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Foreword

The Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) plays a crucial role in monitoring and assessing
Finland's education system. Established in 2014, FINEEC has earned a reputation as an impartial and
credible institution, providing invaluable data and insights that support educational institutions and policy
makers. As Finland faces evolving challenges such as declining performance in international assessments,
unmet employment outcomes for vocational education and training (VET) graduates, and the integration
of new technological tools, it is essential to examine how FINEEC can adapt and enhance its contributions
to policy making.

This report, Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC): OECD Centre for Skills Evaluations, presents
a comprehensive analysis of FINEEC’s scope, quality, and usefulness, focusing on areas for improvement.
Through self-assessments, in-person visits, workshops with international experts, and extensive research,
the evaluation identifies key findings and suggests pathways for strategic enhancement.

The report highlights the necessity for FINEEC to clarify its role in policy making, ensure flexibility in its
Evaluation Plan, and balance its ambitious undertakings with available resources. It also emphasises the
importance of producing causal evidence to support policy decisions, leveraging data to understand the
impact of institutional policies on student outcomes, and improving learning assessments in VET.

While the focus of this study is on identifying areas for improvement, it is important to acknowledge
FINEEC's significant contributions to the Finnish education system. FINEEC’s enhancement-led evaluation
approach has been instrumental in fostering a culture of quality within schools, higher education
institutions, and municipalities. Its thematic reports provide valuable insights into educational trends and
its assessments of learning outcomes help institutions benchmark and improve their performance.

The relevance of this study extends beyond Finland. As a benchmark in education, Finland’s experiences
offer valuable lessons for other countries facing similar challenges. By sharing its approaches and
strategies, Finland contributes to the global dialogue on education, fostering collaborative learning and
continuous improvement.

The OECD hopes that this report serves as a valuable resource for policy makers, educators and
stakeholders, providing insights and practical tools to strengthen the governance and quality of education
systems globally.

The OECD can support countries in their efforts to improve education systems through comprehensive
evaluations. The OECD Centre for Skills Evaluations provides rigorous and independent analysis that
leads to meaningful insights and recommendations, helping align educational practices with evolving
societal and economic needs.

FINNISH EDUCATION EVALUATION CENTRE (FINEEC) © OECD 2024
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ECEC Early Childhood Education and Care
EDUFI Finnish National Agency for Education
ENQA European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
EQA External Quality Assurance
ESG Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area
ESU European Students’ Union
FINEEC Finnish Education Evaluation Centre
FINHEEC Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
HE Higher Education
HEI Higher Education Institution
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
OKM Ministry of Education and Culture (Finland)
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PISA Programme for International Student Assessment
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UAS University of Applied Sciences
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Executive summary

This study presents a detailed examination of the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC), focusing
on the scope, quality and usefulness of its activities within the Finnish education system, and specifically
highlights areas for improvement.

FINEEC was established on 1 May 2014 by merging the evaluation functions of the Finnish National
Agency for Education (EDUFI), the Education Evaluation Council, and the Finnish Higher Education
Evaluation Council (FINHEEC) pertaining to university assessments. It oversees the evaluation of the
entire education system and is engaged in both domestic and international evaluation initiatives. FINEEC
is highly regarded both nationally and internationally as a credible and relevant institution. This reputation
is acknowledged by various actors in the education sector, as well as by prestigious international
institutions, including the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA).

FINEEC's mandate encompasses a wide range of educational levels and forms, primarily focusing on
conducting external assessments using an enhancement-led evaluation approach. This method
emphasises continuous improvement by collaborating with educational institutions and policy makers to
develop the Finnish education system through rigorous evaluation, data analysis and evidence-based
decision making.

This study revolves around three areas: the scope of FINEEC’s evaluation activities; the quality of these
evaluations; and their utility from a policy perspective. However, it is important to note that this study does
not directly assess FINEEC’s performance in all areas. The evaluation concentrates solely on FINEEC’s
activities to the extent that they are related to or influence FINEEC’s capacity to contribute to policy making.
Furthermore, the evaluation highlights only the identified areas for improvement. By concentrating
exclusively on areas for improvement, many areas where FINEEC excels are not discussed in detail.
Indeed, it should be noted that FINEEC enjoys a high reputation among users of its work domestically and
among its international peers.

This study utilises the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Evaluation, from which
relevance, coherence and effectiveness were selected as key criteria. The three criteria correspond directly
to the dimension selected for evaluation: “relevance” evaluates the extent to which FINEEC’s activities
address the necessary and desirable tasks within the educational sector (scope), “coherence” examines
the robustness of FINEEC’s methods and their alignment with international standards (quality); and
“effectiveness” assesses the practical impact of FINEEC’s outputs on education policy and development
(usefulness).

This evaluation employs various methods: a self-assessment by FINEEC staff; in-person visits to Finland
to collect data, including via interviews and focus groups; two workshops with international experts; and
comprehensive desktop research. These methods aim to provide an in-depth understanding of FINEEC’s
work, its strengths, and, particularly, its areas for improvement.

The report identifies nine key findings highlighting areas for improvement within FINEEC’s operations and
methodologies. The report does not prescribe specific recommendations (which is outside the scope of
this evaluation study); instead, it highlights the main issues and challenges currently faced by FINEEC and
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provides some illustrative examples of actions that could be taken to remedy them. The report does not
highlight the many areas where FINEEC performs very well; it concentrates solely on areas for
improvement. By presenting these alongside international evidence and examples, the report aims to
inspire policy reform and strategic enhancement in FINEEC’s approach to evaluation.

Key findings

FINEEC'’s strategy and scope of work

1.

There is a lack of agreement on the role FINEEC should play in policy making. The exact role
FINEEC should undertake in proposing or developing solutions based on its reports is unclear,
leading to ambiguity among stakeholders.

2. There is disagreement about FINEEC’s autonomy in defining the Evaluation Plan. Views vary
on the scope of FINEEC’s autonomy, impacting collaboration with other institutions in the
development of the Evaluation Plan.

3. FINEEC’s Evaluation Plan could provide greater flexibility to adapt to evolving priorities.
The Evaluation Plan is considered insufficiently flexible, restricting FINEEC’s ability to respond to
emerging educational challenges and priorities.

FINEEC’s operations

4. FINEEC’s undertakings sometimes exceed its resources, which could negatively impact the

quality of its output. Balancing an ambitious Evaluation Plan against available resources presents
challenges, potentially affecting the quality of FINEEC’s work.

Seeking greater complementarity between FINEEC’s lines of work could help generate new
insights. FINEEC has the opportunity to enhance integration among its various evaluations,
leading to deeper, more comprehensive insights.

FINEEC’s contribution to policy making

6. Unequal access to results of learning outcomes assessments may undermine education

equality. The access model to FINEEC's assessments may create disparities, particularly
disadvantaging smaller or less wealthy municipalities.

A greater focus on producing causal evidence would substantially contribute to policy
making. The Finnish education evaluation system needs to develop more causal evidence to guide
effective policy making. The role of FINEEC in this respect needs to be clarified.

Data could be better leveraged to improve understanding of the relationship between
institutional-level policies and student outcomes. FINEEC could use data more effectively to
reveal the connections between educational policies and student performance.

