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Abstract  

 

Background: Practitioner educational psychologists (EPs) are required to engage in evidence-

based practice (EBP). The enactment of this can be challenging due to a number of reasons: 

the complexity of individual problems within practice; great volume, range and formats of 

potentially relevant research evidence and theory; and narrow interpretation of EBP being 

synonymous with academically-validated research.  

Methods/ participants: The first paper details an evaluative systematic literature review (SLR) 

which focused upon the representation of EBP within empirically substantiated investigations 

and evaluations for practitioner EPs in the United Kingdom. Fourteen papers met search and 

inclusion criteria. The second paper explored how three local authority educational 

psychology services implemented evidence into practice using a ‘task-and-finish group’ 

process. Interviews with Principal EPs of the services were also analysed.  

Analysis/ findings: Papers in the SLR represented EBP across three domains: EPs’ 

understanding of EBP, methods for developing EBP, and directly contributing evidence for 

practice. Paper Two evaluates the process and outcomes of a ‘task-and-finish group’ that took 

as its starting point a significant piece of research relevant to educational psychology 

practice.    

Conclusion/ implications: Paper One highlights the identified ways in which EPs can work 

across the ‘research-practice gap’; implications for EP training are signalled. Paper Two 

demonstrates how EPs can take forward in practice the recommendations of published 

research. Paper Three outlines dissemination of the findings of this research. 
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Introduction 

Aims, research questions, and research strategy 

 

This thesis aims to explore how practitioner educational psychologists (EPs) engage, or 

develop, the professional requirements for using evidence-based practice (EBP) and working 

in an evidence-based way. This research was originally commissioned, within The University 

of Manchester’s research commissioning process, by educational psychologists working 

within the north-west of England (Woods, 2022). The researcher author of this thesis 

developed the direction of the research, strategy, and methodology.  

The overall thesis comprised three papers, two of which (Paper One and Two) were written 

with the intention to submit for journal publication purposes. Journal guidelines for the 

presentation of these papers from ‘Educational Psychology in Practice’ were followed. At 

present, there remains a gap in the literature regarding how EPs enact the requirements for 

working in an evidence-based manner; the primary aim of this thesis is to examine the ways 

in which EPs translate research evidence into practice. In terms of research strategy, Paper 

One is a systematic literature review (SLR) which explored how EBP is represented within 

EP-focused literature. Paper Two is an empirical study which utilised action research 

methodology to explore the process of translating research evidence is translated into 

practice. Paper Three reflects upon EBP and outlines a dissemination strategy. The researcher 

uses the definition of EBP from the American Psychological Association (APA): “Evidence-

based practice is the integration of the best available research with clinical expertise in the 

context of patient characteristics, culture and preferences” (APA, 2006, p.273). 

Paper One is a scoping SLR; this was due to the varied nature of the papers that were meeting 

search criteria. The SLR aimed to provide an overview of what type of research and 

methodological choices were represented in the literature written specifically for educational 

psychology and EPs. Analysis from Paper One (Cowper & Woods, submitted) revealed how 

EBP is represented in three ways: consideration of EPs views of what EBP is; making 

explicit contributions to the evidence-base through empirical studies; and suggesting methods 

for EPs to use in the EBP endeavour. Paper Two followed on from the findings in Paper One, 

and documented how two local authority educational psychology services (EPSs) integrated a 

piece of previously commissioned evidence (Shaw et al., 2021) to develop practice within a 

discrete area of supporting children of parents in prison (CoPiPs). Paper Two explored the 
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research question, ‘how does a collaboration of EPSs translate EP-commissioned research 

evidence into practice?’. Ethical approval for the research was granted by The University of 

Manchester and as such relevant documentation is denoted in Appendix A and Appendix B. 

Ethical considerations were made to ensure that any risk to participating psychologists would 

be low. The research in Paper Two followed an action research methodology (Research and 

Development in Organisations [RADIO] model; Timmins et al., 2003) and there were four 

planned stages to the research which included meeting with the principal EPs (PEPs) at each 

service, delivering training to both EPSs during team meeting time, and formation of a task-

and-finish (TaF) group with the aim to develop practice for respective services. A TaF group 

is a group which delivers an objective in a time-limited manner.  

Paper Three further discusses the concept of EBP within educational psychology practice, 

including proposed methods to disseminate the findings from Paper One and Paper Two.  

 

Researcher’s background, relevant experience, and rationale for engagement 

 

Before becoming a trainee educational psychologist on the Doctorate in Educational and 

Child Psychology at The University of Manchester, the researcher held varied previous job 

roles including teaching English as foreign language in China, supporting children and adults 

with learning disabilities, and as an assistant educational psychologist working within a local 

authority educational psychology service.  

The researcher’s interest within the concept of ‘evidence’ arose following working as an 

assistant EP and supporting a qualified EP in a literature search pertinent to an upcoming 

tribunal case. From this experience, the researcher considered what ‘evidence’ is, as it 

appeared to be somewhat subjective and yet so pertinent in decisions made about children’s 

educational provision. The researcher’s interest in how psychologists use EBP in their daily 

practice was fostered, alongside a perceived variance in beliefs. Through this thesis, the 

researcher aimed to explore this in more detail, and consider how evidence is represented by 

the profession and how evidence is translated into practice.  
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Evaluation of ontological, epistemological, and axiological stances 

 

Ontology, epistemology, and axiology concerns how individuals perceive and understand the 

world and it is important to consider the meaning and basis for these concepts when engaging 

in research to further extend understanding of what is being researched. Ontology refers to 

the “nature of reality” (Mertens, 2007, p. 215) and creates the basis for how individuals make 

sense of our realities. Epistemology refers to the ways in which knowledge can be gained, 

through research and enquiries, and shared (Cohen et al., 2018). Axiology reflects the values 

an individual holds, and incorporates beliefs such as ethics and morality (Cohen et al., 2018). 

This is important during the research process as such values will influence how the research 

is conducted, and acknowledging the overall impact of the researcher upon the shape of the 

research. In this case, the researcher aimed to conduct the empirical side of the research 

alongside participants in a collaborative sense, to allow the principles and beliefs of those 

taking part in the research to permeate and shape the findings. Alternative ways to approach 

the research were considered. For instance, one consideration was to be more directive; 

having a specific pre-designated research ‘output’ aim defined at the outset of the project 

(such as creating a training package). This approach’s potential benefits and limitations were 

considered. In the case of having a more directive aim, a potential benefit may have been a 

heightened focus on the creation of a project ‘output’. However, such an approach may not 

have created an effective project; EP services operate differently and EP work is idiographic 

in nature and needs. A directive approach may have not necessarily been realistic when 

considering these contextually based factors. It does not also reflect the ways in which EP 

services and EPs receive and use research. Therefore, a less directive approach, and use of 

action research and qualitative data gathering methods were utilised in order to understand 

the process and the project ‘outputs’ were driven by the participants. 

Research methodology and findings have traditionally originated from the basis of a 

positivist approach; the belief that knowledge is conceptualised as “a single tangible reality – 

one that can be understood, identified, and measured” (Park et al, 2020, p.691).  This 

paradigm endears the notion that by rigorous scientific inquiry, usually through hypothesis 

testing, a universal objective truth (i.e., ‘knowledge’) can be formed. This ‘knowledge’ is 

unaffected by individual experiences and indeed a separation of subjective experience and 

influence from participants or researchers is adopted.  
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Interpretivism can be considered the opposite of positivism; this assumes that knowledge is 

created by individuals within a social world.  It is the way that individuals make sense of the 

world which leads to knowledge being formed. Interpretivism accepts that there are multiple 

truths and realities (as constructed and understood by different individuals in differing 

circumstances) therefore there is no true objective truth (Levers, 2013).  

A purely positivist view was not appropriate for this research as, stated above, the underlying 

aim of the research was to explore how ‘evidence’ was conceptualised and presented within 

the literature and how EP services and EPs make sense of research which would include the 

researcher’s interpretations, and also participants. Robustly and scientifically validated 

evidence is also scarce within an educational context, and such existing studies and results 

may not always translate across situations involving unique circumstances and needs. A 

purely interpretivist approach would also not be appropriate as the research concerned 

‘evidence’ underpinned by the profession’s regulatory body the Health and Care Professions 

Council (HCPC; 2015) which positions a practising psychologist as a scientist-practitioner 

(Lane & Corrie, 2006).  The premise of EBP is that there is the underlying need for ‘best 

available research’ and an ‘integration’ of this within context, therefore an epistemological 

approach which allowed for this was used.  

This research has been undertaken from a critical realist position whereby an understanding 

of the world (or knowledge) has been constructed by the research alongside the belief that the 

“world exists independent of what we know or think about it” (Pilgrim, 2020, p 3). Inherent 

in the nature of ‘evidence’ and what constitutes this, is that there is a likelihood or ‘truth’ 

which provides a way of reconciling different interpretations of a scenario  (Miller & 

Fredericks, 2003). Critical realism allows the research to have taken shape and recognises 

that participants involved have their own professional knowledge, experiences, and ways in 

which they work. Critical realism therefore impacted upon the way research was undertaken. 

For instance in Paper Two, the participants were given autonomy to work with the presented 

research in a way that made sense to them in their professional context whilst still 

maintaining a view on the original implications of the research being ‘translated’. Critical 

realism aligns well with the action research methodology and qualitative data gathering 

methods used during Paper Two (Dick, 2004).  

 



13 

References  

 

American Psychological Association Presidential Task Force on Evidence-Based Practice in 

Psychology. (2006). The American Psychologist, 61(4), 271–285. 

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2018). Research Methods in Education (8th Edition). 

New York: Routledge.  

Dick, B. (2004). Action research literature: Themes and trends. Action research, 2(4), 425- 

444. 

Health and Care Professions Council (2015). Standards of proficiency: Practitioner 

psychologists. Retrieved from https://www.hcpc-

uk.org/resources/standards/standards-ofproficiency-practitioner-psychologists/  

Lane, D., & Corrie, S. (2006). The modern scientist practitioner: a guide to practice in 

psychology. Hove: Routledge. 

Levers, M. (2013). Philosophical Paradigms, Grounded Theory, and Perspectives on 

Emergence. SAGE Open, 3(4), 215824401351724. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244013517243  

Mertens, D. (2007). Transformative Paradigm. Journal Of Mixed Methods Research, 1(3), 

212-225. https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689807302811 

Miller, S., & Fredericks, M. (2003). The Nature of “Evidence” in Qualitative Research 

Methods. International Journal Of Qualitative Methods, 2(1), 39-51. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690300200104  

Park, Y., Konge, L., & Artino, A. (2020). The Positivism Paradigm of Research. Academic 

Medicine, 95(5), 690-694. https://doi.org/10.1097/acm.0000000000003093  

Pilgrim, D. (2020). Critical realism for psychologists (1st ed.). New York: Routledge. 

Shaw, B., Woods, K., & Ford, A. (2021). How can children of imprisoned parents in the UK 

be supported in school?. Pastoral Care In Education, 1-23. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2021.1977987 

https://www.hcpc-uk.org/resources/standards/standards-ofproficiency-practitioner-psychologists/
https://www.hcpc-uk.org/resources/standards/standards-ofproficiency-practitioner-psychologists/
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244013517243
https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689807302811
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690300200104
https://doi.org/10.1097/acm.0000000000003093
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2021.1977987


14 

Timmins, P., Shepherd, D., & Kelly, T. (2003). The Research and Development in 

Organisations Approach and the Evaluation of a Mainstream Behaviour Support 

Initiative. Educational Psychology in Practice, 19(3), 229–242. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0266736032000109483 

  

https://doi.org/10.1080/0266736032000109483


15 

Paper One: The representation of evidence-based practice for practitioner educational 

psychologists in the United Kingdom 

Professional regulatory bodies of educational psychology highlight the necessity for 

practitioner educational psychologists to engage with and adhere to evidence-based 

practice. This scoping systematic literature review aims to explore how evidence-based 

practice is represented, both directly and indirectly, within educational psychology 

practice. Fourteen papers met the review’s inclusion criteria and were critically 

appraised. Evidence-based practice was represented in the literature in three ways; 

exploring educational psychologists’ understandings of evidence-based practice, 

providing methods to engage in evidence-based practice, and making a contribution 

towards evidence-based practice. Implications of these representations for practising 

educational psychologists are discussed, including specific considerations of the 

‘research-practice gap’ and the relevance to practice of ‘rigour’ within research. 

Keywords: evidence-based practice; educational psychologist; educational psychology; 

school psychology; research 

Introduction 

The concept of evidence-based practice (EBP) has emerged within academic literature since 

the 1970s and is relevant to educational psychology practice amongst other professions such 

as health, nursing, and social care. The manner in which EBP is defined originates from a 

medical perspective and the concept of evidence-based medicine. Here, the idea of ‘evidence-

based’ referred to the integration of “individual clinical expertise and the best external 

advice” (Sackett et al., 1996, p.71) and the judicious manner in which evidence should be 

utilised alongside the individualised needs of the patient. In 2005, the American 

Psychological Association (APA) organised a task force with the purpose to both align 

psychology with other professions embodying EBP and produce a definition/concept that 

could be applied to psychological practice: “Evidence-based practice is the integration of the 

best available research with clinical expertise in the context of patient characteristics, culture 

and preferences” (APA, 2006, p.273).  

It is accepted that educational psychologists (EPs) have a role to play in developing EBP for 

children’s services (MacKay, 2002; Fallon et al., 2010) and they are themselves required to 

engage in EBP by the professional bodies that govern them (HCPC, 2015; BPS, 2017). The 



16 

British Psychological Society (BPS, 2017) explicitly states in practice guidelines how 

research provides the evidence-base for the practice of psychology and how this informs all 

stages of practice i.e., core competencies such as assessment, formulation, intervention, 

evaluation, and communication. The role of a practitioner psychologist within research is not 

clearly specified. However, the broad nature and importance of identifying the quality of 

research is highlighted, “Research methods in psychology vary from qualitative observation 

to quantitative scientific method, so it is important to distinguish the nature and quality of the 

evidence underpinning any knowledge or techniques being applied” (BPS, 2017, p.11). 

Similarly, Gulliford (2015) discusses the nature of evidence in relation to educational 

psychology and exemplifies use of other research approaches such as single-case 

experimental designs. EPs engaging in such research can contribute to understanding 

individual case studies, and also help to build knowledge across the profession. Gulliford 

(2015) discusses the importance of ‘rigour’ (research quality) within research, and outlines 

that focus should be on the quality of research in its own terms rather than debating 

methodological choices. The concept of research quality acting as a warrant to knowledge 

claims and in turn the safety and effectiveness of practice is further reflected by the United 

Kingdom-wide Research Excellence Framework (REF, 2019) which signals the high value 

placed on research quality within higher education institutions.  

EPs are required to work within the remit of EBP to ensure that services provided to those 

they work with are known to be appropriate, safe and efficient (Frederickson, 2002; Woods et 

al., 2014). In general, across the scope of EBP, it has been anticipated that EBP would lead to 

a reduction of inconsistency of treatment by different practitioners in relation to the same 

presenting problem (Fox, 2002; Russell et al., 2012). This can be supported by the 

development of EBP protocols which offer a greater degree of specificity, and therefore 

clarity, than do broader models of, or principles for, professional practice. The striving for 

consistency of service and care is important in the context of governmental/ political agendas 

to improve public services, and of regulator/ professional body concerns to ensure that 

psychological professions remain credible (Fox, 2002).  

At present, there are different approaches and understandings relating to the concept of EBP 

(O’Hare 2015), including some approaches with an emphasis upon the use of ‘practice-based’ 

evidence (Fox, 2011). Therein emerge issues of how EPs view and engage with evidence as a 

profession and who commands the capacity to advance research. Frederickson (2002) 

suggests that practitioner EPs should have the professional skills to advance research. 
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Frederickson proposes the use of an ‘hourglass’ model (from Salkovskis, 1995, as cited in 

Frederickson, 2002) which serves as a framework for research approaches that practitioner 

EPs, as “consumers” or “producers” or “commissioners” of research, can use to contribute to 

educational psychology’s evidence-base. This model posits that the development of inquiry 

follows three phases that can be compared to the top, middle, and bottom of an hourglass. 

The top of the hourglass represents initial phase studies and small scale research, such as case 

studies, and aims to develop theories and practice of an approach/idea. The narrower middle 

of the hourglass represents more rigorous research with higher levels of internal reliability 

and validity, such as randomised controlled trials and other experimental designs. The bottom 

of the hourglass represents how this research can be generalised, applied to different contexts, 

and display external validity. Woods (2018) observes that the move in 2006 to research-based 

(doctoral) initial professional training for EPs provides the appropriate capacity by which to 

promote evidence-based practice within the profession, driven by the needs of the profession.  

In 2002, a special edition of the journal ‘Educational and Child Psychology’ entitled 

‘Educational Psychology and Evidence’ was published. The edition aimed to discuss what the 

concept of ‘evidence’ meant to EPs, including how they use it and whether they create it. 

