquiring professionals, they need to be “supported in developing the skills of 

research through in-house and externally supported expertise”. The need for specific training 

in research literacy is explored in depth by Cain (2015, 2019), supporting the idea of research 

that might support teachers in redefining their conceptual understandings, refining issues, 

providing a vision of the achievable and motivating them to act. 

 

In other studies, the spotlight has been placed on the meso and micro system variables that 

affect the research evidence active engagement. Factors such as: leadership practices, 

systemic factors, learning environments and professional outlooks emerged from interviews 

carried out by Godfrey (2016) as factors associated with a rich school research culture. 
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Variables that affect an evidence-informed school 

Creating an evidence-informed environment (Godfrey, 2016) is influenced by several factors 

and agents, some systemic and others occurring internally at the school level. Often, attitudes 

and behaviour must be changed at the individual, team, organization and system levels for a 

new evidence‐informed approach to take hold (Harvey & Kitson, 2015). The factors that can 

affect EIP implementation in schools generate a unique constellation in which one or another 

factor can take centre stage (Perines, 2018, among others). There are few studies that address 

all such factors at the school level and their implications (Graves & Moore, 2018). 

 

If we examine the school level, the extant literature indicates a series of organizational 

elements that can be associated with schools “informed” by evidence, i.e., factors of 

organizational structure and leadership and variables derived from organizational 

development (Worrall, 2004). To these elements, Godfrey (2016) adds systemic factors, 

learning contexts, leadership practices and the learning environment. This list can be further 

lengthened with elements such as organizational learning, an innovative school culture 

(Brown & Zhang, 2017) and collaboration and the value of networks in promoting EIPs in 

schools (Armstrong, 2015; Chapman & Hadfield, 2010). 

 

Among the noted factors, interpersonal relationships and intrapersonal characteristics play a 

prominent role. In this regard, several quantitative and qualitative studies have highlighted 

the role of motivation and interpersonal (social) networks as drivers of change (e.g., Brown et 

al., 2016, Brown & Zhang, 2017; Graves & Moore, 2018). In addition, trust among school 

community members and within the management team appears to be a critical value 
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(Finnigan & Daly, 2012) because the efficient use of evidence depends on the ability of 

teachers to identify and use different sources of knowledge in their practice, including the 

ability to communicate evidence and to inspire peers to do so, which requires a climate of 

trust and security (Coldwell et al., 2017, Finnigan & Daly, 2012). 

However, among these organizational factors, the role of the leader and the leadership style 

stand out as fundamental elements for creating a school environment in which the use of 

evidence becomes a cultural norm. Effective leaders have the ability to influence in a variety 

of ways the “what to do” of the school, including the teaching-learning process and the 

academic success of students (Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris & 

Hopkins, 2006). Leadership is a determining factor of not only organizational dynamics but 

also teacher attitudes and motivation. Leaders with transformation skills result in increased 

teacher motivation and commitment to the task at hand (Gorard et al., 2020; Thomas et al., 

2020). 

Nevertheless, the creation of an environment favourable to the use of evidence is insufficient 

if the resources required to implement its use are lacking. Academic leaders must manage the 

effective use of teachers’ time to enable their teachers to engage in reflection with peers 

while allocating logistic resources (such as proper spaces and time) and economic resources 

so that teachers can develop processes of collaborative knowledge exchange and access 

relevant information (Godfrey, 2016; Ion & Iucu, 2014). The leader acts as a mediator of 

formal and informal processes that stimulate teachers to engage in collaborative reflection on 

their practice, analysis of evidence and data and training focused on proposed areas of 

improvement (Datnow, Park & Lewis, 2013). 

 

In summary, the literature review clearly indicates that a school in which evidence is used has 

several distinctive characteristics, such as a leadership culture open to change, and leaders 
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committed to providing adequate human and material resources. However, inquiring into the 

typology of schools perceived to be making effective use of evidence represents an under 

investigated research area. Therefore, this study aims to determine and analyse the factors 

that characterize those schools most open to the use of research evidence. To this end, we 

propose the following hypotheses: 

(1). The perceived use of evidence in decision-making is positively associated with the 

existence of a working environment favourable to the exchange of ideas, to trust among 

peers and in research and to informed decision-making. 