Strengthening learning assessments in VET could support more informed policy making.
FINEEC faces challenges in accurately assessing VET learning outcomes due to the reliance on
non-standardised teacher grades, highlighting a need for more reliable assessment methods.

FINNISH EDUCATION EVALUATION CENTRE (FINEEC) © OECD 2024
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Overview

This chapter provides an overview of Finland’s education system and the role
of the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) within it. It details
FINEEC’s evaluation activities, which include assessing learning outcomes,
conducting thematic and system evaluations, performing quality
management assessments and carrying out audits. The chapter also outlines
FINEEC’s objectives, stakeholders and contributions to educational
improvement and policy development. Additionally, it addresses various

ongoing and emerging challenges that prompted the decision to evaluate
FINEEC.
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Introduction

Finland has long been recognised globally for its strong education system, emphasising student-centric
learning, individual growth, equality and quality teaching. Finland’s approach, which makes limited use of
standardised testing and is characterised by a significant degree of teacher autonomy, has fostered an
environment where students can excel both academically and personally. The equality and accessibility of
the Finnish education system have supported strong academic achievement at the national level in the
past two decades, as evidenced by its high ranking in the OECD’s Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA). As a result, Finland has received significant global recognition for its strong education
system and achievements. However, while Finland’'s PISA performance has been very strong in
international comparison, it has declined steadily over the past two decades, raising concerns and
questions about the factors contributing to this negative trend.

In 2014, Finland established the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) to oversee the evaluation
of all aspects of the country’s education system, with a goal of continuous improvement. FINEEC’s tasks
range from evaluating early childhood education to adult learning.

Since its inception, the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) has played an important role within
the Finnish education sector. In addition to conducting evaluations, FINEEC generates both information
and recommendations for the local, regional and national levels to support decision making and
development activities as well as international comparisons. It is widely recognised as an impartial, credible
and relevant institution, both nationally and internationally, with its outputs serving as invaluable tools for
educational institutions. For instance, FINEEC is an active member of the European Association for Quality
Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA) and the recent ENQA assessment of FINEEC found it to be a
well-respected and mature agency, highlighting its strong enhancement-oriented mission and effective
stakeholder engagement within the Finnish higher education system (ENQA Agency, 20221)).

The OECD Centre for Skills has evaluated FINEEC with the aim to identify areas for improvement in order
to enhance its capacity to respond to Finland’s emerging educational challenges and to strengthen its role
in promoting the development of the Finnish education system. The focus of this project is to identify areas
for improvement; therefore, this report does not describe in detail areas where FINEEC excels.

This study utilises the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Evaluation Criteria (OECD,
2021p2;). Using methodologies such as self-assessment, Theory of Change, stakeholder interviews,
workshops and document analysis, the OECD provides a thorough and independent assessment of
FINEEC. However, it is important to note that this evaluation does not intend to exhaustively examine all
facets and areas of FINEEC's operations. Instead, it aims to provide an in-depth understanding of
FINEEC’s work, its strengths, and, particularly, its areas for improvement with respect to the scope, quality
and usefulness of FINEEC’s activities.

Educational context in Finland

During the past decades, Finnish students have achieved remarkable learning outcomes, showcasing their
competence in critical thinking, problem solving, and overall academic performance. By making minimal
use of standardised tests, emphasising quality teaching and strongly emphasising teacher autonomy,
Finland has cultivated an educational system that empowers students to flourish academically. These
factors, combined with a focus on equal access to education for all students, have solidified Finland’s
position in educational excellence on the global stage. Finland’s education system has consistently
performed above average in international comparisons, notably in the OECD’s PISA test.

However, since 2006, Finland has been witnessing a gradual absolute decline in learning outcomes and
performance in PISA, causing concerns about the future of its education system (OECD, 2022j3)) (see
Figure 1.1). This underscores the necessity for collecting evidence on the activities and performance of
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the Finnish education system through evaluations and, in turn, for examining the role and output of
FINEEC. The decline in Finland’s PISA scores has outpaced international trends, prompting an interest in
better understanding its causes. The Ministry of Education and Culture (OKM) has identified potential
causes, including reductions in educational funding and growing socio-economic disparities in the
aftermath of the recession of the 1990s (Kalenius, 20234;). Other contributing factors have been identified,
including a declining number of schools in certain regions, reduced funding for basic education and an
increasing number of children from financially challenged backgrounds lacking adequate home learning
support. Understanding these factors and their implications for the education system is crucial for policy
makers and stakeholders to devise effective strategies to maintain Finland’s position as a global leader in
education.

Figure 1.1. Trends in performance of 15-year-olds in reading, mathematics and science, Finland

Score points -®- Mean performance == Best-fitting trend OECD Average (23 countries)
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Note: White dots indicate mean-performance estimates that are not statistically significantly above/below PISA 2022 estimates. Black lines
indicate the best-fitting trend. An interactive version of this figure is available at https://oecdch.art/a40de1dbaf/C096. Also see
www.oecd.org/publication/pisa-2022-results/country-notes/finland-6991e849/f.

Source: OECD (202253)), PISA 2022 Database, Tables 1.B1.5.4, [.B1.5.5 and 1.B1.5.6, www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2022database/.

Structure of the Finnish education system

Finland’s education system consists of several levels, beginning with early childhood education and care
(ECEC), which is provided for children before compulsory education begins. Pre-primary education is
provided by local authorities for children in the year preceding the start of compulsory education. Primary
and lower secondary education, delivered by comprehensive schools, is followed by upper secondary
education, offered in the form of either general upper secondary education or vocational education and
training (VET). Higher education is provided by universities and universities of applied sciences (Kalenius,
20234)). See OECD (20245)) for a visualisation of the Finnish education system. Adult education is also
available and offers a wide range of alternatives from primary to higher education.

Compulsory education starts in the year children turn seven. After completing nine years of primary and
lower education, individuals can choose between general upper secondary education, vocational upper
secondary education and training, or a double degree that consists of vocational qualification and a
matriculation examination. General upper secondary education leads to a matriculation examination
diploma, while vocational education leads to a vocational qualification.

In Finland, the education system offers a high degree of flexibility, allowing individuals to switch paths and
pursue further studies at any level. Furthermore, the Finnish education system ensures equal access to
educational opportunities for everyone, regardless of background or circumstances. Notably, in Finland,
education is entirely free, starting from preschool and extending to higher education, and teachers are held
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in high regard (OECD, 2020)). At the same time, education providers enjoy a high degree of autonomy
compared to their peers internationally.

With respect to the governance of the Finnish education system, the Ministry of Education and Culture
(OKM) is responsible for drafting education-related legislation and implementing the government
programme. EDUFI is the national development agency responsible for developing the core curricula and
qualification requirements for ECEC, pre-primary, basic, general and vocational upper secondary
education, as well as for adult education and training. For their part, local municipalities manage certain
practical aspects of education, such as creating the municipal curriculum, which steers instruction and
schoolwork in more detail, taking local needs and perspectives into consideration.

The Finnish education system stands out for its decentralised approach and lack of strong top-down quality
control mechanisms.