Following this issue, Fox (2003) provided additional discourse around evidence-based EP 

practice and discusses potential challenges for EPs to work in an evidence-based way 

including EPs’ perceptions of themselves as practitioners. In 2011, Fox proffers a further 

challenge to the concept of EBP for EPs in the idea that evidence comes only from 

academically oriented research and the practical limitations of randomised controlled trials.  

Against this background, this study looks at both direct and indirect representations of EBP 

within published research on EP practice over the last 20 years with the research question, 

“How is evidence-based practice represented within empirically substantiated investigations 

and evaluations for practitioner EPs in the United Kingdom?” 

Method 

Search strategy 

 

Due to the breadth of how EBP could be presented in the literature, the Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-

ScR) guidelines (Tricco, 2018) were followed. A scoping review in this instance was 
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appropriate due to the “heterogeneous nature” (Peters et al., 2015, p.141) of the topic. The 

following seven databases were searched between November 2020 and January 2021: 

PsychInfo, Education Resources Information Centre (ERIC), British Education Index (BEI), 

Applied Social Science Index and Abstract (ASSIA), PubMed, Web of Science and Google 

Scholar. The following search terms were used: “evidence-based intervention*" or "evidence-

based practice" or "evidence-based program*" and “educational psycholog*”. Academic 

experts in the field of practitioner educational psychology from within the host university 

were also consulted, which lead to the inclusion of one journal article and one doctoral thesis.  

Initially, very high numbers of research papers were returned using the identified search 

terms. Therefore the search terms were limited to journal titles, abstracts, and keywords, in 

order to identify research papers where there was a clear and primary claim to significance in 

relation to EBP. This identified 132 papers and following removal of duplicates, 85 

remained. The 85 papers were then screened against the following inclusion criteria: 

(1) Research based in the United Kingdom 

(2) Research for (not necessarily by) educational psychologists 

(3) Focus upon research that made an empirical contribution 

Following this process, a total of 14 papers were identified for inclusion.  

Critical Appraisal 

 

Critical appraisal is not necessarily an essential feature of a scoping review due to the range 

of potential research included. However, due to the nature of this review, with a focus upon 

EBP and the importance of rigour, all of the included papers (n=14) were systematically 

critically appraised. Quality of the research (in terms of study design, methodology, analysis, 

and conclusions drawn) was appraised using published frameworks. The University of 

Manchester Critical Appraisal Frameworks for qualitative (Woods, 2020a) (see Appendix C) 

and quantitative (Woods, 2020b) (see Appendix D) research were used alongside the Joanna 

Briggs Institute Critical Appraisal Checklist for Systematic Reviews (Aromataris et al., 2015) 

depending upon the research methodology. The author and their supervisor appraised all of 

the papers independently and then discussed. Agreement within scoring measures on the 

frameworks ranged initially from 87% to 100% before reviewing, to 98-100% afterwards. 

This score formed a result for ‘Weight of Evidence A’ - “the coherence and integrity of the 
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evidence in its own terms” (Gough, 2007, p.223). To allow for variations in the appraisal 

frameworks, the maximum score each paper received was split into thirds. If a paper scored 

in the lower third, it was deemed to be ‘low’ quality, middle third equated to ‘medium’ 

quality, and upper third was ‘high quality’ (e.g., on the qualitative framework, the maximum 

score was 20, so if a paper scored between 0-6 it was low quality, between 7-13 was medium 

quality, and 14-20 was high quality). 

 

Data extraction and synthesis 

 

The author read all of the papers, and extracted from them the key information in order to 

produce a summary table (see Table 1 below). Both the author and their supervisor read all of 

the papers in detail separately and discussed each of them in order to identify salient themes 

and issues to produce a narrative synthesis related to the research question. Narrative 

synthesis involves ‘telling the story’ of the findings from a set of studies (Popay et al., 2006). 

In this sense, the narrative synthesis (‘story’) was created when the author and their 

supervisor discussed the papers together. The author and supervisor possess professional and 

academic backgrounds in practitioner educational psychology, privileging a level of insight 

to issues of evidence-based practice in the field. This did not explicitly focus upon the 

findings of the individual research, but more so the way in which EBP was operationalized 

and represented. As EBP was sometimes not the primary objective of the literature, the 

process involved the author’s and supervisor’s interpretation of the story. The author and 

supervisor sought to explain and conceptualise how these pieces of research appeared to 

portray, or ‘understand’ EBP, and whether there was any consistency across the literature 

identified.  

Through this process three main themes relating to the representation of EBP were identified: 

EPs’ understanding of EBP, methods for developing EBP, and direct contributions to the 

evidence-based of practice. 
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Table 1. Summary of included papers. 

 

Author and 

year 

Representation 

of EBP 

Aims and focus of study 

 

Method/research 

design 

Findings WoE A 

O’Hare (2015) 

– Phase One 

 EPs’ 

understandings 

of EBP  

 

To consider TEPs’ and 

EPs’ abilities to critically 

appraise research and 

what influences their 

judgement. 

Pre-experiment  TEPs and EPs judged an article’s 

written quality and scientific 

reasoning more positively when it 

was accompanied by an image of 

a brain. No differences by 

participant level of professional 

education.  

Medium 

O’Hare (2015) 

– Phase Two 

 EPs’ 

understandings 

of EBP  

 

To measure TEPs’ and 

EPs’ attitudes towards 

EBP using the Evidence-

Based Practice Attitudes 

Scale. 

Survey TEPs have more positive attitudes 

than qualified EPs towards EBP; 

doctoral-level trained EPs have 

more positive attitudes towards 

EBP than EPs trained to masters 

level. 

Medium 

O’Hare (2015) 

– Phase Three 

EPs’ 

understandings 

of EBP  

To observe five 

practising EPs to 

understand how EBP is 

Focused 

Ethnography  

Five overarching observations 

were made:  1) The use of 

standardised assessment; 2) EPs 

High 
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 represented in their daily 

practice.   

observing others; 3) Discussions 

about research; 4) Using numbers 

to show change; and, 5) Talking to 

others. 

O’Hare (2015) 

– Phase Four 

EPs’ 

understandings 

of EBP  

 

To interview five EPs 

about their attitudes and 

understanding of EBP. 

Interview Six themes emerged: 1) the 

‘research assumption’; 2) sources 

of evidence; 3) research; 4) 

conflict; 5) doing criticality; and, 

6) communities of evidence-based 

practice. 

High 

Kennedy and 

Monsen (2016) 

Methods for 

EBP 

 

To describe the premise 

of ‘Problem Based 

Methodology’ and its 

utility to help 

practitioners with the 

integration aspect of 

EBP.  

 

Discussion piece 

including 

limited case 

study data. 

PBM helps understand how 

practitioners integrate research, 

expertise, and client choice by 

analysing decision-making 

processes (‘Theories of Action’). 

When identifying interventions, 

participants consider factors 

beyond ‘best available evidence’ 

including intervention 

acceptability and implementation. 

Medium 

Boyle et al. Methods for To exemplify the process Systematic Systematic reviews and meta- High 
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(2016) 

 

EBP 

 

of carrying out a 

systematic review and 

meta-analysis. 

review analyses could be a useful tool to 

analyse research and establish 

effect size across different studies. 

Such reviews can be used to find 

and evaluate available research in 

a transparent manner.   

Dunsmuir et al. 

(2009) 

Methods for 

EBP 

To describe the 

usefulness of Target 

Monitoring and 

Evaluation (TME). 

Analysis of 

pupils’ TME 

forms  

Pupils made progress on the 

majority of targets set. TME is a 

promising method to evaluate 

pupil progress.   

Medium 

Frederickson 

(2002) 

Methods for 

EBP 

 

 

 

 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

 

To discuss goal 

attainment scaling (GAS) 

as a method for 

evaluation of 

practice/intervention. 

 

To emphasise how EPs 

can engage in research 

exemplified by a small- 

scale study. 

Discussion piece 

including small-

scale study data 

To implement EBP into EP 

practice, EPs will need to evaluate 

interventions and pupil outcomes. 

Further training and CPD around 

engaging in research is 

recommended.  

High 

Styles (2011) Contributing to To establish whether the Literature Research rigour (e.g., Medium 
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the evidence 

base for practice 

 

intervention Social 

StoriesTM could be 

recommended 

confidently by EPs as 

part of EBP following a 

review in 2004.  

review experimental group designs) for 

Social Stories has improved since 

2004. However studies had low 

levels of ecological validity, 

therefore further research was 

recommended. 

Weeks et al. 

(2017) 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

 

To explore the success 

and outcomes of a group 

CBT-based intervention 

in a school setting using 

quantitative and 

qualitative measures. 

Pre-

experimental 

mixed methods 

evaluation  

Quantitative measures did not 

necessarily show a positive impact 

compared to qualitative measures.  

EPs can identify pupils for and 

supporting school staff through 

the process of delivering a CBT 

intervention – from planning to 

evaluation.  

Medium 

Towers (2018) Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

 

To give an overview of 

current research on short-

/ long-term outcomes for 

children born preterm, 

and on evidence-based 

interventions for 

education. 

Literature search Interventions for children born 

preterm need to be considered on 

an individual basis and likely 

involve multi-agency working. 

EPs can consult with, and train, 

parents and teachers. EPs can 

contribute to literature regarding 

Low 
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outcomes and developing 

effective interventions for preterm 

children.  

Robinson and 

Bond (2017) 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

 

To establish the type, 

focus, and quality of 

school-based ASD 

intervention research and 

how research supports 

implementation of 

interventions in a school 

setting.  

Literature 

review 

12 interventions for academic, 

social communication, and 

behaviour were included.  Half of 

these were considered to be low 

quality research. Studies also 

omitted potential challenges to 

implementation in the classroom 

such as student characteristics and 

delivery by a school-based 

professional.  

High 

Robinson et al.  

(2018) 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

 

To establish the degree to 

which EPs in the UK and 

Ireland use 31 evidence-

based interventions for 

children with ASD and 

what influences the 

decision to do so. 

Survey EPs were involved in 

implementing approx. 75% of 

identified interventions, which 

tended to be ones that could be 

easily implemented in the 

classroom by school staff, most 

commonly: visual supports, social 

stories, reinforcement, modelling, 

Medium 
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antecedent-based interventions, 

prompting, and social skills 

training.  

EPs considered the child’s 

individual needs and school 

context. 

Anderson and 

Tyldesley 

(2019)  

 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

 

To explore whether there 

was consensus between 

EPs in relation to 

competencies needed 

during initial training for 

working with children 

with sleep deprivation.   

Survey using the 

Delphi 

technique 

There was consensus around five 

areas pertaining to intervention, 

outcomes, and assessment. A 

function of the EP role is to 

contribute to evidence-based sleep 

interventions and improve 

outcomes.  

Medium 

Baker and 

Bishop (2015) 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

To examine the 

experience of children 

with extended periods of 

school non-attendance. 

Semi-structured 

interviews 

Children reported experiencing 

fragmented support for their non-

attendance, being disbelieved, and 

feeling punished.  

High 

Landor (2011) Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

To gather perceptions of 

EPs recently qualified in 

Scotland regarding how 

effective and impactful 

Email Survey Most EPs reported their research 

had a significant impact on their 

own professional development. 

Over half of EPs considered that 

Medium 
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their Masters level 

research was. 

their research had little impact 

beyond this.  

Vivash et al. 

(2018) 

Contributing to 

the evidence 

base for practice 

To explore ways in 

which children’s speech, 

language and 

communication needs 

(SLCN) can be supported 

in schools and whether 

EP practice can be 

realigned to do this. 

Mixed methods 

including focus 

groups, 

classroom 

Observations 

and 

questionnaires 

Respective responsibilities for 

supporting children with SLCN 

and how provision can be best 

delivered is unclear.  

High 
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Findings 

EPs’ understandings of EBP  

 

O’Hare (2015) uses a mixed methods approach to explore EPs’ understandings and use of 

evidence in practice through four phases: an experiment, an attitude scale, and a focused 

ethnography with participant interviews.  

Using EP participants, O’Hare’s phase 1 study (2015) replicated a study by McCabe and 

Castel (2008) in which participants rated fictional cognitive neuroscience articles. Similarly 

to the original study, participants rated articles that included brain images as having higher 

levels of scientific reasoning than articles that did not include a brain image. O’Hare (2015) 

posits that his findings “clearly indicate that EPs do not have the requisite skills in working 

with and appraising research” (p.192). However, the task used was originally devised for 

undergraduate students and the methodology used did not explicitly relate to EPs’ practice 

and/or concerns. Therefore it cannot be assumed that the stimulus materials would elicit 

profession-specific faculties or perspectives. Another acknowledged limitation of O’Hare’s 

(2015) phase 1 study lies in the demographic of participants as 47% of questionnaire 

respondents were trainees, rather than qualified psychologists. Although O’Hare 

acknowledges this confound, it would have been useful to see comprehensive statistical 

analyses pertaining solely to qualified EPs. In summary, whilst the fundamental idea of 

O’Hare’s (2015) replication is sound, further exploration with qualified psychologists, using 

research examples relevant to EP practice, would provide better insight to the critical 

evidence evaluation skills of EPs.  

Phase 2 of O’Hare’s study involved measuring EP participants’ attitudes towards EBP using 

the Evidence-Based Practice Attitudes Scale. This scale, developed by Aarons (2004), was 

originally created for Mental Health Service professionals in a US context. O’Hare adapted 

the scale to better suit EPs in a UK context (e.g., changing US wording of ‘state’ to ‘local 

authority’). O’Hare’s phase 2 study directly followed on from the same online questionnaire 

as Phase 1 meaning that 42% of the respondents were trainee, rather than qualified/ 

experienced, EPs. O’Hare goes on to report trainees as having more positive attitudes towards 

EBP than qualified EPs, and doctoral-level trained EPs as having more positive attitudes 

towards EBP than EPs trained to master’s level. However, two apparent limitations are not 

accounted for: first, our evaluation indicates possible inadequate sample size to power the 
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specific t-test analyses carried out (cf. Cohen, 1992); second, the inclusion of current trainee 

EPs in the category of doctoral-level trained EPs occludes subsequent inference made 

regarding doctoral EPs as having more positive attitudes. Nonetheless, O’Hare’s Phase 2 

study presents an honest attempt to obtain a standardized view across a population of EPs, 

using a validated measure that had been previously trailed with other professionals. 

O’Hare’s Phase 3 study was a focused ethnography, entailing the researcher observing and 

having informal discussions with five practising EPs. The researcher spent two full working 

days with each participant and observed them engaging in their general daily practice. From 

this, five overarching observations were made:  1) The use of standardised assessment; 2) 

EPs observing others; 3) Discussions about research; 4) Using numbers to show change; and, 

5) Talking to others. However, an apparent limitation is that the approach employed may 

have been quite disruptive and/or intrusive for the participants. The participants were 

observed during an opportunistically-sampled  two-day period of normal practice, which 

might have limited what activities were observed by the researcher and restricted 

opportunities for informal discussion and sharing meaning regarding how EPs perceived 

EBP. For example, the EP role is thought of as having five key functions (i.e., consultation, 

assessment, intervention, training, and research). O’Hare indicated to participants that they 

need not show interesting things to observe, it’s possible that the observer may not have been 

observed delivering services across the range of EP practice, some of which may have 

elicited a different view of what EBP means to them. 

Phase 4 of O’Hare’s (2015) research consisted of a thematic analysis of interviews with the 

five EP participants, based upon findings from the Phase 3 focused ethnography. A thematic 

map with six themes was created: 1) the ‘research assumption’; 2) sources of evidence; 3) 

research; 4) conflict; 5) doing criticality; and, 6) communities of evidence-based practice. 

O’Hare (2015) details how a ‘research assumption’ was particularly prominent throughout 

the interviews. This was described as the EPs’ automatic assumptions that ‘evidence’ was 

synonymous with research outputs (e.g., research papers in peer-reviewed academic/ 

practitioner journals) (cf. also Fox, 2002). However, as the interviews were based upon a 

restricted range of observations from the focused ethnography, participant interview data may 

have been correspondingly limited in scope, possibly excluding key areas of practice relating 

to their thinking about EBP. 
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Methods for EBP 

 

Kennedy and Monsen (2016) argue that problem based methodology (PBM) could be used as 

a way to reconcile two identified issues around EBP, namely, the weighting of certain types 

of research methodology (i.e., randomized control trials as ‘gold standard’), and lack of 

actionable terms for how a practitioner-researcher would integrate research evidence with 

their own expertise and client perspectives.  

Kennedy and Monsen (2016) suggest that applying EBP within professional practice requires 

conscious and unconscious complex cognitive and affective strategies. They relate this 

process to ‘Theories of Action’ (ToAs) defined by the authors as the governing variables of 

these cognitive and affective strategies. The authors then go on to explain how PBM involves 

uncovering ToAs. However the PBM field is narrowly researched with the majority of 

research reported by the original proponent of PBM. Kennedy and Monsen (2016) do 

acknowledge this shortcoming and explain it as being due to complexity and lack of 

familiarity with the PBM approach. 