(2). The use of evidence is perceived to be better in schools in which leadership favours 

the exchange of ideas in a collaborative work environment through organizational 

structure and resources. 

 

Method 

The survey was designed considering the five areas vital to meaningful and effective research 

use, with each area encapsulating different elements, of which some are more likely to be 

effective in driving research use than others. Concretely, the authors of this paper aimed to 

understand, in relation to the factors included in the survey, where schools as organizations 

should focus their efforts to facilitate evidence use among their teachers. To do so, we 

analysed the findings of a survey focused on each of the five areas above (decision making 

and trust in research evidence, level of initiative, collaborative climate, trust among staff and 

management team, and organizational structures), and we added demographic variables 

allowing us to differentiate different school typologies and teachers’ profiles. 

 

The design of the survey started from the dimensions proposed by Brown et al. (2016) and 

Brown and Zhang (2017) and before it was distributed, the survey was piloted with teachers 
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from the primary schools (not involved in the project) to test the construct validity as well as 

the comprehension of the language used. Feedback from the pilot was then incorporated into 

the final questionnaire. The final survey questions for this aspect of the survey are listed 

below: 

1) Decision-making and trust in research evidence 

a. In my school, research evidence is consulted to promote decisions. 

b. Decisions made in school are discussed with the faculty. 

c. The information derived from the research is undervalued. 

d. My school supports the use of research evidence to improve teaching 

practice. 

2) Trust: In my school 

a. Teachers support one another. 

b. Teachers trust one another. 

c. Teachers mutually respect one another. 

d. Teachers trust in the management team. 

e. Teachers trust in communication between members. 

f. The school is a work environment that favours trust and debate. 

3) Collaborative work: In my school 

a. Teachers usually use research evidence when an innovation is proposed. 

b. Faculty collaboratively analyse what works in their practice. 

c. Teachers use evidence in their teaching. 

d. Research evidence is discussed by teaching staff. 

e. Research evidence is used to improve practice. 

f. Faculty usually work in collaboration with researchers. 
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g. Collaboration with researchers is stimulated. 

4) Initiative. In my school 

a. Experimentation and innovation in teaching are valued. 

b. Teachers are not motivated to implement innovations in their teaching 

practice. 

c. The management team values that teachers innovate in their practice. 

d. Implemented innovations are debated. 

e. The school community values innovations. 

5) Structure and resources 

a. There are structures to support the informed decisions of teachers. 

b. No collaborative workspaces are offered. 

c. Research evidence is considered to represent a useful source of information. 

d. Different continuing training programmes for staff are offered. 

6) Sociodemographic variables 

Sample 

The instrument was administered to a global sample of 462 teachers from 204 primary and 

childhood education schools in Madrid and Catalonia. After eliminating invalid responses, 

we obtained a final sample of 235 teachers (94 schools) in Catalonia and 227 teachers (110 

schools) in Madrid. The participants have been approached by e-mail through the Department 

for Education databases ensuring that at least one member of the staff will answer the survey. 

 

Data analysis 

The data analysis addressed the characteristics of the selected variables and the objective of 

creating a typology based on the described dimensions of schools that successfully 

implemented EIPs using multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) followed by latent class 
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analysis (LCA). The dimensions were set according to the literature review considering those 

that impact positively on the adoption of EIP in schools. It is important to emphasize that “a 

classification is the breaking up of a single concept, while [a] typology is a set of concepts 

that combine” (López-Roldán & Fachelli, 2016:7). 

Before initiating the MCA, we developed a series of contingency tables while adopting the 

variable “My school supports the use of research results to improve teaching practice” as a 

reference. Through the MCA, we intended to reaffirm the validity of the analysis variables or 

eliminate them depending on their degree of interaction with the reference variable. 

The MCA is based on a concept of factor analysis that studies the relations of association 

between variables. In our case, we addressed several ordinal qualitative variables and one 

nominal variable. That is, the objective of this type of factor analysis is the scalar ordination 

of both individuals as well as the categories of variables analysed (López-Roldán and 

Fachelli, 2016). In addition, no variable has discretization in MCA development because 

there is no quantitative variable. In our case, there were a total of 79 dimensions resulting 

from m-p = 107-28, where 107 refers to the categories of analysis or scale and “28” refers to 

the active items or variables (Tables 1 and 2). The values are symmetric. 