The evaluation system is mainly based on national sample tests (especially in primary and lower secondary
education), as well as the measurement and promotion of quality management (especially in higher
education and VET). Education institutions are legally obligated to assess the quality and impact of the
education they deliver and engage in external reviews of their operations. This responsibility is outlined in
the specific laws governing each level of education, from ECEC to tertiary education. The methods for
conducting the self-assessments are determined at the local level. Municipal schools are supervised by
local school boards that are also responsible for the self-evaluations.

The Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC)

Objectives and activities

FINEEC was established on 1 May 2014 by merging the evaluation functions of EDUFI, the Education
Evaluation Council, and the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC), which was
responsible for undertaking university assessments.

FINEEC's jurisdiction encompasses the entire education system, including ECEC, preschool and basic
education, upper secondary education, vocational education, free educational work, basic art education,
adult education, and higher education. In addition to its domestic role, FINEEC actively engages in
international evaluation initiatives and collaborates with other organisations in the field, such as the
International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education.

FINEEC’s primary goal is to conduct assessments using an enhancement-led evaluation approach. This
method fosters continuous improvement by collaborating with educational institutions and policy makers.
Table 1.1 presents the four principles that guide this approach.

FINNISH EDUCATION EVALUATION CENTRE (FINEEC) © OECD 2024
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Table 1.1. Enhancement-led evaluation principles

Principles Description
Goal orientation and futures FINEEC's evaluations focus on current practices, foresee development trends, and factors fostering or hindering
consciousness progress. They aid continuous improvement and consider both present and future aspects.

FINEEC encourages open discussions and trust among participants, utilising evaluation data for mutual benefit.
Transparency is upheld by sharing criteria and conclusions, fostering collaboration and utilising existing
resources.

FINEEC adapts evaluation methods to suit each case, producing comprehensive data from diverse angles.
Methods evolve based on insights during the evaluation process.

FINEEC promotes learning, participation, and awareness, offering feedback on strengths, areas needing
Supporting changes development, and best practices. Outcomes link to wider frameworks, and impact is tracked through feedback
and follow-ups.

Participatory and interactive
approach

Tailored methods

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on official information from FINEEC, (2020;7)), Enhancement-led Evaluation at the Finnish Education
Evaluation Center, www.karvi.filfen/publications/enhancement-led-evaluation-finnish-education-evaluation-center.

Overall, FINEEC’s mandate is to promote the development and improvement of the Finnish education
system through rigorous evaluation, data analysis and evidence-based decision making. FINEEC
generates both information and recommendations for the local, regional and national levels to be used in
decision making and development activities as well as international comparisons. FINEEC conducts five
types of national evaluations:

1. Evaluations of learning outcomes: These evaluations produce national-level information on the
achievement of the objectives of the curricula and students’ competencies. FINEEC analyses and
reports the results and communicates the main findings to the relevant stakeholders. FINEEC
conducts evaluations of learning outcomes in basic education and secondary education. The
purpose of these evaluations is to enhance training, facilitate learning and ensure the quality of
education. The evaluations provide valuable information about education and training at the local,
regional and national levels. This information aids in decision making, supports development
initiatives and enables international comparisons.

2. Thematic evaluations: These evaluations produce comprehensive information about the
evaluation subject and give developmental recommendations. Thematic evaluations frequently
explore whether changes in education policy have achieved the intended outcomes. Some
recommendations target education providers and educational institutions; others target the OKM
and EDUFI.

3. System evaluation: These evaluations assess the strengths and areas for improvement within a
specific education level or the entire education system. Additionally, they assess the effectiveness
of initiatives aimed at reforming and enhancing the overall education system.

4. Quality management assessments: Another of FINEEC’s roles is to assess how well education
providers (at all levels) manage their tasks and resources to deliver quality education. FINEEC also
supports education providers in using evaluation information, improving their evaluation capacities
and using effective evaluation methods.

5. Audits: These aim to assess the quality of education provided by higher education institutions,
which usually involves evaluating curriculum design, teaching methodologies, assessment
strategies and the overall learning environment.

From 2020 to 2022, FINEEC published a total of more than 200 reports and organised 305 events,
seminars and conferences, which were attended by more than 14 000 participants. Additionally, a
significant number of education and training providers, as well as educational institutions and higher
education institutions, engaged in FINEEC’s evaluations, with a combined total of more than
11 000 participants.
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Table 1.2 shows the different types of evaluations FINEEC undertakes at each educational level.

Table 1.2. Types of evaluations conducted by FINEEC across different education levels

Education level

FINEEC’s legal
mandate (as stipulated
in the legislation)

Evaluation of learning
outcomes

Thematic and system
evaluation reports

Quality systems,
audits and evaluations

Transversal to all levels
of education

Early childhood
education and care

Pre-primary, primary,
secondary and general
upper secondary
education

Evaluate education and
education providers in
accordance with an
Evaluation Plan.

Support education
providers in matters
related to evaluation and
quality management.
Develop the evaluation of
education.

Attend to any other duties
that are issued or given to
FINEEC.

Carry out evaluations
related to ECEC and the
activities of ECEC, as well
as teaching and training
providers, in accordance
with the Evaluation Plan.

Support early childhood
education, teaching and
training providers [...] in
matters concerning
evaluation and quality
management.

Develop evaluation of
education and early
childhood education.

The early childhood
education quality
assessment system
implements early
childhood education
evaluations and collects
and produces evaluation
information to support
early childhood education
development.

Undertake evaluations of
learning outcomes
relating to the distribution
of lesson hours and the
national core curriculum
targets referred to in
Section 14 of the Basic
Education Act (628/1998)
and in Section 10 of the
General Upper Secondary
Schools Act (629/1998).

X

The purpose of the
evaluations of learning
outcomes is to produce
reliable information about
the achievement of the
objectives of the basic
curricula of pre-primary
and basic education, the
level of competence in the
subject and the realisation
of equality in education
(i.e. by relating the results
to students’ background

X

Thematic evaluations in
early childhood education
focus on a content-based
entity or subject area. In
system evaluations, the
whole of the education
system or its sub-area
can also be examined.
The subject of the
evaluation can be
education policy and its
implementation or the
processes of reforming
and developing the
education system.

Thematic evaluations of
pre-primary and basic
education focus on a
content package or
theme. The subject can
also be an evaluation of
the state of a certain form
of education. In system
evaluations, the whole of
the education system or
some part of it can also
be examined. The subject
of the evaluation can be

X

Between 2020 and 2023,
FINEEC developed the
national digital quality
evaluation system, Valssi.
The system provides tools
and processes to
evaluate the structural
and process-related
factors of ECEC. It
produces information
about the quality of ECEC
on a national,
municipal/private provider
and ECEC provider. The
system is designed to
support the quality
management and
continuous development
of ECEC providers and
strengthen the
involvement of all
important stakeholders in
the evaluation process.

In the area of quality
management, FINEEC’s
task is to support
education providers in
matters related to quality
management and
evaluation.
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FINEEC’s legal
mandate (as stipulated
in the legislation)

Education level

Evaluation of learning
outcomes

Thematic and system
evaluation reports

Quality systems,
audits and evaluations

Evaluations of learning
outcomes relating to the
national core curriculum
targets referred to in
Section 5 of the Act on
Basic Education in the
Arts (633/1998).
Evaluate education and
education providers in
accordance with an
Evaluation Plan referred
to in Section 5 of the Act
on Basic Education in the
Arts (633/1998).