Kennedy and Monsen (2016) deploy a somewhat underdeveloped practice case study to 

demonstrate the utility of PBM, though arguably this does not provide a comprehensive 

exemplification since there is a lack of information regarding the PBM process, coupled with 

a lack of contextual information (e.g., participant characteristics/ selection; length of 

intervention). The argument for using PBM as an aid to elucidating ToAs is therefore not 

convincingly demonstrated and crucially, the authors do not make explicit within the case 

study how PBM has provided a solution for the author-identified issue around EBP, i.e., the 

integration of research evidence into practice. Given the focus of the presented case study 

upon EP research within practice, it is unclear whether the focus upon PBM relates primarily 

to the use of research methods within practice, rather than, as per the APA (2006) EBP 

definition, drawing upon externally available research to support best practice more generally 

(be that EPs’ practice of research or any other role function such as assessment, consultation, 

intervention or training). Overall, whilst the authors highlight potential utility of PBM to the 

enactment of EBP in professional practice, the weakness of the included case study and 

narrowness of background literature and supporting research indicate a need for further 

research to establish the utility of PBM as a method to support EPs’ enactment of EBP. 
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Frederickson (2002) proposes the use of goal attainment scaling (GAS) as a method for 

evaluation of practice and way to establish how effective an intervention is. GAS was 

initially developed by clinical psychologists to measure the outcomes for mental health 

interventions (Kiresuk & Sherman, 1968). It involves identifying a focus for intervention, 

then creating goals and expected levels for outcomes related to the initial focus and 

evaluating these via five levels of possible outcome (much more/less than expected, 

more/less than expected and achieving the expected level). Frederickson (2002) contends that 

this approach can be transferrable to EPs as the principles are familiar to typical EP practice/ 

techniques. Frederickson (2002) suggests that GAS can be used to collect information on the 

efficacy of interventions for different client groups and that educational psychology services 

can build these types of research projects into case-work and use as a focus for consultation. 

This was employed by Imich and Roberts (1990) in evaluating the effectiveness of a 

behaviour support teaching service. Imich and Roberts also showed how clear tabulation of 

goal outcomes across pupils (showing the percentages achieving much less than expected 

success, somewhat less than expected success, expected levels of success etc.) can provide an 

effective alternative means of collating information to the calculation of summary scores. A 

similar approach is suggested by MacKay et al. (1993) in order to summarise individual 

progress on different goals without making assumptions about the level of measurement 

involved in the GAS scales, as there is some debate about this in the literature. Dunsmuir et 

al. (2009) describe how Target Monitoring and Evaluation (TME), a system based on GAS, 

can be used to evaluate outcomes of a wide range of interventions and be implemented into 

routine EP service delivery which aligns with the principles of EBP and accountability. TME, 

like GAS, involves setting SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, time-limited) 

targets that link with proposed intervention strategies. The difference is within the scaling 

system; a range of measurements can be used such as Likert-scales, observations, or National 

Curriculum targets. According to the scaling system used, targets are assigned a baseline 

rating ‘B’ and an expected level ‘E’ (after intervention). Upon the review, the target is given 

an actual score ‘A’.  In their study, the effectiveness of EP and Assistant EP (AEP) 

participants using the TME system was considered. The authors looked at 283 targets set and 

analysed the extent of progress made. Targets were also coded against the Department for 

Education and Skills (DfES, 2003) ‘Every Child Matters’ outcomes (be healthy, stay safe, 

enjoy and achieve, make a positive contribution and achieve economic well-being). The 

authors conclude that both AEP and EPs had a significant positive effect on the target 

outcome (i.e., the actual scores were higher than the baseline scores and meeting expected 
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scores). The AEPs’ targets exceeded expected outcomes (i.e., the actual score surpassed the 

expected) which could be explained by AEPs having extra time to support the interventions. 

Quality of SMART targets was a point of discussion, whereby the authors discuss wider 

training implications if EPs were to embed such monitoring approaches into daily practice. 

The authors conclude that use of TME can support EP practice in being accountable, cost-

effective and safe. 

Boyle at al. (2016) exemplify the process of carrying out a systematic review and meta-

analysis. The authors aim to provide insight into how to undertake research using this 

methodology by providing a pro forma alongside commentary to explain any decision 

making along the way. The authors discuss why reviews and meta-analyses can be important 

to EPs, including how their own meta-analysis provided information to the Scottish 

government to help inform future provision and budgets for children with ASD. Furthermore, 

the authors discuss how EPs should develop the skills necessary for carrying out SLRs (e.g., 

within professional training) and understand quality assurance in such reviews (i.e., what a 

good SLR looks like and why the ‘quality’ of an SLR matters).  

Contributing to the evidence base for practice 

 

Using a literature review method, Styles (2011) evaluated research outlining the use of the 

Social StoriesTM intervention. The author’s aim was to ascertain whether this intervention 

could be recommended confidently by EPs as part of EBP. This study included 51 articles 

that were published in peer-reviewed journals. The included articles were critically evaluated 

with reference to areas of weaknesses reported in four previous Social StoriesTM intervention 

reviews identified as: study design and control; participant and social environmental issues; 

construction and presentation of Social StoriesTM; maintenance and generalization; and 

ecological validity. It is unclear, however, exactly what weaknesses appeared in each area 

and how consistently they appeared across the previous reviews. Furthermore, Styles’ (2011) 

review inclusion criteria or the search time period of time are not specified. It is apparent that 

some of the included research falls within the time period of previous reviews which weakens 

Style’s (2011) claim that subsequent research has not addressed previously identified areas of 

methodological weaknesses. Indeed, it could be argued that the proximity of previous reviews 

to Style’s (2011) own review does not, given publication timescales, allow an adequate 
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amount of time for researchers to address previously identified areas of methodological 

weaknesses.  

Towers (2018) aimed to contribute towards EBP by giving an overview of current research 

literature regarding the short- and long-term outcomes for children born pre-term, and by 

making suggestions for evidence-based interventions which an EP can recommend and 

support. The research refers to a bio-psychosocial approach utilised within the International 

Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health for Children and Youth (ICF-CY) to 

identify additional needs in childhood. This framework is used to formulate areas of 

discussion for the outcomes of pre-term children. The research provides a succinct overview 

of a selection of relevant literature with a clear aim in regards to making a contribution 

towards EBP. However, when critically appraising this piece of research against a framework 

for evidence reviews (i.e., Joanna Briggs Institute Checklist for Systematic Reviews and 

Research Syntheses; Aromataris et al., 2015), there are significant omissions around the 

execution of the review. For example, no clear methodology, search strategy, or inclusion 

criteria are outlined therefore it was not possible to establish whether this represents a 

balanced picture of the literature available. The review was also not conducted by two or 

more reviewers independently.  

Weeks et al. (2017) explored the success and outcomes of a group CBT-based intervention in 

a school setting using quantitative and qualitative measures. This research introduced the 

legislative background around promoting mental health and wellbeing in children and young 

people and linked this area of need to the current study which aimed to evaluate the utility of 

a CBT-based intervention. The authors used a ‘bespoke’ intervention delivered to two groups 

of children (with two non-specified comparison groups) and gathered both qualitative and 

quantitative outcomes evaluation data. However, lack of clarity regarding the CBT 

intervention used makes the research less robust and replicable. Though the authors 

acknowledge the unfeasibility of inferential statistical analyses on account of inadequate 

sample size, comprehensive descriptive quantitative outcomes analyses are not provided, 

which obscures the quantitatively measured effectiveness of the programme. Qualitative 

outcomes data provide modest evidence towards positive outcomes of the programme, though 

there is no detail at all on the process of qualitative data analysis (or correspondingly its 

credibility or trustworthiness), and the qualitative interview data were collected face-to-face 

by the researchers who ran the intervention, raising the strong possibility of social desirability 

response bias.  
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Frederickson (2002) emphasised the importance of EPs reading and producing research 

evidence and conceptualised this research as being at the ‘narrow part’ of the aforementioned 

hourglass [in introduction from Salkovskis, 1995, as cited in Frederickson, 2002]. 

Frederickson (2002) exemplified this by referring to a small-scale study (conducted by the 

author which was in press at that time) which evaluated the intervention ‘circle of friends’. 

Here, a wait-list comparison group design using two groups of children was employed to 

evaluate the intervention. Trainee educational psychologists were involved in training school 

staff and setting up the intervention. Different standardised assessment measures were used to 

evaluate impact during the original study, however for the purpose of this illustration, 

Frederickson refers to one measure of social acceptance in the classroom. The results of the 

intervention indicated a positive impact upon the children involved in the circle of friends 

intervention. Frederickson (2002) suggests opportunities for EP initial professional training 

programmes to conduct research to compile evidence for new interventions in practice.  

By conducting a literature review, Robinson and Bond (2017) investigated the type, focus, 

and quality of school-based autism spectrum disorder intervention research and how this 

research supports interventions being implemented in a school setting. In total, 12 papers 

were considered during the literature review. The authors found that half of the studies 

included in the review were considered to be of low/weak methodological quality although 

credit that two-thirds of the studies involved interventions that the authors considered 

evidence-based from previous research. The authors highlight problems around the quality of 

qualitative research yet state that further qualitative studies should be carried out, without 

elaboration of why exactly this would be useful.  

Robinson and Bond (2018) surveyed 146 EP practitioners regarding their use of 31 evidence-

based autism interventions that were identified from previous systematic literature reviews. 

The authors’ survey aimed to establish the extent in which EPs used the interventions and 

what factors impacted EPs’ choice of intervention. The authors conclude that EPs do use 

almost 75% of these interventions. For the remaining 25%, EPs had not heard of, or used, 

these; authors acknowledge that the potential reasons for this were beyond the scope of their 

research. The authors conclude that EPs’ choice of intervention can mainly be mapped onto a 

model of EBP which refers to: best available evidence; individual student characteristics, 

values and preferences; and resources and practitioner expertise. The authors call for further 

qualitative research regarding potential barriers to implementing interventions and also the 

approaches EPs use when planning interventions.  
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Anderson and Tyldesley (2019) contributed to the evidence-base by conducting an initial 

exploratory study using the Delphi technique. This aimed to establish if there was consensus 

regarding competencies, taught during initial training, that TEPs need to work with children 

with sleep deprivation. This paper highlights specific skills/areas for development. The 

motivation for this work is not made explicit and so perhaps raises the question of what 

prompts EPs to produce primary research as evidence to support best practice, and whether 

this stems from individual professional interest or knowledge gaps, or other need such as 

training/local concerns.  

Baker and Bishop (2015) propose that pupil voice regarding school non-attendance is absent 

from research and aim to contribute to the evidence-base by interviewing four secondary 

school-aged children with historic attendance difficulties. The authors used semi-structured 

interviews and analysed views collected using Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis. 

They conclude that “previous studies appear not to have impacted on the recent school and 

support experiences of this sample of young people, questioning the extent to which current 

intervention practice is evidence-based” (p.364). Baker and Bishop do make reference to 

existing literature and research carried out in this area; however, it is difficult to link the 

issues in the findings and conclusions to the previous research due to a lack of specificity in 

the initial ‘statement of the problem’. Consequently, this study seems to provide a modest 

extension of existing research.   

Landor (2011) gathered the perceptions of recently qualified EPs in Scotland in regards to 

whether they felt their Masters degree dissertation research project had an impact upon 

practice. There was agreement between the participants that their research project had an 

impact upon their own professional development. However, over half of the participants felt 

that the research had no further impact beyond this. Landor discusses a potential “lack of 

positive research culture in psychological services” that had been discussed in other 

literature, and identifies the volume of statutory work and a lack of explicit valuing of 

research skills as, over time, eroding EPs’ confidence and interest in “a core [research] 

remit”.  

Vivash et al. (2018) explored views upon, and enactment of, provision for children with 

speech, language and communication needs (SLCN) via focus groups, observations of 

classroom practice, and questionnaires to school staff. The authors note that perceptions of 
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provision differed to the practice observed within the classroom, highlighting a gap between 

aspirations of best, and actual, practice. The ‘responsibility’ for children with SLCN was also 

unclear between the professionals involved in the study. A large component of the study was 

based upon the opinions of different professional groups, such as EPs, speech and language 

therapists, and specialist teachers, which does not necessarily equate to a demonstration of 

effective speech and language provision. Furthermore, observations carried out within the 

study were not demonstrably rigorous and it is unclear how many schools these took place in. 

Information gathered through this research is mainly ‘negative perception’ and arguably 

limits the potential significance of the research.  

Discussion 

 

This review conceptualised ways in which EBP is presented in EP-focused literature. 

Following an exploration of the available research, 14 papers were included and analysed 

using a narrative synthesis approach. The research papers presented contributions across three 

domains: EPs’ understanding of EBP, methods for developing EBP, and direct contributions 

of evidence for practice. This research highlights the possibility that EPs’ perceptions and 

conceptualisations of EBP may be somewhat ‘narrow’. From exploring EPs’ perceptions of 

EBP, O’Hare (2015) suggests ways to expand EP perceptions providing an adapted model of 

EBP taken from organisational psychology (cf. Briner et al., 2009); also, making links 

between EBP and EPs’ use of evaluation tools (cf. Frederickson, 2002 and Dunsmuir et al., 

2009) that can be meaningfully integrated to daily practice. Furthermore case study research 

completed by practising EPs (cf. Weeks et al., 2017) offers insights to the viability of EPs 

engaging as research-practitioners within their core intervention practice.   

The papers included in this synthesis can be seen to align with the definition of EBP referred 

to within this paper: “Evidence-based practice is the integration of the best available research 

with clinical expertise in the context of patient characteristics, culture and preferences” 

(APA, 2006, p.273). For example, with regards to best available evidence, some of the papers 

were deemed to ‘contribute’ to the evidence base by using practice-based case studies (e.g., 

Baker & Bishop, 2015; Weeks et al., 2017). This allows practitioner EPs to access research 

which is more contextually applicable and allow insight to the exact circumstances in which 

the interventions/enquiry took place. This aligns with the ‘hourglass’ model (from 

Salkovskis, 1995, as cited in Frederickson, 2002) whereby different types of research are 
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needed to gain a holistic view of what works, and within differing contexts. Overall, as per 

the APA (2006) definition, an important part of EBP is the practitioner integrating different 

sources of evidence to make the best informed decisions. The papers in the study allow 

sources of evidence and information in which practitioner EPs can base their decisions from 

within practice.  

Research-practice gap  

 

The research-practice gap, a detachment between what research says best practice entails and 

what is done in actual practice, is highlighted within this review (cf. Baker and Bishop, 

2015). Practitioners such as EPs cannot necessarily easily translate findings from research to 

varied individual situations, due to the idiographic nature of case-work. EPs are practitioners 

involved in recommending interventions to support a wide range of needs and to fit unique 

situations and contexts (Miller &Frederickson, 2006). Woods et al. (2011) offer an insight 

that may reframe this problem upon considering research for specific interventions: 

“Therefore, research evidence in relation to the effectiveness of an intervention such as SFBT 

with particular types of child and family problems, provides a starting point, rather than the 

final word, for effective and safe practice”(p.10). Interestingly, in considering the research-

practice gap for autism, Guldberg (2016) discusses the necessity to make situationally-

specific modifications to experimentally designed research findings. Within this review, 

methods of bridging the gap and making adaptations to suit research within individualised 

contexts are proposed (e.g., problem-based methodology, goal attainment scaling). 

Further to this, Style’s (2011) research raises interesting points for EPs to consider regarding 

EBP, including the idea, arising from previous research, that case studies included as 

evidence were criticised as being ‘anecdotal’ and the implications of how interventions are 

adapted to fit context. Whilst evidence on effectiveness of specific interventions (e.g., Social 

StoriesTM) provides a useful starting point for the profession, it is also important to consider 

the ‘real-life’ practice context in which such elements typically form part of a larger multi-

component intervention.  
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Academic rigour 

 

Academic rigour, and ways to represent this, is important to allow a degree of trust and 

efficacy of research. The REF (2019) highlights three areas that are used to assess higher 

education’s research outputs nationally - originality, significance, and rigour are all 

considered central to its value.  

In this review, the predominant way in which EBP is presented in EP-focused literature is 

through contributions made to research either through literature reviews, or empirical studies. 

Of the 14 included papers, 10 were deemed to contribute in this manner. Appraised research 

papers (using frameworks to consider Weight of Evidence A i.e., Gough, 2007) ranged from 

being high quality (n=4), through medium quality (n= 5), to low quality (n=1). When 

considering research papers on individual merit, there are several shortcomings in academic 

rigour for those evaluated as medium or low quality, which raises a question about how 

familiar EPs, as research-practitioners, are with, conventional research reporting standards. 