 

After an MCA, an LCA helps to create more homogeneous and consistent clusters. In the 

LCA, the Ward clustering method was adopted because of its widespread use in the social 

sciences and because the clusters are combined during the stage involving the lowest loss of 

variance (inertia) (López-Roldán & Fachelli, 2016). The quadratic Euclidean distance was 

used as the proximity measure that meets the requirements of this classificatory method. In 

the obtained clustering history, the second differences were calculated, which enabled us to 

identify the cases in that cluster in which the least explanatory power was lost. 
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Finally, to characterize the resulting clusters, contingency tables were created in the case of 

the nominal qualitative item. In contrast, the ordinal items were grouped by analysis factors 

and transformed into the mean of each factor, resulting in one variable for each factor. Thus, 

the means of the clusters for each factor were compared using one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA). 

 

Results 

The results are organized as follows. First, general perceptions regarding the use of EIPs for 

teacher improvement in school are presented. Second, we identify different school profiles 

based on their teachers’ perceptions based on school characteristics and level of openness to 

EIPs. In developing the profiles, the following are considered: 1) those respondents who 

display a positive attitude/perception regarding research evidence use in school practices and 

agree that their schools work collaboratively, who believe there is a high level of trust among 

community members and who perceive that leadership motivates the use of evidence and 

supports organizational structure and resources that favour EIPs; 2) those respondents who 

have adopted an indecisive attitude regarding EIP use in schools and avoid positioning 

themselves as in full agreement with the previously described characteristics; and 3) those 

teachers who perceive that their schools do not rely on research evidence and tend to adopt a 

sceptical position regarding the characteristics most linked to EIPs. 

 

Tables 1 and 2 show the set of factors, their items, the response percentages and the statistical 

association values obtained in the contingency tables. Thus, 62.33% of respondents believed 

their schools supported the use of research evidence to improve educational practices. In 

addition, all contingency tables show significant interactions (sig. ≤0.05) in the chi-squared 
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statistic and in the Cramér’s V or Somers’ D values according to the nature of the variable 

except when interaction occurs with the variables school ownership, gender, years of 

experience and years of experience in the school. Contextual variables that did not present a 

statistically significant interaction were eliminated from the analysis. 

 

As shown in Table 1, the participants generally believed that in their schools, management 

teams supported informed innovation (63.58% of the respondents in total agreement) and that 

experimenting for teacher improvement was a practice valued at the faculty level (50.44% of 

the participants in total agreement). The studied schools also had a climate of mutual respect 

among their members and trust in the management team (49.56% and 46.10%, respectively, 

in total agreement). 

 

However, only 15.27% of the respondents considered research evidence to be a source of 

information used when proposing an innovation. The same trend is found regarding using 

research evidence to improve practice (11.45% agreed completely) and regarding the 

discussion of research evidence (only 13.02% agreed completely). 

[TABLE 1 INSERT HERE] 

Before we explain the final results and the clusters resulting from the analysis, it is worth 

noting several outcomes that help to understand the analysis process and the clusters that 

were obtained. Therefore, the following paragraphs detail the primary results obtained in the 

first phase of the analysis, i.e., the MCA and LCA. 

 

To analyse the data that explain the different school profiles, based on the teachers’ responses 

to the items that configure the various organizational factors, we establish two axes. Two 

further dimensions (one negative and one positive) are created within each dimension. For 
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Dimension 1, the agreement and total agreement response categories are located at the 

positive pole (the latter category tends to frequently be placed at the negative pole of this 

dimension). 

For Dimension 2, intermediate responses of agreement and disagreement tend to occupy the 

positive pole. At the negative pole, the “strongly disagree” responses are highly isolated from 

the remaining categories. 

The dimension composition is detailed in Figure 1: 

[ FIGURE 1 INSERT HERE] 

In the MCA (Table 2), we retain the first two dimensions (91.25% of the explained variance) 

after applying the Benzécri equation1. Thus, we work with a two-dimensional axis. 

For the retention of the two dimensions, we rely on theoretical-conceptual relevance. In 

addition, an additional technical criterion is met, i.e., accumulating a minimum of 70% of the 

explained variance, which is already given in the first factor (López-Roldán & Fachelli, 

2016). Of the 79 values (m-p), we apply the equation for those values over 0.035714 (1/p). 