Vocational education
and training

Undertake, in accordance
with the Evaluation Plan
referred to in Section 5 of
the Act on Basic
Education in the Arts
(633/1998), evaluations of
learning outcomes
relating to targets of the
national core curriculum
referred to in Section 13
of the Vocational
Education and Training
Act (630/1998) and in the
national qualification
requirements referred to
in Section 13 of the
Vocational Adult
Education Act (631/1998).

Support education
providers in matters
related to evaluation and
quality management.

Carry out evaluations
related to education,
education providers and
the activities of higher
education institutions in
accordance with the
Evaluation Plan.

Higher education

factors and the features of
the learning environment).

The assessment of
learning outcomes in
basic education is based
on direct evaluation of
outcomes by large-scale
surveys.

The learning outcome
evaluation aims to
produce information on
how well the students
have achieved the
learning objectives and
vocational competence
requirements defined in
the qualification
requirements. In addition,
the learning outcome
evaluations look at the
quality of the pedagogical
activities of the training
providers.

In VET, learning
outcomes are assessed
indirectly by the grades
the institutions award the
students.

education policy and its
implementation or the
processes of reforming
and developing the
education system.

Theme and system
evaluations produce
information to support
decision making and
educational development.
Theme evaluations focus
on a content-based entity
or subject area. In system
evaluations, the object of
the evaluation is the
education system or its
sub-area.

Theme evaluations focus
on a particular theme
within the education
system.

System evaluations
centre on the entire
education system or part

In the area of quality
management, FINEEC’s
task is to produce
information on the state of
the quality management
systems of vocational
training providers
(evaluations of quality
management systems)
and to support training
providers in matters
related to quality
management and
evaluation.

The developmental
evaluation in higher
education follows the
European standards and
guidelines for quality
assurance (ESG 2015),
and the aim is to involve
the higher education
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. FINEEC's Iegall Evaluation of learning = Thematic and system Quality systems,
Education level mandate (as stipulated . . .
. N outcomes evaluation reports audits and evaluations
in the legislation)
Support education of it and can cover the institution’s personnel,
providers and higher evaluation of education students and
education institutions in policies/reforms and their  stakeholders in identifying
evaluation and quality implementation. the strengths, good
management matters. practices and
development areas of the

higher education
institution’s operations.
The goal is also to
support higher education
institutions in achieving
their own goals and thus
create conditions for the
continuous development
of higher education
institutions.

Note: FINEEC's responsibilities and structure are defined in the Act on the National Education Evaluation Centre (1295/2013) and the
corresponding regulation (1317/2013). These legal frameworks outline the tasks and organisational framework within which FINEEC operates
and define its independence.

Source: FINEEC (2024), National Education Evaluation Center, https://karvi.fi/; Ministry of Education and Culture, Finland (2013y9)), Act on the
Finnish Education Evaluation Centre, www.finlex.fiffi/laki/ajantasa/2013/20131295.

According to the information shared by FINEEC through a self-assessment questionnaire, the Centre uses
a quality management model to guide its operations. This model is based on Deming’s continuous
improvement cycle, known as PDCA (Plan, Do, Study, Act), which involves a cycle of planning,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation and aims to generate continuous learning and improvement
within the organisation (see Figure 1.2) (The Deming Institute, 202410)). This supports the strategy,
steering, and management and enhances FINEEC’s operational responsiveness to needs and priorities.
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Figure 1.2. The quality system of FINEEC
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Source: FINEEC (202111)), Self-Assessment Questionnaire, www.karvi filsites/default/files/sites/default/files/documents/KARVI_10_2021 FINAL.pdf.

Operations and budget

FINEEC is an independent authority defined by the Act on the National Education Evaluation Centre
(1295/2013). It operates as a separate unit within EDUFI under the OKM, as specified in Section 564 of
the Act on the Finnish National Agency for Education (2016/6).

In 2023, FINEEC employed 53 employees and a network of around 200 external experts. About 40% of
the employees were employed on temporary contracts.

The annual costs associated with its operations amounted to approximately EUR 4.8 million. These
expenses were covered by the annual appropriation for operational expenditure, amounting to
EUR 3 122 000 in 2022 and EUR 4 409 000 in 2023. Of this budget, over EUR 1 million was committed
directly to the new digital system for assessing learning outcomes in basic education (Joda) and the digital
quality assessment system in ECEC (Valssi). FINEEC also receives funds from paid services, as defined
in the Ministry of Education and Culture Decree 160/2021, Section 3. In addition, FINEEC receives funding
from the OKM to carry out specific studies and several long-term evaluations. This funding covers only the
incremental costs, which include salaries and personnel costs of temporary experts and other costs arising
from the projects; it does not cover the remuneration of FINEEC’s permanent staff.
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Structure and governance

FINEEC operates as a distinct unit within EDUFI and is independent in its operations. EDUFI provides
FINEEC with some administrative and support services, such as human resources, financial, legal,
procurement and data management services. FINEEC comprises the Evaluation Council, the Higher
Education Evaluation Committee and four units: the General Education; the Vocational Education and
Early Childhood Education Unit; the Higher Education and Liberal Adult Education Unit; and the
Development Services Unit (see Figure 1.3). The main office and most of the staff are in Helsinki; some
staff are located in Jyvaskyla (ENQA Agency, 2022;1)).

Figure 1.3. FINEEC’s organisational structure

Administration model and organigram

Evaluation Council \

sy Management Team

Vocational
Education and General Education
Early Childhood Unit
Education Unit

Higher Education and
Liberal Adult
Education Unit

Source: FINEEC (n.d.;127), FINEEC's organisation, www.karvi.filen/about-us/fineecs-organisation.

FINEEC operates under the authority of the Evaluation Council, which consists of 13 members, and the
Higher Education Evaluation Committee, which comprises 9 members. The Government Decree on
FINEEC (1317/2013) prescribes the Council’s composition, tasks and decision-making powers. The
Council plays an essential role in the monitoring and strategic orientation of FINEEC. They actively
participate in strategic planning, make decisions on significant statements and initiatives, contribute to
preparing the evaluation plans, and monitor their implementation. Their involvement ensures the alignment
of assessment processes with organisational objectives and drives progress in evaluating educational
practices. The Council prepares a proposal for an evaluation plan in accordance with Section 1295 of the
Act on the National Education Evaluation Centre (2013/5) and amendments to the evaluation plan, which
the OKM approves.

Council members are representatives from different educational sectors, teacher education, research,
working life and students. The Council selects the chair and vice-chair from among its members. After
consulting with the Council, the Director of FINEEC formally approves all project plans for evaluations and
compositions of planning and evaluation teams for all education sectors apart from higher education.
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The Higher Education Evaluation Committee is the decision-making body for higher education evaluations
and consists of nine members, of which three must also be members of the Council. According to the
Government Decree, the Council proposes members for the Evaluation Committee, and the OKM appoints
them. The Council selects candidates from the candidates put forward by higher education institutions and
other stakeholders. The members must be experts in the evaluation of higher education. The Evaluation
Committee also selects the chair and vice-chair from among its members. The Evaluation Committee
decides on project plans and compositions of planning and evaluation teams for evaluations of higher
education institutions and the outcomes of audits of higher education institutions (ENQA Agency, 2022(1).