The ability to produce robust research that will stand up to critical evaluation is more than an 

‘academic’ concern since maintaining the conventional standards of rigour allows EP 

research to be as transferable as possible. This is a responsibility for the individual 

practitioner and also for journals that are explicitly directed for EP practice. EP journal 

reviewers also need to evaluate manuscripts according to established guidelines for research 

quality. Such frameworks are available from the Joanne Briggs Institute; Scottish 

Intercollegiate Guidelines Network; Specialist Unit for Review Evidence; Critical Appraisal 

Skills Programme. Engaging with broader national concepts (i.e., REF, 2019) would also 

allow a way to measure research quality. This would demonstrate the rigour of EPs’ research 

contributions in order to support the robustness of its contribution to EBP by ensuring higher 

quality research is being presented in EP-based literature. At the same time, it is 

acknowledged that frameworks and guidelines are subject to development and sometimes 

academic debate and dispute.  

Implications for practice 

Understanding of EBP 
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As highlighted in O’Hare (2015), EPs’ understandings of EBP appeared narrow and focused 

more on evidence from a research perspective than, for example, upon evidence from 

practitioner experience and patient preferences. O’Hare postulates that literature widely 

available to EPs may have skewed the meaning of EBP. On a wider level, it may be 

worthwhile considering the role of EP services within EBP to help broaden views of EBP. 

This could be through consideration of a service-wide EBP policy, or strategy. Further, 

specialist roles (‘evidence champions’) could be utilised to help reconceptualise EBP and to 

promote the dissemination academic and practice-based research into practice. 

Methods for developing EBP 

 

Within this review, methods through which EPs might develop EBP have been indicated 

(e.g., PBM, GAS, TME). Following Frederickson (2002), EBP can be developed in three 

ways: EPs can be considered as “consumers”, “producers”, or “commissioners” of research. 

In terms of “consuming” research, it is important to consider how practising EPs can access 

research. Doctoral theses are typically open access, however may, by their length and 

complexity, be considered less ‘accessible’. Access to EP-focused journals can be costly. An 

objective for EPS leaders may be to form partnerships with local regional universities 

through which their service might improve and maximise access to journal articles so that 

EPs can “consume” relevant research. This in turn may also provide a way to support services 

as “producers” and “commissioners” of research (Woods, 2022).  

Direct contributions 

 

EPs do make direct contributions towards the evidence-base for practice. However the review 

shows some inconsistency in the quality of research that is produced. Supporting EPs to feel 

confident in, and skilled to, judiciously evaluate research quality might, in turn, encourage 

EPs to create and publish their own practice-based research, thereby extending its utility both 

within and beyond the profession. Within this review there is encouragement for EPs to 

become “producers” of research (e.g., Frederickson, 2002; Styles, 2011; Weeks et al., 2017) 

which will necessitate judicious selection of areas of research. If an EBP lead specialist role 

within services was established, this could help to identify appropriate research priorities 

which are warranted within the scope of local and national professional practice needs.  
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Limitations and implications for further research  

 

The review considered the representation of EBP within EP-focused literature and to do so 

required a stringent search methodology; the papers included in the review explicitly 

mentioned the concept of EBP either in the abstract, title, or key words. It is possible that 

other research papers relevant to the understanding of EP representations of EBP were not 

identified through this method. However, the identification of the term ‘evidence-based 

practice’ within any place within an academic paper, given the term’s ubiquitous and various 

use, would likely lead to a very insensitive detection of relevant research. The research 

included within this review represented the most obvious ‘true positives’ in relation to the 

research aim.  

The review findings were produced through a narrative synthesis approach (Popay et al., 

2006). This provides one view of the dataset co-created by both the author and their 

supervisor, which may not necessarily be replicated by other researchers, who, from a 

different stance, may read and interpret the research more or less similarly. We have 

endeavoured to demonstrate the credibility of our interpretation by making clear our own 

stances and background, and by making explicit within this report the links between our 

interpretation and the reviewed research.    

Further research, following on from O’Hare (2015), to establish EPs’ developing 

understanding of, and engagement with, EBP would be useful to further embed across the 

profession. Furthermore, research into the processes EPs use to implement research evidence 

into daily practice and service delivery (both “production” and “consumption”) would have 

utility in tackling the ‘research-practice’ gap. 
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Paper Two: Integrating evidence into practice: How does research translate into the 

practice of educational psychologists? 

 

Practitioner educational psychologists are required to engage in evidence-based practice 

which involves the integration of best available research, contextual information, and 

professional expertise. This study documents the process of integrating a piece of research 

into practice and the notion of knowledge transfer using action research methodology. Two 

Local Authority educational psychology services were involved in the study and a ‘task-and-

finish’ working group consisting of practising educational psychologists within these 

authorities was created. Research undertaken on a discrete topic (children with a parent in 

prison) was the focus. The findings highlight that integrating research into practice is not a 

straight-forward or linear process. Considerations are made around reconceptualization of 

evidence, the research-practice gap, and barriers/facilitators to use of this methodology. 

Future implications are discussed around how this gap can be bridged through forming 

academic partnerships with universities.  

Keywords: evidence-based practice; educational psychology; action research; knowledge 

transfer 

Introduction 

Evidence-based practice  

 

Evidence-based practice (EBP) derives from the principle of ‘evidence-based medicine’ 

which served the purpose to ensure that medical treatments were effective, efficient, and 

based on reliable evidence (Cochrane, 1972). EBP rose in particular prominence within the 

remit of psychologists following task forces created by the American Psychological 

Association (APA) in 1995 and 2006 (Task Force on Promotion and Dissemination of 

Psychological Procedures, 1995; APA, 2006). The overarching tenet described by the 2006 

task force was that EBP in psychology would uphold effective practice and improve public 

health. A definition for psychologists was created which was based on existing definitions 

from medical literature: “Evidence-based practice in psychology is the integration of the best 

available research with clinical expertise in the context of patient characteristics, culture, and 

preferences” (APA, 2006, p.273). The APA highlights particular issues that psychologists 
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may face when considering the generalizability of ‘best available research’ including: 

representativeness of research samples; methodological choices; limited research on specific 

interventions and protocols; and translation of results from controlled research settings to 

daily practice. Here it was accentuated that despite these problems, psychologists are skilled 

‘scientist-practitioners’ with the expertise to integrate evidence obtained from research with 

information about the client and their context. With regard to methodological design, this 

would depend on the question being asked and different methodologies can be adopted to 

address a range of questions from different contexts (APA, 2006).  

Evidence-based practice in educational psychology 

 

O’Hare (2015) explored educational psychologists’ (EPs’) use of evidence within practice 

using a mixed methods approach. O’Hare concludes that EPs’ understandings of EBP are 

narrow and assume that ‘evidence’ equates solely to published research. This does not align 

with the APA’s view and consequent definition of EBP and also the wider meaning within 

medical literature. O’Hare (2015) further asserts the argument that this narrow view could be, 

in part, due to incomplete definitions of EBP within EP-focused literature (cf. Fox, 2003) that 

have neglected the integration of practitioner expertise/patient characteristics and focused 

instead on evidence as ‘research’. O’Hare (2015) presents an expanded model of EBP taken 

from organisational psychology, comprising four main elements: (1) Evaluated external 

research evidence; (2) Practitioner expertise and judgement; (3) Perspectives of those 

affected by the decision; (4) Evidence from the local context (adapted from Briner et al., 

2009 and Barends et al., 2014). The proposed model aims to help EPs reconceptualise, and 

expand, what they consider to be ‘evidence’ and engage in a broader understanding of the 

concept. O’Hare (2015) notes that EPs frequently do use wider-ranging sources of evidence, 

such as data from local schools and the views of experiences of children and young people, 

collected in skilful ways. O’Hare (2015) further notes that EPs displayed variability in their 

ability to judge research quality and further avenues to support professional development in 

honing these skills were suggested.  

Research commissioning 

 

Given that much research is funded and directed from government or large research 

organisations (e.g., Nuffield Foundation, Economic and Social Research Council) which may 
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not relate to a particular issue or context, Cowper and Woods (submitted) highlight the utility 

of research commissioning processes whereby EP services work with local/ regional 

university partners. They argue that such partnerships support EP services to obtain and use 

research that is contextually meaningful and thereby bridge the oft-referenced research-

practice gap (Guldman, 2017); EP service links with universities would also support 

practising EPs (as research consumers) to access a wider range of research more efficiently. 

Furthermore, working with academic partners could support EPs to gain confidence in 

research appraisal ability, highlighted as the first element within O’Hare’s (2015) model of 

EBP for EPs (see above). Bridging the research-practice gap requires ‘knowledge transfer’ 

the process in which information from research reaches intended and potential users 

(Becheikh et al., 2010). This can be difficult for EPs as casework typically presents 

embedded problems with a complexity of factors around them, whereby knowledge from 

existing research may be only generally relevant and fit imperfectly, or loosely, to the 

specific presenting situation (Frederikson & Miller, 2006). One example of a research-

practice commissioning partnership is available from The University of Manchester’s 

Educational Psychology Research Commissioning strategy which works alongside EP 

services, schools, and other settings to commission and produce research that is relevant to 

the practice needs of local/ regional EP services, EP-relevant organisations and schools 

(Woods, 2022). The current study documents one process of ‘knowledge transfer’, through a 

process of knowledge sharing, from the output of a previously commissioned piece of 

research. 

A local authority (LA) within the North-West of England commissioned The University of 

Manchester to produce research to support vulnerable children, including those of parents in 

prison (CoPiPs). Whilst the aim of this commission was to serve a specific strategic need 

within the commissioning LA, there was also the assumption that this issue would be a high 

priority in some other EP service development plans and so the intention to serve the EP 

profession and other service providers more widely. Amongst other outputs, this commission 

produced a systematic literature review (‘the evidence’) detailing ways in which CoPiPs can 

be supported within school (Shaw et al., 2021). This evidence was then presented to the 

current participants of the study with the aim of integrating this to their practice as a service 

development project. The way this research is conceptualised, depicted below in Figure 1, 

follows Frederickson’s (2002) notions of how EPs can variously engage with EBP – as 

‘producers’, ‘consumers’ or ‘commissioners’.  
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Figure 1. Commissioning model displaying knowledge transfer 

 

 

 

Aim of study 

 

The aim of this study is to support and document the processes by which a piece of research 

(‘evidence’) is implemented through the practice of EPs and the impact of this upon service 

development.  

Research question: 

How does a collaboration of EPSs translate EP-commissioned research evidence into 

practice? 

Methodology 

Epistemological position  

 

The research adopts a critical realist approach. Critical realism is an epistemological position 

that regards both positivist and realist ontology (Giles, 2002). The research considers the 

position of psychologists as scientist-practitioners – ‘one who embodies the role of a 
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scientist-practitioner neatly integrates science and practice to best serve clients in a 

psychological realm’ (Jones & Mehr, 2007, p. 770) and as an integration of empirically based 

knowledge and individual perceptions/views and experiences which aligns well with critical 

realism.  

Design 

 

The study followed principles of action research and the Research and Development in 

Organisations (RADIO) model (Timmins et al., 2003). The study followed four broad stages 

which were underpinned by the RADIO model and mapped accordingly following Dunne et 

al., (2021) in Table 2. 

Table 2. Mapped research phases to the RADIO model 

Research phase RADIO phases Research activities 

Preliminary 

preparation/commissi

oning  

1. Awareness of a 

need 

2. Invitation to act 

 

Meetings with the commissioners and 

preliminary service scoping resulted in 

identified area of need (working with 

children of parents in prison) 

Commissioners opted to take part in 

the research.  

Phase one 

Initial meeting with 

the principal 

educational 

psychologist (PEP) 

3. Clarifying 

organisational and 

cultural issues 

4. Identifying 

stakeholders in area 

of need 

Liaison with service: discuss current 

provision including other areas of 

development 

 

Phase two Meeting 

with the whole EPS 

5. Agreeing focus of 

concern (research 

aims) 

Delivering the “evidence” to the EPS 

teams, planning capacities within and 

outside EP team and inviting 

participants to join a ‘task-and-finish’ 

(TaF) group 

 

Phase three Task-and- 6. Negotiating Develop products relating to identified 
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Finish (TaF) group 

meetings 

framework for 

information gathering 

7. Gathering 

information  

8. Processing 

information with 

research 

sponsors/stakeholders  

9. Agreeing areas for 

future action 

outcomes, e.g., planning meeting 

scripts, best practice guideline 

Phase four 

Meeting with the EPS 

10. Action planning Present the developed service 

guidance, explaining link to  the 

evidence-base 

 11. Implementation/ac

tion  

12. Evaluating action 

 

 

Following preliminary scoping and set up of the research, phase one consisted of meeting and 

interviewing the PEP at each service separately. This was to gain an insight into the EPS 

context and ways of developing service priorities within the local area. Phase two involved 

meeting both EPSs separately to co-deliver a training session focusing particularly on the 

previously commissioned primary research (‘evidence’). This was co-delivered with the TEP 

who was involved in the original commission (see Appendix E for a copy of the training 

PowerPoint). The findings of this research highlight ways of supporting CoPiPs at systemic, 

family, and individual levels. See Figure 2 (from Shaw et al., 2021) below which summarises 

support at each level. The research further indicates a particular need for emphasis on raising 

awareness of these children, particularly in a school context to ensure staff are aware of 

CoPiPs and a potential need for “emotional and practical support to be offered as part of a 

whole-school ethos as well as for individual families and children” (Shaw et al., 2021, p.14). 

Phase three involved the creation of a task-and-finish working group with the aim to translate 

the research evidence into EP practice within the involved LAs.  



50 

The study was intended to be four stages however the fourth stage, and further stages of the 

RADIO model, were not feasible within the reporting time frame.  

Figure 2. Three levels of support for CoPiPs (taken from Shaw et al., 2021) 

 

 

Participants 

 

Following an initial scoping of service priorities, two EPSs within the North-West of England 

took part in the study (see Appendix F, G, and H for initial service briefing, participant 

information forms, and relevant consent documentation). These EPSs identified increasing 

knowledge around how to support CoPiPs as being highly relevant to local service delivery.  

The TaF group involved the researcher and six qualified EPs across the two EPSs. The EP 

TaF group participants were self-selected and chose to take part in the TaF group following 

phase two of the research.  

Data gathering 

 

Meetings with the PEP and the TaF group meetings were audio recorded and transcribed for 

analysis purposes. The researcher kept a research diary throughout the process to reflect upon 
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what was happening during the phases of the research. Using a research diary to keep field 

notes is seen as an important function within qualitative research (MacDonald, 2012) and also 

to support the documentation of action research (Greenwood & Levin, 1998). Please see 

Appendix I for a sample of the researcher’s field notes taken during the process.  

Data analysis  

 

A content analysis of both the transcribed audio recordings from the PEP interviews, TaF 

group, and research diary took place which aimed to infer meaning from the entire process 

(Krippendorff, 2004). Content analysis is useful in identifying trends and patterns across data 

sets and help to understand viewpoints (Vaismoradi et al., 2013). Content analysis presented 

a more appropriate fit to the data collected, rather than other approaches such as thematic 

analysis, since data were collected from multiple and varied sources, including: a research 

diary containing notes of varying lengths and forms; transcriptions collected from different 

data gathering formats/ participants in the research. Content analysis was therefore used to 

make sense of the data as a whole, rather than attempting to thematically infer meaning 

across participants/ data gathering formats. Content analysis allowed for an integration of the 

different sources to be made and to broadly conceptualise the process of the action research. 

Content analysis was used in both an inductive and deductive manner as this would allow 

data to be produced across different sources (e.g., TaF group, PEP interviews). In terms of 

being used as a deductive analysis, findings from Paper 1 were considered when creating the 

categories (e.g., EP’s understandings of EBP, methods for developing EBP, and direct 

contributions made towards EBP) alongside the APA’s (2006) definition of EBP (e.g., 

research, practitioner expertise, and context). Content categories were independently checked 

against anonymised transcript extracts by a trainee educational psychologist doctoral student 

resulting in a high level of shared meaning between the researcher and second checker. 

Please see Appendix J for a sample of the content analysis. 

 

Ethical approval 

 

Ethical approval was granted for this research from the host University’s Research Ethics 

Committee. Particular attention was given to potential identification of clients through 
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casework and maintaining their anonymity and avoiding inter-service professional criticism 

where service practice may be less well developed. The participants were practising EPs, 

trained and experienced in research processes of this kind, and therefore the risk of harm 

from participation was deemed to be ‘low’. 

COVID-19 impact statement 

 

It is noted that this research took place during the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and its 

associated severe workplace, school and social restrictions. Consequently its methods of 

working needed to be significantly adapted, which had impact upon the research including 

fluctuations in participant availability due to increased workloads, adjustments to virtual 

working, additional caring responsibilities, and absence due to illness. These consequences 

affected the flow of participant meetings and reduced the fluency of intra-group 

communications.  

 

Findings 

Phase one 

Two PEPs were interviewed for between 45-60 minutes each. They were asked five open-

ended questions which aimed to explore how their respective services prioritise, commission, 

develop and utilise research. The PEPs were informed that the project’s focus was upon 

supporting CoPiPs, with the overarching aim to establish how an EPS ‘translates’ research 

evidence into practice. Following content analysis of the two PEP interviews, three content 

categories were created relating to factors important in prioritising and utilising research at a 

service level: local context, training opportunities, and the wider implications of research.  