Therefore, we apply the equation to the first 23 eigenvalues. Thus, the values provided by 

Cronbach's alpha (greater than 0.6) indicate that the items have a high association with their 

corresponding axis and that they are one-dimensional within the dimension itself. 

 

[TABLE 2 INSERT HERE] 

 

A total of 73.98% of the explained variance of the first dimension affects the values of the 

discriminant measures where the highest values belong to dimension 1. Importantly, the 

descriptive variables autonomous community and teacher training have a low level of 

contribution to the explanation of the different dimensions. Regarding the relationships 

 
1 Benzécri Equation, I!" =

#
#$%

× $I(B) − &$#
#!
) (López-Roldán and Fachellil, 2016). 
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established between the categories (or quantifications thereof) of the variables with retained 

dimensions, the following contributions are obtained to explain the axes. 

 

To proceed to the analysis of the items in relation to these dimensions, the results obtained 

for the second differences are 111,502 and correspond to a total of three clusters. As shown in 

Table 3, these three clusters are divided, with 43.1% representativeness in the sample for 

Cluster 1, 47.2% for Cluster 2 and 9.7% for Cluster 3. 

 

[TABLE 3 INSERT HERE] 

 

Figure 2 shows the distribution of the 462 cases according to the cluster to which they belong 

based on the MCA score. There are three different clusters. Even so, between Clusters 1 and 

2, a certain proximity is obtained at the central point where the axes intersect. 

 

The clusters are shown in Figure 3 and Table 3 in a clearer, more differentiated manner. The 

mean point of each object is shown in the graph and represented as a function of the size of 

each cluster. In this sense, the largest cluster is Cluster 2, with n = 218. This cluster 

represents 47.2% of the sample and is located in Cluster 1. It consists of 199 cases (43; 1% of 

the sample). Cluster 3 is the least numerous, representing 9.7% of the sample (45 cases). 

 

[FIGURE 2 INSERT HERE] 

 

[FIGURE 3 INSERT HERE] 
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More specifically, and according to the locations of the dimensions based on the MCA and 

the grouping established through the LCA, we obtain the following characteristics for each 

cluster.2 

 

From the characteristics of each cluster, we identify in Cluster 1 all those respondents who 

tended to completely agree with most of the analysed statements (for any analysed factor) and 

who strongly disagreed with those items placed in the negative axis. We term Cluster 1 the 

“enthusiastic” schools. In Cluster 2, we place those schools that are very close to the 

intersection of the axes. This cluster is termed “undecided” regarding EIPs. There is 

occasional agreement and occasional disagreement with the items, while intermediate opinion 

positions fluctuate. Finally, in Cluster 3, we place the participants who were more sceptical 

about the items that represent the school dimensions regarding the rationale of using research 

evidence. This cluster’s scores barely surpass 2 (in disagreement), and therefore, we term this 

cluster the “nonconforming” cluster. 

 

We now describe in more detail how these clusters are organized. If we consider the 

“enthusiastic” cluster (cluster 1), we can observe that it consists of schools in which teachers 

perceived that research evidence is used for improvement and had a positive attitude 

regarding organizational factors. These are schools characterized by an organizational culture 

open to the use of evidence and where teachers work collaboratively and enjoy leadership 

that encourages informed decision-making. Supporting this assessment are the positive scores 

(means ranging from M =  3.2 to M =  3.7) for various factors (Figure 4). These schools are 

distinguished by their high scores for initiative (M =  3.7; SD = 0.29) and trust (M =  3.69; SD 

 
2 It is important to note that in the means presented next, those items that were initially written as negative were recoded, reversing the 
sign of the response with the aim of keeping it in the same original dimension without affecting the obtained mean. For example, the 
response “Completely disagree” (1) becomes “Completely agree” (4) and is understood as being in a positive direction. 
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= 0.33). In contrast, the decision-making and structure and resources dimensions present 

means of M =  3.57 (SD = 0.44) and M =  3.47 (SD=0.37), respectively. However, for these 

schools, consistent with the overall assessments, we find slightly lower scores for trust in 

research evidence (M =  3.36; SD = 0.61) and collaborative work (M =  3.22; SD = 0.26). 