FINEEC'’s stakeholders and users of evaluation information

Figure 1.4 shows FINEEC's stakeholders and users of evaluation information, categorised by their level of
priority. The highest priority category encompasses the Evaluation Council and the Higher Education
Evaluation Committee, as well as staff and providers of education and early childhood education and care
(ECEC), as well as pupils. The second highest priority category includes the media, the Ministry of
Education and Culture (OKM), the Finnish National Agency for Education (EDUFI), alternating decision
makers, and external evaluation and specialist groups. The third priority category consists of all other
actors, such as citizens, other ministries and other stakeholders.

Figure 1.4. FINEEC's stakeholders and users of evaluation information
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Source: FINEEC (202313 , Self-assessment questionnaire for OECD External evaluation of FINEEC.

The context in which FINEEC operates

FINEEC functions within Finland’s multifaceted network of educational evaluation and assessment entities.
Its contributions are crucial and form part of a larger, collective effort involving various organisations and
institutions. This collaborative framework is designed to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
Finnish educational landscape.
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International assessments such as the OECD’s PISA, as well as studies conducted by the International
Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), such as Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) and Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), are
managed outside of FINEEC. These activities are co-ordinated directly by the OKM, with implementation
support from prominent educational research bodies, including the Finnish Institute for Educational
Research at the University of Jyvaskyla, which has been evaluating learning outcomes since the 1960s,
and the Centre for Educational Assessment at the University of Helsinki, which has been active since the
1990s.

FINEEC’'s work in mathematics encompasses conducting national assessments that, alongside
international studies like PISA, create a comprehensive view of educational outcomes. FINEEC’s national
data provides valuable insights into mathematics learning outcomes, while international assessments
contribute broader trend analysis across various subjects, including literacy.

In the domain of thematic evaluations, FINEEC functions amid a diverse array of organisations that
evaluate various aspects of the Finnish education system, including specific policy reforms. For instance,
qualitative evaluations of higher education and continuous learning systems have been reviewed by
international bodies such as the OECD. Similarly, consultancy groups and other evaluative bodies have
examined the impact of university reforms and legislation changes on vocational and general upper
secondary education during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic and the implementation of the VET
reform and ECEC data collection.

Econometric impact assessments, which often require specialised analytical skills, are predominantly
carried out by research universities and economics research institutes. For example, the VATT (Valtion
Taloudellinen Tutkimuskeskus) Institute for Economic Research and other institutions have evaluated the
effects of reforms in higher education admissions systems with funding from the OKM.

Furthermore, a collaborative approach to evaluation is evident in joint analysis, assessment, and research
activities (VN TEAS), which are co-ordinated by the government and involve institutions like VATT, the
University of Helsinki and Aalto University. These entities are currently evaluating a randomised controlled
trial (RCT) on extending pre-primary education, showcasing Finland’s comprehensive and collaborative
nature of educational research.
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Methodology

This chapter outlines the objectives and methodology employed to assess
the work of the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC). The chapter
begins by presenting the objectives of the evaluation, which included
assessing the scope, quality and usefulness of FINEEC’s activities. It then
presents the evaluation framework and the dimensions evaluated, including
the relevance, coherence and effectiveness of FINEEC’s work. The chapter
also provides a detailed description of the evaluation methodology, which
involves desk research, self-assessments, expert panels, interviews, focus
groups and theory of change.
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Obijective of the evaluation

The objective of this study is to assess the scope of the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre’s (FINEEC’s)
work and its quality, considering whether FINEEC is carrying out the tasks that are most needed and/or
desirable; the quality of the analysis is sound; and the results are useful. More specifically, this study:

e Assesses the scope of FINEEC’s evaluation activities: The analysis looks at the subjects
covered in FINEEC's evaluation activities and the distribution of its activities over the different parts
of the education system to identify gaps and imbalances.

e Assesses the quality of FINEEC’s evaluations: This analysis looks at whether the tools and
methods used in FINEEC’s evaluations are suitable to fulfil its mandate and in line with international
practices.

o Assesses the usefulness of FINEEC’s activities from a policy perspective at the system level
and for education institutions: This analysis evaluates whether the distribution of FINEEC's
activities is appropriate from a policy perspective. It also assesses whether the outcomes from
FINEEC’s evaluation activities form a reliable base for making policy decisions, provide
well-grounded and implementable policy recommendations, and contribute effectively to Finland’s
education policy priorities.

Evaluation framework

This study employs the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Evaluation Criteria (OECD,
2021p1;). These evaluation criteria provide an internationally recognised framework and a structured
approach for evaluating FINEEC'’s activities. The criteria are widely recognised as playing a central role in
improving the quality of global evaluation practice and supporting collaboration. They have enabled
organisations to design and deliver evaluations that are relevant to the needs of decision makers and
capture a wide range of intended and unintended results, producing valuable evidence and insights. This
study concentrates on three evaluation criteria: relevance, coherence and effectiveness These criteria
were selected to align with the objectives of the external evaluation of FINEEC mentioned above and after
discussion with the Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture (OKM) on the study. Two guiding principles
accompany the criteria. First, “the criteria should be applied thoughtfully to support high-quality, useful
evaluation”. Second, “use of the criteria depends on the purpose of the evaluation”. In other words, the
criteria should be applied thoughtfully and adapted to the context of the intervention and the evaluation.

The selected criteria allow for the examination of whether FINEEC is carrying out the most needed and/or
desirable tasks and whether the quality of FINEEC’s analysis is sound and producing results useful for
education providers and policy makers. Each criterion, referred to as “dimensions” for the purposes of this
evaluation, is composed of two or three sub-dimensions. The dimensions with their corresponding
sub-dimensions are presented in Figure 2.1.

The dimension “Relevance” is evaluated by assessing how well FINEEC’s objectives, strategies and
planning align with the needs of beneficiaries, national policies and the priorities of partner institutions. It
also allows for an assessment of FINEEC’s ability to adapt to changing policy environments. This
dimension has three sub-dimensions. The first sub-dimension, “Responsiveness to needs, policies and
priorities”, assesses the extent to which FINEEC addresses stakeholder concerns. The second
sub-dimension, “Sensitivity and responsiveness to context”, analyses how FINEEC’s goals and tasks
evolve in response to changing economic, environmental, social, cultural and political circumstances. The
third sub-dimension, “Quality of design”, assesses whether FINEEC’s structure and organisation effectively
facilitate the pursuit of relevant goals and whether these goals are clearly defined.
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Figure 2.1. Dimensions and sub-dimensions selected for the study

1. Relevance 2. Coherence 3. Effectiveness

Responsiveness to External coherence Achievement of the

needs, policies and objectives

priorities Internal coherence Symmetry of results across
Sensitivities and levels of education and
responsiveness to context local authorities

Quality of design Factors influencing results

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on OECD (2021(17), Applying Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully, https://doi.org/10.1787/543e84ed-en.

The dimension “Coherence” is evaluated by assessing the alignment between FINEEC'’s objectives and
tasks both within the organisation and in relation to other actors in the education system. This dimension
includes two sub-dimensions. The first sub-dimension, “External coherence”, assesses the compatibility of
FINEEC’s objectives and work with other actors’ interventions in the education sector, nationally and
abroad. The second sub-dimension, “Internal coherence”, assesses the interconnectedness and synergies
between all interventions undertaken by FINEEC.