 

Local context 

Both participants spoke about the impact of local context and needs upon service delivery 

priorities. Priorities emerged from different sources, for instance perceived areas of need for 

the EPS (e.g., discrete topics such as becoming skilled in dynamic assessment), from schools’ 

needs, from the local area’s needs, or driven by LA policy: ‘We generate themes in line with 
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often the sorts of things EPs are highlighting through their practice in the schools as being 

issues. But sometimes linked to LA priorities and strategy groups’ (PEP 2).  

In specific reference to CoPiPs, there was perceived variability within the knowledge around 

provision and support; this seemed to be influenced by individual EP experience and skill-

sets. For example, the predominant location of the individual EP’s casework and whether 

they would have been asked to support a CoPiP previously. Examples of good practice were 

highlighted in one LA through casework and working with wider support organisations:  

‘I think there are examples of really good cases though where psychologists have held that 

[status as a CoPiP] as a bit part of the presenting concerns…I know we’ve done work 

with…had children that have had involvement with Barnardo’s and other… charities… and 

organisations…and EPs have linked with those and invited them to…consultations and stuff 

and I think that’s been…really helpful’ (PEP 1) 

 ‘I don’t think it’s an uncommon issue across [local authority] but…it’s certainly more 

prevalent in some areas than others.’ (PEP 1) 

Training opportunities  

The PEPs spoke about developmental priorities as part of skilling-up staff and providing 

training opportunities. This was both for members of the EPS but also other professions 

within the LA, such as teachers: ‘We want to be delivering more kind of training to the local 

authority so we want to be able to deliver [intervention] and train up people within the 

LA…that we can then supervise…’ (PEP 2) 

In relation to knowledge about CoPiPs, both participants spoke about the merits of EPs 

developing specialisms from developmental priorities. These specialisms were seen as highly 

positive roles within the services, acting as a point of contact for particular areas of 

knowledge. Specialist EP roles were seen as supporting the development of other EPs and 

also helping the needs of the population: ‘We just wanted to get people skilled up and 

confident in particular areas so they can deliver them’ (PEP 2); ‘We’ve got a number of 

specialists in the service that lead us on specific issues that are linked to local authority 

priorities and what we felt we’ve needed as a service in response to…the needs of the 

population’ (PEP 1). Both PEPs confirmed that due to the nature of EP work in the service, 

there would be interest in developing knowledge of CoPiPs: ‘There’d be a small group who 

would want to take part but I think everyone would be interested.’ (PEP 1) 
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Wider implications of research 

Both PEPs spoke about how research can support practice by creating physical resources (i.e., 

training manuals), and also by raising the profile of vulnerable groups of children/areas of 

need, albeit this was acknowledged as a continual process and element of the EP role: 

‘I think it’d be helpful for the EPs to hold this group as another hypothesis as a vulnerable 

group because we’ve got our radar to so many vulnerable groups, it’s perhaps not the first 

thing we ask or…perhaps not the thing we hold central to our formulation and maybe we 

should be…more proactively exploring the impact of the incarcerated parent with the 

child…and through our formulation.’ (PEP 1) 

Use of research evidence was perceived as not always straightforward; the many facets of the 

EP role, diverse ways of working, and knowing where to concentrate time were all 

highlighted as potential difficulties:  

‘We probably haven’t got a good way of pooling that evidence, you know, that’s one of the 

things I think we need to work on as…probably as a profession rather than…necessarily as a 

team because I think there is pockets of practice-based evidence but we’re not very good at 

collating it or knowing what happens to it.’ (PEP 1). 

Phase two 

Phase two involved the creation of a context-specific training package (available upon 

request from the first author). This was developed alongside a TEP colleague who had been 

recently involved in creating an original, published systematic research evidence review, 

commissioned through a LA educational psychology service, focused upon how to support 

CoPiPs within education (Shaw et al., 2021).  

The two participating EPSs allocated one hour during a team meeting for the training to be 

delivered. The training involved explaining the background to the current research project 

and an overview of the research commissioning process. An outline of the current research 

project in terms of time commitments and time span was presented. Then, the published 

evidence on supporting CoPiPs in education (Shaw et al., 2021) was presented by its lead 

author (Shaw) to explain support from educational services to CoPiPs across three levels: 

systemic, family, and individual. Time was given for participants to share their own 

experiences to date of supporting CoPiPs which facilitated group discussions and participants 
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displayed high levels of interest in the topic and its professional development possibilities. 

Consequently, six EPs from the two EPSs volunteered to join the project’s ‘task-and-finish 

group’ to devise a locality /services-specific response to the CoPiPs research evidence.  

Phase three 

Six EPs agreed to take part in four virtual meetings between May – December 2021. 

Meetings were audio recorded and the researcher kept a research diary to document thoughts 

on the process. Direct quotes from participants in the TaF group are provided below; to 

preserve anonymity, these are not attributed directly to any specific participant.  

First meeting 

The first meeting involved the EPs meeting each other and giving an overview of why they 

wanted to be involved in the project and what outcomes of participation in the TaF group 

could be. The primary aim of the TaF group was to produce professional resource(s), using 

Shaw et al.’s (2021) published evidence, which could be shared within the EPs LAs and 

EPSs.  

Contextualising the research evidence 

The idea of making the research fit local context was discussed, with participants speaking 

about practice within their respective LAs and how this would influence/shape the focus of 

the TaF group:  ‘It feels like we need to know what’s already in place, doesn’t it? And then 

we can find out where our unique role is going to be’. Participants further wanted to ‘fact 

find’, such as ascertaining how many CoPiPs there were in their LAs and what work was 

already being done, and by which services/ agencies, to support CoPiPs across the local 

authorities within which each EPS was based. Participants spoke about Youth Justice Teams 

and police working within schools. This led to participants considering the possibilities and 

benefits of multi-agency working: ‘This might be a really good opportunity to do some 

linking. I was just thinking in [LA 2], we could invite one of them [relevant CoPiPs service 

provider] to come to a [EPS] team meeting…’  

Further considerations the participants made were around what role an EP could have broadly 

and then what role an EP should have:  ‘I also think it’s important to think about exactly what 

is our remit.’ 
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Participants showed caution around balancing supporting CoPiPs generally and also 

considering individual need and reflected upon how this could be done: ‘…not wanting to 

promote or be seen to be promoting a “one size fits all” approach to any child who has any 

parent in prison.’ 

Identifying outcomes 

Participants’ thoughts around outcomes were quite broad during the first meeting ranging 

from creating training packages, leaflets, and consultation scripts. Less tangible outcomes 

were also discussed such the idea of up-skilling EPs, gaining professional knowledge about 

CoPiPs, and raising EPs’ confidence around supporting CoPiPs and supporting other agents 

of support, such as school staff, in working with CoPiPs. Two participants expressed their 

desire to improve their own knowledge and skills via the TaF group:  

‘I guess part of the reason I’ve joined was…my…incompetence around this area, that I don’t 

know a lot and I thought, “Gosh, this is something that I really need to up skill on and know 

more about” because it is…it is an important part of our work.’ 

‘I wonder if that links us back to up-skilling us in the first place.’ 

Further outcomes the participants discussed were around raising the profile of CoPiPs across 

a range of stakeholders and children’s/ family services: ‘I definitely think we need to … raise 

the agenda for it and like make it a conversation that we have with schools’. This linked with 

local priorities and agendas and potential wider scope for the project: ‘I believe the next [LA 

1] team meeting, they’re asking for suggestions for next year’s innovation groups, so this 

could be a topic for that.’ 

 

Second meeting  

Feedback 

Participants discussed what they had found from local perspectives. Two participants shared 

changes that their service had made after the first meeting. This included asking schools 

about CoPiP at planning meetings: ‘We’ve changed our planning meeting pro-forma to now 

ask about…pupils who…might have parents who are in prison, but also pupils who might be 

involved with youth justice.’ 



57 

Participants discussed considerations and deliberations of the EP role and direction the group 

could take in terms of consolidating the balance between raising awareness of CoPiPs and 

their potential support needs within a school context, but also acknowledging that some 

families may not want wider networks to know this information:  

‘One family that said they wouldn’t want their school to know at all because of the stigma 

that they felt would be attached (…) but they caveated that by saying, you know, that broader 

kind of support and understanding around my child’s social and emotional difficulties is 

helpful. (…)”’ 

Next directions 

Participants discussed the direction of the project and displayed interest in compiling a 

resource document, including local resources that could be used to signpost professionals 

working with CoPiPs. Access to shared online drive was suggested so the document could be 

uploaded and edited in a collaborative manner.  

Third meeting /Fourth meeting 

Sharing practice 

Participants said they valued being able to link with other LAs and hearing how other 

services operate: ‘We wouldn’t necessarily get this opportunity to work with other services.’ 

Applications to practice 

Participants discussed asking about CoPiPs during planning meetings: ‘I’ve discussed it, I 

think, in planning meetings more so than I have done previously - the response to that has 

been varied.’ Participants reflected on school’s not necessarily having access to that 

information at hand and schools having different levels of need, concerns, and priorities.  

Evaluation 

Two participants attended a project evaluation meeting after the final group meeting, and one 

participant provided feedback via email.  

Increasing awareness and understanding  
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Overall, participants shared that engaging in a project with this structure helped to improve 

their own knowledge and understanding of CoPiPs. ‘I think it’s definitely expanded 

my…understanding, it’s definitely developed my understanding.’  

‘It has definitely led to an increase in awareness from me and the rest of the team.’ 

This understanding also helped to increase awareness of a cohort of children in these 

circumstances. Raising awareness was a key finding of the original research from Shaw et al. 

(2021):   

‘I think that’s the first step in anything, isn’t it? It’s having it on the agenda and being aware 

of it. So I think awareness-wise, definitely and I guess that’s translated into also awareness 

raising just by a small action of raising it at a planning meeting and then modelling to schools 

that it should be on their agenda and it’s on ours has been important.’ 

Facilitators  

Participants felt that intra-service collaboration was a facilitator and provided an opportunity 

to share practice between services: ‘we don’t get lots of opportunity to do work, do we, 

across different services so…I think it’s really useful for that as well.’ Participants valued 

hearing about other EPs’ practice: ‘Great to work with yourself and other services and hear 

about practice.’ 

Participants also mentioned that working remotely may have facilitated the intra-service 

collaboration. 

 

Barriers 

Momentum and motivation were barriers to engagement within the project and it was felt that 

clearer remits in terms of structure and roles within the group may have increased 

momentum: ‘I felt the project could have done with a bit more structure – really clear actions 

of who was doing what, everyone taking away an action from each meeting, reminders of 

meetings.’ 

Capacity was also commented on as a barrier to the project in terms of EP capacity and also 

capacity of those that EPs work with who would also be supporting CoPiPs: ‘I think you’re 
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fighting against a capacity issue as well in terms of…just…not just EP capacity 

but…capacity of schools to…to take on any more training.’ 

The context of COVID-19 and working remotely was also considered a potential barrier. 

With adaptations being made to have meetings online and a drive to reduce screen time 

inadvertently affecting motivation: ‘there’s just not been as much appetite for it…in the 

current kind of climate. I think there’s…still a lot of kind of survival mode going on.’ 

Applying research into practice  

Participant feedback captured an important reflection on navigating the balance between 

‘translating/ applying research evidence into practice’ and ‘adapting applications for the local 

context’:  ‘I think we could have perhaps used that [original research] as more of a 

springboard, I guess, in terms of… “Right, so we’ve got that…that’s what the literature is 

telling us that is helpful…” and then…and I certainly feel like I’ve retrospectively mapped 

stuff back onto that, rather than using it the other way round.’ 

Participants spoke about the idiographic nature of casework and how this can impact the 

transfer of research into practice due to individual variance: 

‘I think we’re talking about a group of young people who have a similar characteristic 

potentially in relation to a life experience, but they’re not a homogenous group of people. So 

there’ll be completely different experiences of all young people who have a parent in prison.’ 

Discussion 

This research aimed to document the process of ‘knowledge transfer’ within educational 

psychology practice, from the starting point of a piece of research that had been 

commissioned by, and for, educational psychology practitioners. The transfer process was 

structured via scoping of need across two EP services, and a training session for EP team 

members on the findings and implications of the commissioned research piece, followed by a 

cross-service task-and-finish group with the aim of putting the research implications into 

practice. This research found that the transfer process is not straight-forward and that 

different factors influenced the efficacy of the anticipated knowledge transfer.  
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Translating research into practice  

The TaF group recognised the importance of returning to the original research (Shaw et al., 

2021) in order to balance the recommendations for action with the contextualisation within 

local services. Interestingly, this was done at a later stage of the group meetings rather than 

during the first meeting. During the evaluation, the group reflected upon potential merits of 

focusing upon the research earlier in the process and with more emphasis on the research; in 

practice, the initial focus had explored applicability to local contexts and discovering existing 

support available. Seemingly the translation of research ‘evidence’ into practice is not a 

single event, or even a perfectly linear process, and cannot be simplistically conceptualised as 

a ‘task to be finished’. What was achieved during this study could be considered the first 

steps in a longer term and more recursive process, and provides indications about how 

bridging the research-practice gap poses difficulties for practitioner EPs. Educational 

psychologists work predominantly with individualised cases (children, families, schools), and 

relevant educationally-based research does not always provide “universally accepted and 

uncontested research findings” relating to each and every case (Miller & Frederickson, 2007, 

p. 106), and this was apparent during the reflections the TaF group made throughout the 

process (i.e., when contextualising the research). There needs to be a balance between 

acknowledging, and working with, the idiographic nature of the EP role, and the translating 

of research findings into practice. With many EPs utilising co-constructive approaches 

(Department for Education, 2015) there is an inherent need (and perhaps predominance) for 

EPs to adapt, and individualise, formulation, assessment, and interventions which may then 

provide a barrier when attempting to generalise research. Research can be seen to provide a 

catalyst for conversation or a set of prescriptive recommendations. 

Research by Woods et al. (2013) reflected upon the process of developing a research-based 

policy and its implementation to practice. They conceptualised this as analogous to 

‘balancing scales’, between policy and practice in order to maintain an equilibrium. In Woods 

et al. (2013)’s research, policy could not be merely ‘rolled out’ without a balance between 

local practice and the policy being struck. Here, a similar analogy could be envisioned; the 

balance between research and practice. The main focus of the TaF group in the present 

research seemed to be around considerations of local practice almost to the exclusion, within 

the TaF timeframes, of integrating the research.   
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The need for research could be conceptualised as a ‘priority’ or ‘issue’, which may impact 

upon uptake. In this instance, an ‘issue’ was identified (i.e., lack of knowledge of provision 

for CoPiPs) and interest in the issue was there, however this was not necessarily a local 

priority for action which may have affected transfer of the research implications into practice. 

It may be relevant that CoPiP ‘status’ differs to typical problems EPs experience during case 

work, such as those relating to educational processes e.g., academic/reading difficulties or 

non-compliance with teacher directions, albeit CoPiP experiences may contribute secondarily 

to some such problems. Status as a CoPiP does not necessarily indicate that a child would 

need additional specialist intervention, and this was reflected in the TaF group’s thoughts and 

focus upon what the role of an EP should (or could) be. The idea of supporting children and 

their family through a community context through the processes of education and a 

community psychology based way (MacKay, 2006) may be pertinent and a reason the TaF 

group’s discussions focused around beginning to raise awareness and developing professional 

knowledge and confidence.   

 Evidence-Based Practice 

Interestingly the ways in which the participants translated research into practice did, overall, 

align with the APA (2006) definition of EBP. This was not necessarily in an explicit way but 

the general concept did seem to underpin the way in which the transference took place. For 

example, the participants referred to the original evidence during the process (‘best available 

research’) and focussed upon making this fit contextually (‘in the context of patient 

characteristics, culture and preferences’). Participants used their own experiences and 

expertise (‘clinical expertise’) to try and integrate these two facets of the definition.  

Project facilitation  

Evaluation from the current research highlighted that participants may have benefited from 

more directive group facilitation. Across action research projects, the aim is for the 

stakeholders to feel a sense of ownership of the process (Timmins et al., 2003) and 

consequently there is a delicate, and shifting, balance to be struck between leading and 

facilitating, and a risk of being too directive resulting in a product/ products that are not truly 

owned by those who may wish to use them. In terms of facilitation, regular and explicit 

check-ins with the TaF group about progress and process, with a view to making in-process 

adjustments, would have been beneficial. Uncertainty in gauging the directive-ness of 
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facilitation may have been linked to working remotely, which impacted upon momentum and 

fluency of communication.  

Further difficulty around project facilitation was linked to IT support as participants found it 

difficult to access a shared drive to create resources. As highlighted by Dunne et al. (2021), 

cross-site development projects may benefit from recruitment of appropriate IT support/ 

expertise. 