 

As we can see in Table 4, “enthusiastic” schools occur with the highest incidence in 

Catalonia. Their teaching staff consist of teachers with university degrees (83.6% with 

masters/doctorates), and the majority are public institutions. Finally, the position of the 

teacher represents 57% of the cases, which is the lowest value in all clusters. Higher positions 

represent 22.9%, which is the highest percentage of all clusters. 

 

Cluster 2, or “undecided”, is the largest. Here, we find the “undecided” schools with respect 

to their teachers’ view of EIPs. Clear evidence of this view is that in the dimensions of 

initiative, trust, structure-resources and decision-making, the mean scores are M =  3.02 (SD = 

0.49), M =  2.92 (SD = 0.55), M =  2.82 (SD = 0.44) and M =  2.74 (SD = 0.59), respectively. 

These scores can be placed in the “agreement” category. In contrast, the dimensions of trust 

in research and collaborative work are more typical of the “disagree” category, with much 

lower means: M =  2.33 (SD = 0.42) and M =  2.63 (SD = 0.59), respectively. As shown in 

Figure 4, the scores of the different dimensions in the largest cluster follow the same trend as 

the mean score for each factor in the cluster’s overall character. 

 

The “undecided” schools are equally distributed between Madrid and Catalonia. The faculties 

of these schools consist of teachers with university degrees (81.1% with a master’s 

degree/doctorate), and the schools include more subsidized schools (with 44% more 
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subsidized schools than the other clusters). Similarly, the intermediate positions, representing 

21.3% of the category, have the greatest representation of the three clusters. 

 

The third cluster, which is the smallest and most isolated, is termed “nonconforming” 

because its teachers tend to be particularly sceptical regarding collaborative work, with a low 

mean of M =  1.61 (SD = 0.38), and decision-making, with a low mean of M =  1.79 (SD = 

0.64). For the remainder of the analysed dimensions, the scores of this cluster are M=2.21 

(SD = 0.53) for structure and resources, M =  2.11 (SD = 0.47) for initiative, M =  2.05 (SD = 

0.64) for trust in research evidence and M =  2.03 (SD = 0.68) for trust. The most 

nonconforming schools are primarily found in Madrid (75% of the sample). The faculties of 

these schools include teachers with university degrees (66.7%), and this cluster has the 

highest percentage of teachers with masters/doctorates (33.3%). Most schools in this cluster 

are publicly owned. However, the percentage of subsidized schools is higher than in the other 

clusters. In the distribution according to position, the teachers have the greatest role, 

representing 80% of the cluster. 

 

The distribution of the various organizational factors among the three clusters of schools is 

represented in a more visual and complementary way in Figure 1. 

 

Once the clusters have been described, it is important to understand the differences between 

them in terms of the analysis factors. 

 

First, as shown in Table 5, the differences in means (DMs) for all the factors according to the 

cluster to which they belong are statistically significant at a level of 0.05. More specifically, 

between the “enthusiasts” and the “undecided”, the DMs fluctuate between 0.6 and 0.8 points 
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according to factor. In this sense, the largest differences occur between the factors 

collaborative work and decision-making. Second, the differences between the “undecided” 

and the “nonconforming” clusters are accentuated and range between 0.5 and 0.9. 

Specifically, larger differences occur for initiative and decision-making. Finally, among the 

antagonistic clusters, the “enthusiasts” and “nonconforming” clusters exhibit DMs between 

1.2 and 1.7. 

 

If we focus on the global differences between the analysed factors without considering cluster 

affiliation, the factor collaborative work has the lowest score (M =  2.64; SD = 0.68), with 

large differences between clusters (Table 5 and Figure 4). A slightly higher score is shown by 

the schools for trust in research evidence (M =  2.89; SD = 0.75). The remaining factors 

present means on the “agreement” scale. Here, the factors decision-making, structure and 

resources, trust and initiative have averages of M =   3.01 (SD = 0.76), M =  3.05 (SD = 0.59), 

M =  3.16 (SD = 0.71) and M =  3.23 (SD = 0.64), respectively. 

 

[FIGURE 4 INSERT HERE] 

 

[TABLE 4 INSERT HERE] 

 

[TABLE 5 INSERT HERE] 

 

Discussion and conclusions 

In this article, we analysed data collected from a sample of primary school teachers from the 

Autonomous Communities of Madrid and Catalonia. The data reflect perceptions regarding 

the use of research evidence and organizational factors that facilitate or hinder EIPs. The 
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results have four fundamental implications for the organizational development of schools and 

teachers. 