The final dimension, “Effectiveness”, is evaluated by assessing the degree to which FINEEC has achieved
its intended objectives and outcomes, considering variations in results across services and beneficiary
groups. This dimension has three sub-dimensions. The first sub-dimension, “Achievement of objectives”,
examines whether FINEEC’s interventions have successfully produced the desired outcomes. The second
sub-dimension, “Symmetry of results across levels of education and local authorities”, evaluates the
inclusiveness and fairness of outcomes among diverse beneficiary groups. The third sub-dimension,
“Factors influencing results”, analyses positive and negative effects originating from FINEEC, the OKM,
local authorities, or the broader national context that contribute to the attainment or non-attainment of
FINEEC objectives.

The evaluation of FINEEC’s performance across these dimensions makes it possible to reflect more deeply
on FINEEC'’s strengths and challenges with respect to contributing to the continuous improvement of the
education system in Finland.

Evaluation methodology

This evaluation combines different methodologies: desktop research, self-assessments, interviews, focus
groups and Theory of Change. It also involved consulting with a wide range of FINEEC'’s stakeholders and
organising workshops with international experts to learn from their experiences, thereby facilitating
reflection on FINEEC's role and performance.

Evaluation strategy

Once the dimensions to be examined during the evaluation were defined and validated with the technical
counterparts (i.e. the OKM), an evaluation matrix was constructed. The evaluation matrix is a tool that
allows for the development of a set of guiding questions based on the dimensions and sub-dimensions.
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The matrix also sets out the methodologies to be employed and information sources to be explored in
order to answer these questions. Data collection instruments, including a self-assessment questionnaire
and interview and focus group guides, were also drafted.

The information sources to be consulted were identified jointly with the study's technical counterparts and
with FINEEC to ensure that the main stakeholders were consulted during the evaluation. An abbreviated
version of the matrix can be found in Annex B.

The list of stakeholders consulted during the study is as follows:

e Ministry of Education and Culture (OKM)
o Minister and Permanent Secretary

o Department for General Upper Secondary Education and Vocational Education and Training
(VET)

o Department for Higher Education and Science Policy

o Department for Early Childhood Education, Comprehensive School Education and Liberal
Adult Education.

e Other educational administration institutions
o Finnish National Agency for Education
o Evaluation Council
o Higher Education Evaluation Committee.
e Local authorities and education providers
o Association of Finnish Municipalities
o Education officials from six municipalities
o Association of Finnish Education Employers
o The Finnish Association for the Development of Vocational Education and Training
o Directors of six VET providers.
e FINEEC
o Directors and Strategic Advisors
o Shared Development Service Unit
o General Education Unit
o Vocational Education and Early Childhood Education Unit
o Higher Education and Liberal Adult Education Unit
o Managers for focus areas
o Process Managers
o Methodology Team.

Self-assessment questionnaire

A self-assessment questionnaire was designed and shared with FINEEC staff. This self-assessment
included more than 30 questions related to the dimensions and sub-dimensions selected for analysis in
this evaluation. The responses provided by FINEEC staff were supported by documentation to support or
further elaborate on aspects of their responses. Responses to the self-assessment questionnaire are
available from FINEEC upon request.
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Missions

Two missions to Finland were undertaken to conduct interviews, run focus groups and collect first-hand
insights from FINEEC staff and key stakeholders. The responses received from the initial self-assessment
questionnaire by FINEEC staff were instrumental in refining the guidelines for the interviews and focus
groups planned for these missions. Each mission, spanning four days each, involved comprehensive
discussions with FINEEC’s management and staff and a selection of stakeholders previously identified as
critical to the evaluation process. These interactions allowed for a deeper exploration of the
self-assessment questionnaire responses and provided valuable perspectives on FINEEC’s operations
and impact.

Workshops with international experts

Two workshops were held with the participation of international experts, OECD experts, FINEEC staff, and
stakeholders to facilitate reflection on FINEEC’s activities and performance and the range of possible
courses of action that Finland could take. They convened international experts, including specialists from
the National Center for Education Statistics of the United States, the Korean Educational Development
Institute, and the Estonian Quality Agency for Education. In terms of OECD experts, specialists in
Education Policy and Higher Education Policy and Benchmarking participated. All these experts were
selected due to their extensive experience in the evaluation of education systems as well as to illuminate
the diversity of possible evaluation approaches.

In these workshops, some of the findings of the initial consultation process carried out by the OECD with
FINEEC and its stakeholders were presented to highlight some of the challenges FINEEC faces in actively
contributing to improving the Finnish education system. For their part, international experts presented
information about the organisation and the role of the institutions they represented, as well as the
assessment models used in their respective countries. This permitted reflection on points of similarity or
difference with regard to the work carried out by FINEEC. These presentations inspired further discussions
on the challenges faced by FINEEC and how these could be addressed in the future.

Desktop research

Several internal documents and research literature were consulted throughout the evaluation with three
main objectives in mind. The first objective was to identify and choose possible evaluation frameworks and
methodologies relevant to a rigorous and high-quality evaluation of FINEEC. The second was to examine
documentation and reports produced by FINEEC in order to better understand its mission, organisational
structure, activities and outcomes. The final objective was to analyse literature on the current performance
of the Finnish education system that would provide context for this evaluation.

A guide was prepared for the review of the reports published by FINEEC. Then, with the help of artificial
intelligence, a random selection of FINEEC reports was analysed (see Annex F for details). This analysis
covered four key areas: objectives, methodology, conclusions and quality of recommendations. In relation
to the objectives, the purpose, type and scope of the evaluation were analysed. In terms of methodology,
the types of data and statistical approaches used in the evaluations were analysed, distinguishing between
quantitative and qualitative analyses.

Regarding the conclusions, the analysis looked at whether the evaluation findings support these and
whether the limitations of the conclusions (and the data supporting them) are addressed in a transparent
manner within the reports. Finally, the analysis of the quality of recommendations examined the specificity,
feasibility and empirical basis of the recommendations given by FINEEC in its reports and whether
recommendations are made at a general level or the level of each stakeholder. Annex F presents the
guidance and the results of the analysis of the reports.
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Limitations of the methodology

It is important to acknowledge the limitations of the methodology used in this study. Although
comprehensive research was conducted, including interviews with FINEEC staff, the OKM and
stakeholders; an international literature review; a review of reports produced by FINEEC; and discussions
with global experts in workshops, these approaches have limitations. First, interviews and stakeholder
responses may be subject to personal or institutional biases. Second, the literature review might not
encompass all current or emerging perspectives. Third, the workshop discussions rely on the participants’
knowledge and experiences, which might not fully capture the diversity of perspectives across all relevant
sectors. Fourth, the evaluation method involved reviewing only a random sample of FINEEC reports.