Implications for practice  

The research highlights the process of knowledge transfer and demonstrates a possible 

avenue of doing so. Collaborations between EP services can be facilitated by working 

alongside university partnerships and engaging in commissioning research (Woods, 2022) to 

target ‘priority’ areas that are directly relevant to EP services. In turn, this may support 

engagement in knowledge transfer of research and support practitioner EPs to develop 

methods, understanding, and contributions towards EBP (Cowper & Woods, submitted). 

Further implications could include profession-wide reflections on the definition of EBP and 

its origins within a medical-model context (i.e,, Sackett et al., 1996), how this fits into EP 

practice and whether this affects EPs’ perceptions of EBP. Use of adapted models such as 

O’Hare (2015) provide a reconceptualization of EBP and perhaps a way in which EPs can 

engage with the concept of EBP in a way more congruent to their daily practice. O’Hare 

(2015) provides expanded definitions of EBP and considers that ‘evidence’ is not only 

academically-validated but can be gained from other sources, such as local context, 

practitioner experience, and the perspectives of those involved. 

Another way of reconceptualising the concept of EBP, could be through applying the notions 

to existing and well-regarded theory within the EP-domain using the expanded ways in which 

O’Hare refers to. A widely used theory within EP practice is Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological 

Systems Theory (1994). This theory posits the child at the centre of the ‘system’ surrounded 

by ecosystems that interact and impact upon the child to varying degrees. Different types of 

‘evidence’ that EPs can consider to help work in an evidence-based way can be demarked 

across the systems (see Figure 3). For example, evidence from the microsystem can include 

idiographic information about the child’s immediate context. Evidence within the 

mesosystem can be that from practitioner expertise and local contextualisation information.  
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Figure 3. Evidence presented within the Ecological Systems Theory 

 

 

 

Limitations  

This research documents the first steps in a knowledge transfer process. Whilst the outcomes 

of the project (raised awareness; increasing personal knowledge; an information/ resources 

sheet; planning meeting script adaptations) have been relatively modest in relation to the 

initial longer-term aims (creation of an EBP resource/training package, supporting EPs to 

develop practice), it is a positive indication that one of the LAs that took part in the research 

has commissioned further research with the author of the stimulus research (Shaw) in order to 

support continued development. 
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This process of integrating research into practice has been illuminating and provides first 

steps to demonstrating ‘impact’ of the published research (Research Excellence Framework 

[REF], 2019). However, the constraints under which the research took place, relating to the 

impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, may have reduced the extent of the knowledge transfer 

journey.  

Group dynamics were not explicitly considered during the process of the research due to all 

of the participants of the TaF group being employed as professional practitioner EPs with 

experience of working in a range of group settings. There was also a degree of homogeneity 

within the participant group as they had experiences of working for LA EPSs and each 

participating LA had two EP participants and were therefore acquainted. Nonetheless, it is 

acknowledged that all groups work differently and the outcomes of this work with a different 

group of EPs may elicit different outcomes.  

Reflections on the research 

Engaging in this research proved challenging at points. The research itself had a dual focus – 

the project to disseminate evidence on how COPiPs could be supported but also how the 

knowledge-transfer process took place. Originally, the researcher envisaged the work 

providing a tangible ‘output’ such as resources that could be created to help EP practice in 

regards to COPiPs needs. However, the researcher’s opinion shifted somewhat to how 

valuable the focus on the process of knowledge-transfer was and that in itself was part of an 

‘output’ of the research. 

Future research   

Future research could usefully identify facilitators and barriers to the subsequent steps in 

supporting the evidence-based provision for CoPiPS through an educational psychology 

service. Learning from this process and extending examination of this transfer of research 

into practice with focus on other specific research outputs relating to high ‘priority’ areas 

would be a next step in understanding the concept of knowledge transfer within evidence-

based practice. Future research could also focus on understanding the difficulties within the 

knowledge-transfer process and consequent difficulties for translating evidence into practice. 
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Paper Three: The dissemination of evidence into professional practice 

 

Introduction  

 

Reflections upon evidence-based practice (EBP) have been made throughout this thesis and 

Paper Three will further discuss the idea of EBP including expansion on the concept of 

practice-based evidence (PBE). Paper Three will also discuss research dissemination and 

suggest dissemination strategies for the findings from Papers One and Two, and possible 

impact.  

Evidence-based practice and practice-based evidence in educational psychology  

 

“Evidence-based practice in psychology is the integration of the best available research with 

clinical expertise in the context of patient characteristics, culture, and preferences” (APA, 

2006, p.273). 

The evidence-based practice paradigm has been a focus within the field of psychology for the 

past two decades.  Following an edition of ‘Educational and Child Psychology’ in 2002, the 

idea of ‘evidence’ and EBP rose in prominence in the field of educational psychology. Papers 

included in this issue reflected on a multitude of reasons for working in this manner, 

alongside potential pitfalls and difficulties of doing so. An overarching difficulty, highlighted 

by Frederickson (2002) and Fox (2002), stemmed around the perceived hierarchy of research 

evidence, and in turn the nature of its ‘worth’. As EBP originated from medical roots, the 

theorised ‘gold standard’ of research methodology was deemed to be multiple randomised 

control trials (RCTs), research which would be difficult to conduct and draw conclusions 

from when working within (quite often) contextually based and diverse situations, amongst 

other difficulties around recruiting adequate sample sizes to draw such conclusions 

(Sedgwick & Stothard, 2021).  Consequently, one of the tenets of EBP ‘best available 

research’ was perceived as a barrier within educationally-based research and therefore 

considered difficult to translate into general educational psychology practice. Kennedy and 

Monsen (2016) reflect on who decides what constitutes ‘best available’ and the issues around 

the nature of this concept, posing further obstacles to the uptake of research into practice.  
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Following on from this edition of Educational and Child Psychology, Fox (2003) published a 

discussion piece around evidence-based EP practice which summarised the difficulties for 

EPs to work in an evidence-based way including EPs’ perceptions of themselves as 

practitioners and integrating evidence with epistemological positions.  In 2011, Fox proffers a 

further challenge to the concept of EBP for EPs in the idea that evidence comes only from 

academically oriented research and the practical limitations of RCTs. 

Further work by Burnham (2013) highlighted the difficulties of enacting evidence-based 

methods within practice and findings supported that psychologists did indeed find it hard to 

reconcile during their work. Participants found answering questions on the scientific nature of 

their work in terms of rigour difficult to answer following the notions that educational 

psychologists work in predominantly idiographic situations, “it was uncomfortable to admit 

how improvised and situational much of it [EP work] was” (Burnham, 2013, p.26). Thus, 

there was less emphasis on using research evidence, rather contextually and individually 

based sources of evidence.   

To understand how EPs perceive EBP and expand upon the meaning of this concept in regard 

to educational psychology practice, O’Hare (2015) makes reference to a proposed model of 

EBP conceptualised by work in the field of organisational psychology (Briner et al., 2009; 

Barends et al., 2014). This expanded model outlines four sources of evidence: ‘evaluated 

external research evidence’, ‘evidence from the local context’, ‘perspectives of those affected 

by the decision’ and ‘practitioner expertise and judgement’ (O’Hare, 2015, p.20).  EBP is the 

integration of all four sources and attention to gathering evidence from each area, with no 

area being deemed as ‘lesser’, although the amount of evidence drawn from each source will 

vary depending upon context and availability. This model seemingly aims to bridge the 

concepts of PBE and EBP, and O’Hare further asserts that earlier conceptualisations of EBP 

within EP-focused literature negated the weighting and concept of ‘practitioner expertise’. 

This premise can be explained as: ‘Evidence-based practice is about making decisions 

through the conscientious, explicit and judicious use of the best available evidence from 

multiple sources’ (Barends et al., 2014, pg.4). Interestingly, the work by O’Hare (2015) and 

Burnham (2013), both explain that EPs do use evidence (such as from contextually based 

sources/professional opinion).  

Working in an evidence-based manner theoretically aligns well with the idea of EPs working 

as scientist-practitioners (Lane & Corrie, 2006); a conceptualisation of how practitioner 
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psychologists should work. The idea here is that practising psychologists use a combination 

of scientifically rigorous knowledge and theories to underpin practice (Lane & Corrie, 2006; 

Sedgwick, 2019). Lane and Corrie (2006) outline a framework, deriving four main themes, to 

support psychologists to work in a scientific manner: “the ability to think effectively; the 

ability to weave the information we gather into a story (or formulation); the ability to act 

effectively (…) to create, innovate and invent; the ability to critique our work in systematic 

ways” (p.3). The latter theme is where practitioners would engage in scientific enquiry to 

evaluate their practice and work.  

Barkham and Margison (2007) discuss a combination and reconciliation of the concepts of 

EBP and PBE to give “the greatest potential for building a knowledge base of the 

psychological therapies that is both appropriately rigorous but also relevant to the practitioner 

and scientific communities” (p. 447). They further discuss the importance of PBE in a triad of 

ways: (1) that it reverses the process of EBP by offering a practitioner-focused ‘bottom-up’ 

approach in contrast to EBP’s ‘top-down’ approach whereby already acquired evidence is 

filtered downwards to practitioners; (2) the two approaches complement each other reversely 

so, and both approaches gain more insight than using one discretely; (3) PBE helps 

practitioners to form research questions that are relevant to the practice context in which they 

arise.  

 

Effective dissemination 

 

Dissemination is the way in which the findings of the research are shared and Wilson et al. 

(2010) define this as a: 

Planned process that involves consideration of target audiences and the settings in which 

research findings are to be received and, where appropriate, communicating and 

interacting with wider policy and health service audiences in ways that will facilitate 

research uptake in decision-making processes and practice. (p. 2).  

Ensuring that academic research is shared, particularly to wider organisations, is a key part of 

the research process. This is to maximise the impact the research could have; findings can be 

shared with further parties that can help shape policy and practice (McGrath, 2016). 

Engaging, and making contributions, in research has been defined as a role of an EP (Fallon 
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et al., 2010) and consequently being able to disseminate this research effectively is a key 

skill. This requirement is also present within an EP-specific standard of proficiency (i.e., 

14.56) outlined by regulatory body Health and Care Professionals Council (HCPC, 2015).  

Harmsworth et al. (2001) provide guidance around the dissemination process within 

educational research projects and paid attention to three areas: (1) awareness – for audiences 

to be aware of the research, but not necessarily in an explicit manner; (2) understanding – for 

audiences who need a deeper understanding of the research, as they will be targeted directly 

due to the research being beneficial for them; and (3) action – for audiences who are in a 

position, and possess the faculties, to instigate organisational change drawing on from the 

research findings. Harmsworth et al. (2001) further elucidate the process by consideration of: 

the main outcomes of the research (‘what’ needs to be shared); the main stakeholders (‘who’ 

the knowledge needs to be shared with); realistic targets and timelines around dissemination 

(‘when’ the knowledge is shared); and effective ways of dissemination (‘how’ the knowledge 

is shared).  

Dissemination within the field of educational psychology will likely involve different 

audiences depending on the content of research, for instance to children and their families, EP 

colleagues, LA professionals, and the government policy makers. Different approaches and 

strategies will be necessary to ensure the right people are receiving the most appropriate 

content. This may include adapting the overall language used to allow this to be accessible to 

intended audiences.  As such dissemination approaches can reflect this by utilising more 

traditional approaches such as submitting articles for the publication process and presenting 

findings at academic conferences (Brownson et al., 2018). Or by using more ‘mainstream’ 

approaches such as using social media (Allen et al., 2013). More traditional methods require 

the user to ‘pull’ knowledge from the research base, and social media ‘pushes’ knowledge 

straight to the user (Allen et al., 2013), so a combination of different dissemination strategies 

should be considered to ensure research is visible to potential audiences in a meaningful and 

engaging way.  

Evaluating dissemination impact 

 

To evaluate the dissemination process, it is important to consider the overall purpose of this 

process. Baker et al. (2021) define this goal is: “to use intentional methods to 

communicate strategically crafted information about an EBP to specific stakeholders to 
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change antecedents of behavior change (e.g., awareness, knowledge, perceptions, 

motivation)” (p.803). Baker et al. (2021) further exemplify this with examples of four 

behavioural changes and make the observation that both well-planned dissemination 

outcomes and implementation strategies are means to bridge the gap between knowledge and 

behaviour.  

Dissemination, and consequent evaluation of such, is not particularly a straightforward 

process. Neta et al. (2015), when evaluating dissemination within the health domain, discuss 

how a significant amount of research does not translate, or is not implemented, into practice 

or into policy, and has little effect in the way of impact. The reasons for this include the long 

length of time it takes for research to permeate policy, leading to findings potentially 

becoming obsolete in this period after scientific and technological advances (Riley et al., 

2013).  

Ascertaining measurements of impact can also pose difficulties (Brownson et al., 2018;) and 

traditional measures typically focused on quantifiable-means, ‘bibliometrics’ such as funding 

levels, publications, and citations (Luke et al., 2018). However, these figures do not 

necessarily relate to the actual impact, or accuracy, within their evaluations and may overlook 

broader benefits to society (e.g., changes to children’s learning, improved public health and 

wellbeing, or cost savings).   

The impact of university-based research is evaluated periodically by the Research Excellence 

Framework (REF, 2019). This provides a national measure of research across three areas of 

assessment – quality, impact, and environment. Here, impact is described as “a positive 

influence on the quality of life of individuals and communities locally, nationally and 

internationally” (p. 77). Impact in this measure is based on a broad variety of factors 

including implementation, or change, of public policy, shaping professional practice, and 

increased understanding/learning/participation.  

As in Harmsworth et al.’s (2001) guidance, clear aims should be formulated by the 

researchers during the research process so that aims can be reviewed and progress measured 

accordingly. Aims of dissemination should be realistic and prioritisation of quality over 

quantity should be considered. Such aims can be aligned with the author’s five proposed 

purposes of the dissemination process: (1) awareness, (2) support and favourability, (3) 

understanding, (4) involvement, and, (5) commitment.  
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Present research  

 

Summary of findings  

 

Paper One, a scoping systematic literature review (SLR), compiled 14 pieces of research 

pertinent to the field of educational psychology and evaluated the ways in which this research 

represented EBP using a narrative synthesis. The results of this synthesis showed that EBP 

was referred to in three ways: exploring EPs’ views of what EBP is; making contributions to 

the evidence-base through empirical studies; and exemplifying methods for EPs to use to 

support EBP. The paper discusses the implications of these three factors with regards to EP 

practice with regard to ways in which EPs can engage in becoming “producers” of research 

(Frederickson, 2002) including evidence-based methodologies (e.g., goal attainment scaling) 

that can help practitioners to reconcile the research-practice gap.  

Paper Two, an empirical piece of action research, documented the first steps in the process of 

knowledge transfer using a piece of commissioned research within two local authorities 

(LAs). The commissioned research was a SLR which explored support for children of parents 

in prison (CoPiPs) (Shaw et al., 2021) and presented findings across individual, family, and 

systemic levels.  Paper Two included preliminary service scoping to ascertain interest, 

interviewing the principal EPs (PEPs) from each LA, delivering a co-facilitated training 

session regarding the commissioned research, and formation of a ‘task-and-finish’ (TaF) 

group to create an evidence-based resource. Evaluations from participants within the TaF 

group indicated that wider implications of implementing research into practice were 

discussed, including the conceptualisation of research taking place when there is a perceived 

‘priority’  and need to do so. 

 Implications of the research 

 

In the following section, the implications of the research from Papers One and Two will be 

discussed. 

Implications from Paper One 
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Primary implications from Paper One are particularly pertinent for the educational 

psychology profession. Paper One highlighted a range of implications for practitioner 

psychologists directly. From a scoping SLR, Paper One summarised three ways in which 

EBP is represented in EP-focused literature. The first way is within EPs’ understandings of 

EBP. At present this view can be considered ‘narrow’ with focus upon evidence being 

synonymous to research only. An implication of this is that Paper One aims to expand the 

profession’s views of EBP in definition to encompass a broader understanding – the 

integration of research evidence, alongside practitioner expertise and contextually based 

evidence. This is to allow practitioner psychologists to consider the different ways in which 

they are engaging in EBP daily within practice.  

The second way is raising awareness and uptake of evidence-based methodologies that EPs 

can use and integrate into daily practice. Such methods can be reflected on within practice 

and provide frameworks in which to work. These methods (such as Goal Attainment Scaling 

and Target Monitoring Evaluation) can also be used to evaluate outcomes of EP 

recommended interventions, practice, and their involvement, an area which is not necessarily 

utilised frequently by the profession (Connor, 2010). 

The final way is around positioning EPs as researchers who can undertake their own 

empirical research and utilise different methodologies of doing so. Such methodologies were 

highlighted within Paper One, including conducting systematic literature reviews of 

interventions and engaging in case studies to measure the efficacy of assessments or 

interventions within their own practice. EPs can support their LAs in conducting contextually 

relevant research utilising EBP methods presented here. 

Engaging in evaluating research rigour is also an implication of Paper One. There are 

suggested methods that EPs can use to help support them in this endeavour and process. 