 

First, we observed that teachers generally believe that their schools are open to the use of 

research evidence in decision-making and in the implementation of innovative practices. 

However, many teachers remain sceptical, and there are a series of explanatory factors 

associated with this situation that have been identified, such as initiative, decision-making 

style, and collaborative work climate. 

 

Second, schools that are perceived as more open to research evidence have faculties that 

stand out for exhibiting proactive attitudes, initiative and courage with respect to 

experimenting and promoting innovative practices in their classes. In addition, these are 

schools where a climate of trust prevails among the members and where decisions are 

debated and based on evidence. The analysed data confirm the importance of personal and 

interpersonal factors in the development of an organizational culture favourable to the use of 

evidence and the importance of an organizational culture and of a climate oriented towards 

organizational development (Worrall, 2004). The role of trust is fundamental, as our data 

revealed, implying that to promote innovative practices, teachers must feel sufficiently secure 

and trustful to initiate experiments in their classroom practice and share their results with 

peers and the management team (Brown et al., 2016; Bryk & Schneider, 2002). 

 

Third, the results of our analysis reinforce the role of leadership in promoting an organization 

that supports the use of an evidence-informed culture (Brown, 2020; Bush, 2017). A 

leadership style oriented towards debate and reflection on practice, with a clear disposition in 

favour of innovation and experimentation, encourages teachers to play an active role and is 
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favourable to change (Duyar, Gumus & Bellibas, 2013). Such leadership is distributed and 

transformative (Brown, 2020; Day &  Sammons, 2013; Leithwood, 1994; Thomas, et al., 

2020), which encourages personal initiative, collegial support, commitment to the profession 

and consensual and debated decisions, stimulating responsibility for defining, implementing 

and supervising a school’s teaching and learning strategy (Duyar, Gumus & Bellibas, 2013; 

Khasawneh, Omari & Abu-Tineh, 2012). Based on our results, this vision of shared 

leadership is most prevalent in public schools where the educational project supports it. 

 

Thus, we could observe how schools perceived as open to the use of research evidence are 

characterized by a culture in which members feel involved and where scientific evidence is 

part of routine organizational practice (Gorard et al., 2020). 

 

However, most research participants recognized that these elements are not generalized at the 

school level and that how these factors interact may vary. The results reveal that most of the 

schools were in a state of ambivalence or indecision. This outcome is a clear sign that 

changes have not yet been implemented to create an organizational culture oriented towards 

the use of research evidence, as found in previous studies, at least in the Spanish context 

where the study was conducted (Perines, 2017, 2018). 

 

Fourth, the study draws attention to other aspects that influence a school’s openness towards 

the use of evidence. Organizational structures and resources that facilitate the exchange of 

ideas and collaborative work with researchers are not prominent factors and do not ensure 

that teachers make more widespread use of scientific evidence (Godfrey, 2016; Godfrey & 

Handscomb, 2019; Gorard et al., 2020). The availability of resources alone does not ensure 

that change will occur. Another interesting finding is that the strongest sceptics (a poorly 
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represented cluster) include those with graduate degrees. Thus, training in the application of 

research findings does not guarantee that such training will be used in practice, which 

supports the idea that organizational elements are more relevant than research training. 

 

Although based on a limited sample, the study results have several implications for school 

leaders who desire to strengthen the organizational culture of their schools to empower 

teachers and encourage them to make courageous decisions. Such decisions include 

determining to improve one’s teaching practices, to engage in well-grounded experimentation 

and to reduce those factors that limit the capacities of teachers. Our research outcomes also 

encourage the development of a distributed and transformative leadership that values the 

individual potential of each teacher and stimulates individual and collective reflection on 

teaching practices as fundamental steps towards creating a culture of trust. Such leadership 

values the personal potential and promotes the decision-making processes informed by 

scientific evidence. Finally, the study reveals views regarding scientific research and 

collaboration with researchers. Views that are positive in this regard seem to still be 

emerging. Thus, this finding corroborates that the gap between the educational actors 

belonging to two professional contexts which are epistemologically close still exists, but it 

can be overcome by engaging in strategic dialog along common priorities and for the 

common good.  
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