Reference

OECD (2021), Applying Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully, OECD Publishing, Paris, (1]
https://doi.org/10.1787/543e84ed-en.
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Evaluation results

This chapter presents the results of the evaluation of the Finnish Education
Evaluation Centre (FINEEC). It begins with an overview of perceptions of
FINEEC, highlighting its reputation as an impartial and credible institution.
The chapter then identifies nine key areas for improvement, organised
around the themes of FINEEC’s strategy and scope of work, operations and
contributions to policy making. For each of the challenges identified,
strategies and actions for moving forward are highlighted.
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Overall perception of FINEEC

Based on the information gathered during the interviews with stakeholders in Finland, the Finnish
Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) is seen as an impartial, relevant and credible institution that
provides regular information on the status of the Finnish education system through the evaluations and
assessments it conducts.

This assessment is supported by findings from the latest FINEEC stakeholder survey conducted in 2022,
which received responses from 312 participants and achieved a 23% response rate. The survey aimed to
assess FINEEC's success in evaluation activities, usage of evaluations, its reputation among stakeholders,
the effectiveness of stakeholder co-operation and communication, and considerations for the upcoming
evaluation plan. Results indicated that 89% of respondents consider FINEEC’s reputation to be at least
“fairly good”, reflecting a 9% improvement compared to the same measurement in 2018 and a 5%.
improvement to 2020.

Its positive reputation is largely attributable to FINEEC’s acknowledged expertise, strong stakeholder
engagement practices and perceived impartiality. These three elements could be considered part of the
main added value of FINEEC. Stakeholders’ positive assessments of FINEEC’s expertise are based on its
longstanding experience in conducting evidence-based evaluations and national assessments. Positive
perceptions of its stakeholder engagement performance are attributed to its employment of enhancement-
led evaluation methods, which involve consulting with stakeholders at various stages of the evaluation
process, promoting awareness of the strengths and weaknesses of the organisation (or target) being
evaluated, and supporting change in the organisation. Lastly, FINEEC’s perceived impartiality has been
founded largely on its operational and financial autonomy, which protects it from potential third-party
interests. Notwithstanding the generally positive perceptions about the work and attributes of FINEEC,
there remains room for improvement.

It is important to note that this evaluation aims to identify potential areas for improvement within FINEEC's
scope of evaluations, as well as their quality and relevance to policy making, rather than examining every
aspect of its operations. For this reason, the findings presented below do not cover the numerous areas
where FINEEC excels and for which it is internationally recognised.

The remainder of this report presents nine key areas for improvement, organised into three broad
categories to provide a structured overview. These categories are FINEEC's strategy and scope of work,
FINEEC’s operations, and FINEEC’s contribution to policy making.

Additionally, international examples are included to show how other countries have addressed similar
challenges and to serve as inspiration for future policy reforms. However, these examples are not intended
to be interpreted as recommendations; they are provided to underscore the possibility for improvement
and stimulate thinking of enhancements in FINEEC’s approach to evaluation.

FINEEC’s strategy and scope of work

Key Finding 1. There is a lack of agreement on the role FINEEC should play in policy
making

While FINEEC’s evaluative role is recognised and valued by many stakeholders, there is a lack of
consensus on the role FINEEC should play in proposing or developing solutions to the problems identified
in its reports. This disagreement centres around whether FINEEC should actively propose policy
recommendations or concentrate on providing the data and analysis to facilitate a broader dialogue on
possible solutions. The mandate of FINEEC does not explicitly require it to provide recommendations,
which leaves its role open to interpretation This lack of agreement on FINEEC's role in the policy-making
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process creates ambiguity that can detract from the use of its core evaluation findings. There is also
disagreement about what constitutes sufficiently robust evidence to underpin its recommendations, a topic
that will be explored in depth in other sections (see Key Finding 7).

Evidence

There is a divergence in opinions about FINEEC’s role in proposing specific policy solutions to the
problems illuminated by its evaluations. While FINEEC staff believe they are responsible for making
recommendations and contributing to developing solutions to problems in the education system, its
stakeholders generally do not expect FINEEC to fulfil this role.

This disagreement is rooted in two main factors. First, FINEEC’s recommendations are often perceived as
overly broad and not well grounded in evidence (see Key Finding 7), and questions have been raised about
their practical applicability. Second, the prevailing view among stakeholders is that the Finnish National
Agency for Education (EDUFI) should be the primary entity responsible for proposing solutions, with
FINEEC’s role being more concentrated on conducting evaluations and presenting information and
analysis to stimulate discussion about potential solutions.

For example, education providers argue that FINEEC’s primary role should be to assess the education
system, with the aim of generating quality information on students’ trends performance, as well as on the
education system’s strengths and challenges. FINEEC, according to the results of the latest stakeholder
survey, fulfils this role quite well: 91% report that FINEEC produces information on current and relevant
issues through the evaluations it conducts, and 82% report that FINEEC evaluations contribute to the
development of the Finnish education system.

In addition, education providers recognise FINEEC'’s role in informing public discussion on issues
associated with Finland’s education system, a role that, from their perspective, could be strengthened in
the future. This latter perspective is supported by the FINEEC stakeholder survey results, with only 57%
of respondents reporting that they “somewhat agree” or “completely agree” with the statement “FINEEC
participates actively in the societal debate on education”.

Furthermore, education providers noted that FINEEC should leverage its reputation, expertise and the trust
it has garnered to promote and inform evidence-based dialogue and decisions. One of the approaches
FINEEC already employs to do this is issuing statements, which have mostly been made in response to
parliamentary requests [see, for example (FINEEC, 2023;1j; FINEEC, 20232;; FINEEC, 202331)]. FINEEC's
increased engagement in public discussion would not only strengthen the quality of policy dialogue but
could also lead to more effective and evidence-based educational policies, ultimately enhancing the
Finnish education system.

From EDUFI's perspective, FINEEC’s added value lies in its impartiality as well as its competence and
experience in conducting evaluations on strategic and/or long-term issues, where the assessment of
learning outcomes plays a fundamental role. For this reason, in EDUFI’s view, FINEEC could prioritise its
limited resources on these activities.

For its part, the OKM has noted that the methodological approaches used by FINEEC do not provide a
sufficient basis for developing concrete policy recommendations, primarily because the methods and
analysis undertaken by FINEEC typically do not produce causal evidence (Key Finding 7 .). Furthermore,
the OKM holds that FINEEC is not expected to deliver policy recommendations but that if it decides to do
so, these recommendations must be based on causal evidence, which is not always currently the case.

Like the OKM, education providers and EDUFI representatives did not see FINEEC as the organisation
responsible for generating policy recommendations or proposing solutions to the problems identified in
their evaluations.
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A review of a sample of FINEEC’s reports by the OECD corroborates the perception that policy
recommendations are not sufficiently grounded in evidence (see Annex F).

For example, the report Equality and Participation in Education - An Overview of National Evaluations,
published in 2021 (FINEEC, 2021u4)), makes several recommendations for dismantling inequality-
producing structures and ensuring continuous learning opportunities for all socio-economic backgrounds.
While these recommendations are broadly consistent with the need for equality in education identified by
FINEEC, they are not directly supported by the findings of the evaluation or by external literature.

Further evidence can also be found in the set of recommendations presented by FINEEC in the 2022
report, Partnering with Working Life - Evaluation of Workplace Education and Training and Working Life
Co-operation in Vocational Education and Training (FINEEC, 2022j5)). These recommendations emphasise
improving the effectiveness of workplace education and promoting closer co-operation between vocational
education and training (VET) providers and employers. While the recommendations align with the report’s
overall conclusions, highlighting the need to better integrate VET with working life, they lack support from
specific empirical data or external research.