These methods include use of established frameworks that aim to evaluate the quality of a 

piece of research within its own terms (Gough, 2007) and are freely accessible to 

professionals wishing to use them. EPs can evaluate the rigour of research they aim to use in 

practice, and also use these frameworks to support the production of their own rigorous 

research. The wider implications in producing good quality research is improved outcomes 

for children, young people, and their families, and trustworthiness within in the profession. 

Trustworthiness is important in the profession; Educational psychologists are professionals 
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who can be called to tribunal in the role of expert witness to provide assessment and opinion 

of a child’s educational needs (British Psychological Society, 2021). Their considerations, 

knowledge and engagement with EBP is particularly important in terms of this aspect of the 

role as it is expected that they are responsible for being “sufficiently competent” and this 

competency extends not only over qualifications held, but “academic, professional and 

scientific experience and/or publications in the areas” (British Psychological Society, 2021, 

p.9).  

Wider implications for governing bodies of the psychology profession, such as the British 

Psychological Society, involve ensuring there is a profession wide stance on what EBP is, 

what it entails, and how this can be represented in a multitude of different ways within 

practice. This could be reflected within governing body policies and/or frameworks.  

Overall, the implications from implication from Paper One, detail how EPs can be producers, 

consumers, or commissioners of research (Frederickson, 2002). The research serves as a way 

of highlighting the importance of academic partnerships which can be utilised to support the 

profession to engage in EBP as producers and commissioners of research. This notion helped 

to form the action research project within Paper Two which demonstrated how a 

commissioned piece of research was translated into practice.  

Implications from Paper Two   

 

Paper Two exemplifies the process of knowledge transfer using a TaF group format and the 

implications here would be useful for the educational psychology profession in terms of 

providing a way of engaging in contextually relevant research. Paper Two discusses the 

uptake of research into practice; particularly if the area of research was considered a ‘priority’ 

to the local area and it would be useful to document the process of knowledge transfer in 

these instances.   

The methodology in which Paper Two followed allowed for the two involved EPSs to receive 

a co-delivered service wide training which discussed EBP and also the previously 

commissioned research regarding CoPiPs. Here, an implication is wider awareness of 

engaging in research commissioning, and also the presented CoPiP research around how EPs 

can support these children, across the EPs within the involved EPSs.  
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Further implications involve the formation and working within a TaF group in a collaborative 

of LA EPSs. EPs wishing to engage in a TaF group can be aware of the benefits of doing so 

and what facilitators/barriers were apparent across the process. This information can be used 

to plan effective use of EP time and provide a structure in which to engage in research with 

the aim of translating this into practice. 

A main implication of Paper Two relates to up-skilling EPs in their knowledge and 

confidence to support CoPiPs; EPs reported that their professional knowledge was bolstered 

by engagement in the research project. A wider implication is that this knowledge is shared 

with colleagues in which EPs work with, such as other EPs, school professionals, and LA 

agents. This relates to another implication of Paper Two, which is raising awareness of 

CoPiPs. This was done via the involved EPS training session and within the TaF group. 

Involved EPs discussed raising these children at planning meetings. Awareness was more 

generally raised with wider professionals as EPs discussed forging links with other 

professionals within the LA, such as youth justice teams and schools.  

The current research followed on from work which was formed upon funding from the 

Department for Education’s Initial Training for Educational Psychologists and displays an 

instance of the research commissioning process, working with partners affiliated with The 

University of Manchester. Reflecting to wider professionals the efficacy of commissioning 

their own research. Further work around this area could be commissioned in terms of 

documenting the process of knowledge transfer, and also within integrating support for 

CoPiPs into practice. Further research has been planned within one of the involved LAs, 

although it is not yet clear the impact of this research, an implication is that research and 

work is planned to be continued.   

Dissemination strategy 

 

As previously discussed, to effectively disseminate research, there needs to be consideration 

of what to share, who the main stakeholders are, when to disseminate, and how to 

disseminate (Harmsworth et al., 2001). Ways to disseminate the research, and what outcomes 

of the research could be, were discussed during the commissioning process, and during and 

after the research took place. A dissemination strategy (see Table 3 below), using 

Harmsworth et al.’s (2001) suggestions, is outlined for the current research. Implications, 

outcomes, impact, are discussed with planned dissemination routes.   
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Table 3. Dissemination strategy 

Implications Target 

audience 

Level of 

dissemination 

Planned method 

of dissemination 

Outcomes Impact Evaluation 

EPs can write and think 

about evidence relating to 

practice in different ways 

– contributing towards, 

understanding definitions 

of EBP, and using 

different methods.  

EPs 

TEPs 

Awareness  

Understanding  

Feeding back 

research findings 

to the 

researcher’s 

placement EPS.  

 

Presenting 

findings at an 

EP-focused 

conference (e.g., 

North West 

Continuing 

Professional 

Development 

conference). 

 

Publishing Paper 

One in an 

EPs understand EBP 

in a more 

sophisticated way. 

 

EPs feel more 

confident about 

engaging in the 

concept of EBP in 

their practice in 

different ways. 

Improved 

practitioner 

knowledge and 

diversification of 

EP contributions to 

research.  

EBP policy/ role 

developments 

within EPSs (e.g., 

EBP EP lead) 

 

Specific references 

to evidence base 

contribution within 

a greater proportion 

of practitioner EP 

generated research. 

 

EPs use different 

methods (such as 

goal attainment 

scaling) to evaluate 

practice.  
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academic journal. 

EPs consider how to 

optimise and enhance 

academic rigour in their 

generation and 

dissemination of research 

evidence.  

 

EPs 

TEPs 

Awareness  

Understanding  

Write research 

findings into an 

EP-focused blog 

(such as EdPsy). 

 

Publishing Paper 

One in an 

academic journal. 

EPs understand ways 

and methods (e.g., 

frameworks) to 

evaluate research 

rigour.  

 

EPs feel confident in 

evaluating the 

quality of a piece of 

research’s rigour and 

consider this within 

the context of their 

own practice.  

Improved 

practitioner 

knowledge. 

 

High quality 

research is 

produced within the 

profession. 

 

EPs evaluate the 

quality of research 

they use in practice.  

Increased reference 

to specific critical 

appraisal 

frameworks/ 

criteria within 

practitioner EP 

generated research. 

EPs, and other associated 

practitioners, engage in 

commissioning their own 

research. 

EPS 

EPs 

Wider 

professional 

groups 

Awareness 

Understanding 

Action  

Presenting at EP-

focused 

conferences (e.g., 

North West 

Continuing 

Professional 

Development 

EPs gain awareness 

of linking with 

university partners to 

conduct research. 

Improved 

professional 

knowledge, skills 

and confidence to 

engage in research. 

 

Shape service 

Increased research 

commissions from 

EPs, EPSs, and 

other associated 

professionals. 
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conference). 

 

Feeding back to 

the researcher’s 

placement EPS.  

 

Publishing Paper 

One and Two in 

an academic 

journal. 

delivery within 

EPS. 

 

Directly support 

practice in local 

areas and 

consequently help 

improve 

educational 

outcomes for CYP. 

Continuation of studying 

the translation of research 

into practice, particularly 

where there is a perceived 

‘high priority’ area. 

EPs 

TEPs 

EPS 

University 

Understanding 

Action 

Commissioning 

further research 

within the 

researcher’s 

placement EPS.  

 

Working 

alongside 

university 

research 

commissioners.  

Wider understanding 

of the processes for 

effectively 

implementing 

research into 

practice.  

Improved uptake of 

research into daily 

practice.  

Feedback from the 

researcher’s EPS. 

 

Increase in further 

research studies 

looking at the 

translation of 

research into 

practice. 

 

Increase within 
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Publishing Paper 

Two in an 

academic journal. 

EPS services 

commissioning 

research related to 

‘high priority’ 

areas.  

Further projects that utilise 

intra-service collaboration 

projects using action 

research methodology.  

EPs 

TEPs 

EPS 

University 

Awareness 

Understanding 

Action  

Working 

alongside 

university 

research 

commissioners. 

 

Publishing Paper 

Two in an 

academic journal. 

EPS work 

collaboratively and 

share knowledge and 

good practice. 

 

 

Improved 

collaboration and 

sharing of good 

practice between 

services.  

 

Networking with 

other EPs and EPS. 

Increase in research 

using this 

methodology.  

Further extension of this 

research into supporting   

CoPiPs at an EPS level.  

EPs 

TEPs 

EPS 

Awareness 

Understanding 

Action 

 

Working 

alongside 

university 

research 

commissioners. 

 

Publishing Paper 

Further 

understanding of the 

role of the EP in 

supporting CoPiPs. 

 

EPS services can 

develop evidence-

Awareness of 

CoPiPs. 

 

Understanding of 

potential CoPiP 

needs and access to 

support. 

A further 

commissioned 

research project 

takes place. 

 

Reviewed during 

planning meetings. 
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Two in an 

academic journal. 

 

 

based practices.  

 

School SENCOs will 

become aware to 

consider if children 

have CoPiP status. 

 

Teachers will be 

aware of any 

children in their 

classroom with 

CoPiP status. 
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Conclusion  

 

Engaging in research is considered a unique contribution of EPs (Fallon et al., 2010) and a 

process that consequently aims to support developing EP knowledge, continuing professional 

development, and professional practice of the profession. Overall, research aims to help the 

populations of individuals, families and systems within which EPs work by inquiries into 

what works, and by sharing this knowledge and impact with others with whom it may 

support.   

 

The dissemination and impact from this work will be continued through the host university’s 

research commissioning process and one of the LAs that took part in the project reported in 

Paper Two aims to build on the first steps of this process. In turn, this process endeavours to 

encourage practitioner EPs to engage in conducting their own research driven by local 

context, service need, and continuing professional development needs. Ultimately the aim 

would be for EPs to feel confident in conducting their own research to develop and share 

good practice and what works for the children and families they work with the wider 

profession in a rigorous way and help to bridge the practice-research gap.   
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Appendix C: Critical appraisal framework for qualitative research 

 

Educational and Psychology Research Group 

Critical Appraisal Review Frameworks 

 

Qualitative Research Framework  

 

The University of Manchester Educational Psychology Critical Appraisal Review 

Frameworks were first developed in 2011 (Woods, Bond, Humphrey, Symes & Green, 2011). 

Since then the frameworks have been developed and extended as flexible tools for the critical 

appraisal of a wide range of qualitative and quantitative research that may be drawn upon by 

practising psychologists. This 2020 version of the qualitative research framework is designed 

to support critical appraisal of qualitative research, whether broadly an evaluation or 

investigation study.  

 

The frameworks have been widely used and adapted in many published systematic reviews of 

evidence. Recent versions of the qualitative research framework have been used, or adapted 

for use, in evidence reviews by Akbar & Woods, (2019); Tomlinson, Bond and Hebron 

(2020); Simpson and Atkinson (2019); and Tyrell and Woods (2018).  

If using, or adapting, the current version of this checklist for your own review, cite as: 

Woods, K. (2020) Critical Appraisal Frameworks: Qualitative Research Framework. 

Manchester: The University of Manchester (Education and Psychology Research Group). 
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Akbar, S., & Woods, K. (2019). The experiences of minority ethnic heritage parents having a 

child with SEND: A systematic literature review. British Journal of Special Educational 
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Tyrell, B., & Woods, K. (2018). Methods used to elicit the views of children and young 

people with autism: A systematic review of the evidence. British Journal of Special 
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Woods, K., Bond, C., Humphrey, N., Symes, W., & Green, L. (2011). Systematic Review of 

Solution Focused Brief Therapy (SFBT) with children and families. (DfE Research Report 

RR179). Retrieved on 20.4.20 from 

https://www.education.gov.uk/publications/standard/publicationDetail/Page1/DFE-RR179  

 

 

 

Author(s):  

Title:  

Journal Reference:  

Criterion/ score R1 R2 Agree 

% 

R1 R2 Agree  

% 

Comment 

Clear aim of research 

e.g. aim/ goal/ question of the 

research clearly stated, 

importance/ utility justified  

 

1     

0 

       

Appropriateness of the research 

design 

e.g. rationale vis-à-vis aims, links 

to previous approaches, 

limitations 

 

1     

0 

       

https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2019.1643154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8578.12235
https://www.education.gov.uk/publications/standard/publicationDetail/Page1/DFE-RR179
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Clear sampling rationale 

e.g. description, justification; 

attrition evaluated 

 

1     

0 

       

Appropriateness of data collection 

method 

e.g. methods link to research 

aims, rationale for method 

provided 

 

1     

0 

       

Well executed data collection 

e.g. clear details of who, what, 

where, how; intended/ actual (if 

modified) effect of execution on 

data quality; data saturation 

considered 

 

2      

1        

0 

       

Analysis close to the data, 

e.g. researcher can evaluate fit 

between categories/ themes and 

data, participant ‘voice’ evident  

2      

1      

0 

       

Evidence of explicit reflexivity 

e.g.  

 impact of researcher (vis-à-vis 

cultural/ theoretical position; 

researcher-participant 

relationship) 

 limitations identified 

 data validation (e.g. inter-

coder checks/ peer 

moderation/ consultation) 

 researcher philosophy/ stance 

 

4 

    

    3 

 

    2       

 

       



116 

evaluated 

 conflict of interest statement 

included 

    1               

 

    0 

Negative case analysis, e.g. e.g. 

contrasts/ contradictions/ outliers 

within data; categories/ themes as 

dimensional; diversity of 

perspectives.  

 

1     

0 

       

Evidence of researcher-participant 

negotiation of meanings, e.g. 

member checking, methods to 

empowering participants. 

 

1     

0 

       

Valid conclusions drawn 

e.g. data presented support the 

findings which in turn support the 

conclusions; comparison to 

previous studies 

 

1     

0 

       

Emergent theory related to the 

problem, e.g. links to previous 

findings/ explanation of changes 

or differences/ abstraction from 

categories/ themes to model/ 

explanation.  

 

1     

0 

       

Transferable conclusions 

e.g. contextualised findings; 

limitations of scope identified. 

 

1     

0 

       

Evidence of attention to ethical 

issues 

 

1     
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e.g. presentation, sensitivity, 

minimising harm, feedback 

0 

Comprehensiveness of 

documentation 

e.g. schedules, transcripts, 

thematic maps, paper trail for 

external audit 

 

1     

0 

       

Clarity and coherence of the 

reporting 

e.g. clear structure, clear account 

linked to aims, key points 

highlighted  

 

1     

0 

       

Total Max 

20 

  Mean 

% 

agree 

  Mean 

% 

agree 
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Appendix D: Critical appraisal framework for quantitative research 

 

Doctorate in Educational and Child Psychology 

Critical Appraisal Review Frameworks 

 

Quantitative Research Framework  

 

The University of Manchester Educational Psychology Critical Appraisal Review 

Frameworks were first developed in 2011 (Woods, Bond, Humphrey, Symes & Green, 2011). 

Since then the frameworks have been developed and extended as flexible tools for the critical 

appraisal of a wide range of qualitative and quantitative research that may be drawn upon by 

practising psychologists. This 2020 version of the quantitative research framework 

amalgamates previous quantitative frameworks to support critical appraisal of quantitative 

research, whether broadly an evaluation or investigation study.  

 

The frameworks have been widely used and adapted in many published systematic reviews of 

evidence. Recent versions of the quantitative research frameworks have been used, or adapted 

for use, in evidence reviews by Flitcroft and Woods (2018); Simpson and Atkinson (2019); 

Tomlinson, Bond, & Hebron (2020); Tyrell & Woods (2018).  

 

If using, or adapting, the current version of this checklist for your own review, cite as: 

Woods, K. (2020) Critical Appraisal Frameworks: Quantitative Research Framework. 

Manchester: The University of Manchester (Education and Psychology Research Group). 

 

References 

Flitcroft, D., & Woods, K. (2018). What does research tell high school teachers about 

student motivation for test performance? Pastoral Care in Education, 36(2), 112-125. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2018.1453858 

Simpson, J., & Atkinson, C. (2019). The role of school psychologists in therapeutic 

interventions: A systematic literature review, International Journal of School & Educational 

Psychology. DOI: 10.1080/21683603.2019.1689876 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2018.1453858
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Tomlinson, Bond & Hebron (2020). The school experiences of autistic girls and adolescents: 

A systematic review. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 35(2), 203-219. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2019.1643154 

Tyrell, B., & Woods, K. (2018). Methods used to elicit the views of children and young 

people with autism: A systematic review of the evidence. British Journal of Special 

Education, 45(3), 302-328. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8578.12235  

 

Author(s):  

Title:  

Journal Reference:  

Criterion Score R

1 

R

2 

Agree 

% 

R

1 

R

2 

Agree  

% 

Comment 

Design (evaluation studies only)         

Use of a randomised group design 2   1   0        

(i) Comparison with treatment-as-

usual or placebo, OR 

2   1   0        

(ii) Comparison with standard 

control group/ single case 

experiment design 

1     0        

Use of manuals/ protocols for 

intervention/ training for 

intervention 

2   1   0        

Fidelity checking/ supervision of 

intervention 

2   1   0        

Data gathering         

Clear research question or 

hypothesis 

e.g. well-defined, measureable 

constituent elements 

1     0        

Appropriate participant sampling 

e.g. fit to research question, 

1     0        

https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2019.1643154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8578.12235
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representativeness.  

Appropriate measurement 

instrumentation. 

e.g. sensitivity/ specificity/ 

reliability/ validity  

2   1   0        

Use of multiple measures 2   1   0        

Comprehensive data gathering 

e.g. multiple measures used; 

context of measurement recorded 

(e.g. when  at school vs at home)   

1     0        

Appropriate data gathering method 

used 

e.g. soundness of administration 

1     0        

Reduction of bias within participant 

recruitment/ instrumentation/ 

administration 

e.g. harder-to-reach facilitation; 

accessibility of instrumentation 

1     0        

Response rate/ completion 

maximised 

e.g. response rate specified; 

piloting; access options 

1     0        

Population subgroup data collected  

e.g. participant gender; age; 

location  

1     0        

Data analysis         

Missing data analysis 

e.g. Level and treatment specified 

1     0        

Time trends identified 

e.g. year on year changes 

1     0        

Geographic considerations 

e.g. regional or subgroup analyses 

1     0        

Appropriate statistical analyses 2   1   0        
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(descriptive or inferential) 

e.g. coherent approach specified; 

sample size justification/ sample 

size adequacy   

Multi-level or inter-group analyses 

present 

e.g. comparison between 

participant groups by relevant 

location or characteristics 

1     0        

Data interpretation         

Clear criteria for rating of findings 

e.g. benchmarked/ justified 

evaluation of found quantitative 

facts 

1     0        

Limitations of the research 

considered in relation to initial aims 

e.g. critique of method; 

generalizability estimate  

1     0        

Implications of findings linked to 

rationale of research question 

e.g. implications for theory, 

practice or future research 

1     0        

 Total 

score 

  Mean 

% 

agree 

  Mean 

% 

agree 

 

Total (investigation studies) 

(max=20) 

        

Total (evaluation studies)     

(max=29) 
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Appendix E: Training PowerPoint delivered to services 
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Appendix F: Service briefing information  

 

Developing evidence-based guidance towards supporting children with a parent in 

prison 

INVITATION 

 

We are seeking to partner with an educational psychology service, or services, to work on a 

project to develop evidence-based guidance aiming to address the educational support needs 

of children with a parent in prison. The project will be led by myself, Lucy Cowper, trainee 

educational psychologist, as part of my doctoral thesis research. Preliminary work has been 

completed which will inform the basis of the evidence that can be used within the project.  

The creation of the evidence-based guidance will be completely service-driven, and will take 

the form the EPS would find most useful (e.g. training package, best practice guidelines for 

schools, consultation protocol, resource banks, consultation/ assessment ‘scripts’ etc). The 

project will proceed with full ethical approval from The University of Manchester; full 

project information and consent forms will provided for any educational psychology service 

that becomes a partner.    

We understand that, at present, services may be experiencing different demands and have 

other development priorities. Therefore we have drafted an anticipated time frame of likely 

project activities.  

The project will likely take place across four broad stages, though additional activities and 

tasks involving the lead researcher may be undertaken, with appropriate university ethical 

approval. EPS time commitment will be arranged remotely, or on site at the educational 

Lead researcher Lucy Cowper 

Academic supervisor  Kevin Woods 

Educational psychologist 

partners 

Jo Greer 

Eleanor Law 

Bev Tyrell   
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psychology service base; there is no external financial cost incurred for participation in the 

project. 

Stage/ activity Purpose Anticipated EPS time 

commitment 

1. Initial meeting with the 

principal educational 

psychologist  

Liaison with service: audit current 

provision including other areas of 

development 

30 minutes – 45 minutes 

2. Meeting with the whole 

EPS 

Identify project outcomes, 

possible project plan, and 

capacities within and outside EP 

team 

45 – 90 minutes 

3. Working group meetings Develop products relating to 

identified outcomes, e.g. training 

materials, best practice guideline.  

4 x 1 hour (across the 

period of academic year 

2020/21) 

4. Meeting with the EPS Present the developed service 

guidance, explaining link to  the 

evidence-base 

1 hour 30 minutes 

 

Please could you rate the potential priority this project work might have within your current 

service context? 

Very high 

 

High Medium  Low 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

Please could you indicate the likely service capacity to engage with the project (or a 

negotiated version of it)? 

Satisfactory Uncertain Not currently 

available 



134 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

Please add below any comments/questions you may have: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this.  

Please return the completed form to Lucy.cowper@postgrad.manchester.ac.uk 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Lucy.cowper@postgrad.manchester.ac.uk
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Appendix G: Participant information sheet  

 

 

Exploring how an educational psychology service develops evidence-based guidance 

towards supporting children with a parent in prison 

Participant Information Sheet (PIS) 

You are being invited to take part in a research study that forms the researcher’s thesis 

requirements for the Doctorate in Educational and Child psychology at the University of 

Manchester. The aim of the research is to exploring how an educational psychology service 

develops evidence-based guidance towards supporting children with a parent in prison.  

Before you decide whether to take part, it is important for you to understand why the research 

is being conducted and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following 

information carefully before deciding whether to take part and discuss it with others if you 

wish. Please ask if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this.  

About the research 

 Who will conduct the research?  

Lucy Cowper (Trainee educational psychologist), 

School of Environment, Education and Development (SEED), 

Ellen Wilkinson Building, 

Oxford Road, 

Manchester, 

M13 9PL 

 What is the purpose of the research?  

The researcher is hoping to support an educational psychology service (EPS) to work on a 

project to develop evidence-based guidance aiming to address the educational support needs 

https://submission-ethicalreview.manchester.ac.uk/ProjectView/Index/10248
https://submission-ethicalreview.manchester.ac.uk/ProjectView/Index/10248
https://submission-ethicalreview.manchester.ac.uk/ProjectView/Index/10248
https://submission-ethicalreview.manchester.ac.uk/ProjectView/Index/10248
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of children with a parent in prison. The overall aim of the research is to ascertain how 

educational psychology services contribute to evidence-based practice.  

Your service has been selected due to being an established EPS in the North West that has 

identified a level of interest around this area. It is anticipated that other educational 

psychology services partners will take part in this research, and there is opportunity to 

collaborate between services.  

 Will the outcomes of the research be published?  

The project will form part of the researcher’s thesis submission towards doctoral training. It 

is expected the outcomes of this research will be published within an academic journal (not 

yet decided upon).  All identified information from any persons or services will be 

anonymised.  

 Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) Check  

The researcher has undergone an appropriate level of DBS check as determined by The 

University of Manchester. 

 Who has reviewed the research project? 

The project has been reviewed by The University of Manchester Research Ethics Committee. 

The project has also originated through research commissioning from regional educational 

psychology services. The project is also reviewed by university tutors and supervisors. 

 Who is funding the research project? 

Funding for the project has been provided from the DfE Initial Training for Educational 

Psychologists bid 2015-2019 £15,950 pa bursary. 

What would my involvement be? 

 What would I be asked to do if I took part?  

If you opt to take part in the research, you will be a part of a whole service project which 

aims to create evidence-based guidance to support the educational needs of children with a 
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parent in prison. This guidance will be completely service-driven, and will take the form the 

EPS would find most useful (e.g. training package, best practice guidelines for schools, 

consultation protocol, resource banks, consultation/ assessment ‘scripts’ etc).  

The project is anticipated to take place across four broad stages, though additional activities 

and tasks involving the researcher may be undertaken, with appropriate university ethical 

approval. EPS time commitment will be arranged remotely, or on site at the educational 

psychology service base; there is no external financial cost incurred for participation in the 

project. 

Stage/ activity Purpose Anticipated EPS 

time commitment 

5. Initial meeting with the 

principal educational 

psychologist  

Liaison with service: audit current 

provision including other areas of 

development 

30 – 45 minutes 

6. Meeting with the whole 

EPS 

Identify project outcomes, input from 

the university regarding evidence-

based practice, and ascertaining 

capacities within and outside EP 

team (identifying around two EPs for 

the working group) 

45 – 90 minutes 

7. Working group meetings Develop products relating to 

identified outcomes, e.g. training 

materials, best practice guideline.  

4 x 1 hour (across the 

period of academic 

year 2020/21) 

8. Meeting with the EPS Present the developed service 

guidance, explaining link to  the 

evidence-base 

1 hour 30 minutes 

 Are there any additional considerations that I need to know about before deciding 

whether I should take part? 

Ideally, the research will take place in person within your office location where possible. 

However, due to current uncertainty and limitations posed by the COVID-19 this may not be 
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possible. Certain adjustments may need to be made to ensure this research adheres to the 

latest government advice in relation to social distancing as well as taking all reasonable 

precautions in terms of limiting the spread of the virus. Data gathering for this project is 

anticipated to be across October 2020 – August 2021, therefore it is difficult to predict what 

advice will be available during this time. The research can take place remotely via a secure 

video networking services. If meeting in person, additional precautions will be followed, such 

as social distancing and making use of the best location. This will be discussed when 

organising suitable dates for the research. 

 Will I be compensated for taking part? 

Participation is voluntary and you will not be compensated for partaking.  

 What happens if I do not want to take part or if I change my mind?  

It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you no longer wish to take part in the 

research then you can contact the researcher in person or by email at any point to inform 

them of your decision. If you do decide to take part you will be given this information sheet 

to keep and will be asked to sign a consent form. If you decide to take part you are still free to 

withdraw at any time without giving a reason and without detriment to yourself. However, it 

will not be possible to remove your data from the project once it has been anonymised as we 

will not be able to identify your specific data. This does not affect your data protection rights. 

If you decide not to take part you do not need to do anything further.  

The main way of collecting data will be through observation and the researcher keeping field 

notes. The researcher will take audio recordings across each stage; this will clearly be 

explained by the researcher before recording. Consenting to being observed and audio 

recorded are essential requirement to your participation in the study. Should you feel 

uncomfortable with the recording process at any time, you are able to leave the research.   

Data Protection and Confidentiality 

 What information will you collect about me?  

In order to participate in this research project we will need to collect information that could 

identify you, called “personal identifiable information”. Specifically we will need to collect: 
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 Audio recordings. These will consist of voice only and will be obtained during 

discussions. The researcher will clearly indicate when a recording is necessary. 

 Name and signature. This will be on the consent form and completion of which is 

required to take part in the research. 

 Under what legal basis are you collecting this information? 

We are collecting and storing this personal identifiable information in accordance with data 

protection law which protect your rights.  These state that we must have a legal basis 

(specific reason) for collecting your data. For this study, the specific reason is that it is “a 

public interest task” and “a process necessary for research purposes”.  

 What are my rights in relation to the information you will collect about me? 

You have a number of rights under data protection law regarding your personal information. 

For example you can request a copy of the information we hold about you, including audio 

recordings. 

If you would like to know more about your different rights or the way we use your personal 

information to ensure we follow the law, please consult our Privacy Notice for Research 

available from http://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=37095 

 Will my participation in the study be confidential and my personal identifiable 

information be protected?  

In accordance with data protection law, The University of Manchester is the Data Controller 

for this project. This means that we are responsible for making sure your personal 

information is kept secure, confidential and used only in the way you have been told it will be 

used. All researchers are trained with this in mind, and your data will be looked after in the 

following way: 

Only the study team at The University of Manchester will have access to your personal 

information, but they will anonymise it as soon as possible. Your name and any other 

identifying information will be removed and replaced with a pseudonym. Only the research 

team will have access to the key that links this to your personal information. Your consent 

form and contact details will be retained for five years in a secure location on the researcher’s 

P drive; in line with the University of Manchester’s retention policy. 

http://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=37095
http://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=37095
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Potential disclosures: 

o If, during the study, we have concerns about your safety or the safety of others, we 

will inform your GP/care team/family member. 

o If, during the study, you disclose information about misconduct/poor practice, we 

have a professional obligation to report this and will therefore need to inform your 

employer/professional body. 

o If, during the study, you disclose information about any current or future illegal 

activities, we have a legal obligation to report this and will therefore need to 

inform the relevant authorities.  

o Individuals from the University, the site where the research is taking place and 

regulatory authorities may need to review the study information for auditing and 

monitoring purposes or in the event of an incident. 

Protecting audio recordings: 

 Audio recordings will be transcribed by a university approved transcription service 

with a confidentiality agreement. 

 All personal identifiable information will be replaced with a pseudonym in the final 

transcript. 

Please also note that individuals from The University of Manchester or regulatory authorities 

may need to look at the data collected for this study to make sure the project is being carried 

out as planned. This may involve looking at identifiable data.  All individuals involved in 

auditing and monitoring the study will have a strict duty of confidentiality to you as a 

research participant. 

What if I have a complaint? 

 Contact details for complaints 

If you have a complaint that you wish to direct to members of the research team, please 

contact either:  

RESEARCHER: LUCY COWPER 

EMAIL: LUCY.COWPER@POSTGRAD.MANCHESTER.AC.UK  

PHONE: 0161 275 3511 

mailto:Lucy.cowper@postgrad.manchester.ac.uk
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SUPERVISOR: PROFESSOR KEVIN WOODS 

EMAIL: KEVIN.A.WOODS@MANCHESTER.AC.UK  

PHONE: 0161 275 3509 

If you wish to make a formal complaint to someone independent of the research team or 

if you are not satisfied with the response you have gained from the researchers in the 

first instance then please contact  

The Research Governance and Integrity Officer, Research Office, Christie Building, The 

University of Manchester, Oxford Road, Manchester, M13 9PL, by emailing: 

research.complaints@manchester.ac.uk  or by telephoning 0161 275 2674. 

If you wish to contact us about your data protection rights, please email 

dataprotection@manchester.ac.uk or write to The Information Governance Office, Christie 

Building, The University of Manchester, Oxford Road, M13 9PL at the University and we 

will guide you through the process of exercising your rights. 

You also have a right to complain to the Information Commissioner’s Office about 

complaints relating to your personal identifiable information (https://ico.org.uk/make-a-

complaint/ ) Tel 0303 123 1113   

 

Contact Details 

If you have any queries about the study or if you are interested in taking part then please 

contact the researcher: 

 

RESEARCHER: LUCY COWPER 

EMAIL: LUCY.COWPER@POSTGRAD.MANCHESTER.AC.UK  

PHONE: 0161 275 3511 

 

 

 

 

mailto:KEVIN.A.WOODS@MANCHESTER.AC.UK
mailto:research.complaints@manchester.ac.uk
mailto:dataprotection@manchester.ac.uk
https://ico.org.uk/concerns
https://ico.org.uk/make-a-complaint/
https://ico.org.uk/make-a-complaint/
mailto:Lucy.cowper@postgrad.manchester.ac.uk
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Appendix H: Participant consent sheet  

 

 

 

 

Exploring how an educational psychology service develops evidence-based guidance towards 

supporting children with a parent in prison 

Consent Form 

If you are happy to participate please complete and sign the consent form below 

 

  Activities Initials 

1 

I confirm that I have read the attached information sheet (Version 1, Date 

12/08/2020) for the above study and have had the opportunity to consider the 

information and ask questions and had these answered satisfactorily.   

2 

I understand that my participation in the study is voluntary and that I am free 

to withdraw at any time without giving a reason and without detriment to 

myself.  I understand that it will not be possible to remove my data from the 

project once it has been anonymised and forms part of the data set.   

 

I agree to take part on this basis.   

3 I agree to the research being audio recorded. 

 
4 

I agree to the researcher observing practice and making field notes about the 

research.  

5 
I agree that any data collected may be published in anonymous form in 

academic books, reports or journals.  

6 

I understand that data collected during the study may be looked at by 

individuals from The University of Manchester or regulatory authorities, 

where it is relevant to my taking part in this research. I give permission for 

these individuals to have access to my data.  

Participant Consent Form 

https://submission-ethicalreview.manchester.ac.uk/ProjectView/Index/10248
https://submission-ethicalreview.manchester.ac.uk/ProjectView/Index/10248
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7 
I agree that any personal/anonymised data collected may be shared with 

researchers/researchers at other institutions.  

8 
I agree that the researchers may contact me in future about other research 

projects.  

9 
I agree that the researchers may retain my contact details in order to provide 

me with a summary of the findings for this study.  

10 

I understand that there may be instances where during the course of the 

research information is revealed which means that the researchers will be 

obliged to break confidentiality and this has been explained in more detail in 

the information sheet.   

11 I agree to take part in this study. 
 

 

Data Protection 

 

The personal information we collect and use to conduct this research will be processed 

in accordance with data protection law as explained in the Participant Information 

Sheet and the Privacy Notice for Research Participants.  

 

 

 

 

________________________            ________________________           

Name of Participant Signature  Date 

 

 

 

________________________            ________________________           

Name of the person taking consent Signature  Date 

 

 

[One copy of consent form for the participant, one copy for the research team (original)] 

 

http://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=37095
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Appendix I: Example of field notes from researcher 
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Appendix J: Example of content analysis  

 

 

 