Similarly, in a 2022 report on vocational qualifications in electrical engineering and automation technology
(FINEEC, 2022)), FINEEC presented recommendations to improve vocational education practices. The
report advocated for increased participation of workplace representatives in assessments and a dedicated
workplace instructor for each student, enhanced teacher-instructor collaboration, specialised training for
instructors, and teacher work placements. These proposals appear to be driven by an understanding of
educational needs, but limited empirical support or detailed analysis is provided for these specific
recommendations.

While FINEEC has made recent efforts to make the recommendations more concrete and targeted, for
example, by making distinct recommendations for each implicated party [see, for example, FINEEC
(2022;5))], most stakeholders consulted still considered its recommendations inadequate as a basis for
setting policy. Some education providers argued that it may be hard for FINEEC to generate useful
recommendations for education providers as their contexts and needs are typically unique; therefore, it is
challenging to generate recommendations that are applicable and useful to all.

Among the stakeholders consulted, there was a broad consensus about the roles of EDUFI and the OKM.
Education providers interviewed see EDUFI as a crucial partner in proposing solutions and directly
supporting schools in implementing educational programmes. This perspective on EDUFI’s role is
consistent with its own vision for itself. For its part, stakeholders see the OKM as being responsible for
developing legislation and providing resources for the functioning and improvement of the education
system.

Moving forward

Clarity about the role of FINEEC in policy making will be important to ensure that scarce resources are
used effectively and efficiently. There is a need, therefore, for key actors in the education sector to engage
in a frank discussion about FINEEC's role in this regard and reach a formal consensus.

One possible way forward is for FINEEC to concentrate its resources on its evaluation role. By limiting its
role in developing policy recommendations, FINEEC could allocate more resources to enhancing its
existing evaluation practices. This strategic shift would not only free up resources to devote to evaluations
themselves but would also allow more resources to be devoted to disseminating the organisation’s
findings, thereby strengthening its contribution to the public discourse and fostering a broader consensus
on educational evaluation policies (see Box 3.1 to see how providing access to evidence can contribute to
building consensus on educational evaluation policies). For example, this could be achieved through more
frequent publications of statements and ensuring that all FINEEC’s publications receive wider
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dissemination (see Box 3.6 later in this chapter; it includes an example of an effective dissemination
strategy from Switzerland).

Box 3.1. Using evidence to inform consensus building

A significant challenge for policy makers lies in the transition from identifying necessary changes to
successfully implementing them. Implementing educational evaluation policies is a complex process
involving diverse stakeholders with distinct interests, necessitating informed debates and capacity
building. The resistance to reform could stem from stakeholders’ inadequate information about
proposed policy changes, their impact and the potential individual or group outcomes. This lack of
awareness may be exacerbated by the unpreparedness of public opinion for certain reforms, leading to
a lack of social acceptance for innovative policies, especially in the context of an underdeveloped
culture and limited tradition of evaluation in education. It underscores the need to promote research
and make the evidence supporting policy proposals accessible to relevant stakeholders. The goal is to
raise awareness of issues, foster a national debate and disseminate evidence on the effectiveness and
impact of various policy alternatives, ultimately aiming to build a consensus on educational evaluation
policies.

Source: OECD (2013p), Synergies for Better Leamning: An International Perspective on Evaluation and Assessment,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264190658-en.

Having FINEEC specialise more narrowly in the conduct of evaluations is consistent with the practices of
a number of other countries, including the United States, where research and evaluation tasks in the
education sector are allocated to distinct entities, which may or may not be under the umbrella of a single
organisation (Box 3.2 presents the role of the various public centres focused on advancing education
research in the United States). This division or roles allows each entity to focus on a narrower set of
functions, facilitating the development of specific competencies and experience that, other things being
equal, can translate into better quality. When these entities are grouped under the responsibility of the
same organisation, collaboration can be facilitated, and resources can be used more efficiently. This
example illustrates possible ways of dividing the roles related to evaluation and research within the
education sector among different stakeholders and underscores the importance of these stakeholders
working together and complementing each other’s efforts.

Box 3.2. International example: The structure of the US Institute of Education Sciences

The US Institute of Education Sciences comprises four centres and ten Regional Educational
Laboratories, each with distinct roles in advancing education research in the United States:

e National Center for Education Research (NCER): NCER supports research to address
significant education problems, aiming to enhance education quality, boost academic
achievement, reduce gaps and improve access to post-secondary education. NCER’s research
spans diverse areas, including reading and writing, mathematics and science education,
teacher quality and leadership. Its tasks include identifying impactful programmes and policies,
developing new interventions (e.g. curricula, teacher professional development programmes),
evaluating the efficacy and effectiveness of specific interventions, and developing and validating
evaluations, thereby contributing to the understanding of teaching and learning.

e National Center for Education Statistics (NCES): As the primary statistical agency, NCES
collects, compiles and analyses comprehensive statistical information on American education.
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¢ National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance (NCEE): Specialising
in impact studies, NCEE evaluates federally funded education programmes, particularly in
reading, mathematics and science, providing crucial insights for education policy and practice.

¢ National Center for Special Education Research (NCSER): NCSER advances practices for
teaching children with disabilities through research grants, supporting interventions and
validating measures.

¢ Regional Educational Laboratories (RELs): The Institute of Education Sciences operates ten
RELs, which collaborate with educators and policy makers to generate and apply evidence,
aiming to enhance learner outcomes. Their work is intended to be change-oriented, rigorous
and impactful, supporting decisions on education policies, programmes, and practices at local,
regional or statewide levels. RELs contribute research to understand variations in educational
experiences based on context and student groups, influencing outcomes and identifying
potential solutions.

This strategic distribution of tasks among the four centres ensures a comprehensive and focused
approach to education research. While NCER and NCEE address broader educational challenges and
programme evaluations, NCES concentrates on statistical data collection, and NCSER specifically
targets research related to special education. In addition, RELs enhance the use of the evidence
generated to propose specific and targeted solutions to schools in need.

This collaborative and divisional structure enhances the efficiency and effectiveness of the Institute’s
efforts to improve education outcomes in the United States.

Source: IES (n.d.js), Institute of Education Sciences, https://ies.ed.gov/.

Narrowing the scope of FINEEC’s work could allow it to spend more time explaining the findings of its
evaluations in detail. The evaluations conducted by FINEEC provide crucial insights for EDUFI, education
providers, and the OKM, thereby informing their decision-making processes.

However, ensuring that FINEEC’s findings are communicated effectively is essential to enhance policy
formulation. Establishing robust communication channels between FINEEC, the OKM, and EDUFI is
critical to facilitate this. Implementing formal mechanisms for regular discussions among these entities
about FINEEC's evaluation outcomes could lead to more targeted and effective policy responses to
identified issues. These discussions need not always culminate in immediate policy actions but could
instead highlight areas requiring further investigation or alternative solution testing.

In this regard, each organisation could play to its strengths: EDUFI could lead in designing innovative
solutions, the OKM could allocate resources for piloting and assessing these solutions, and FINEEC could
oversee the evaluation process. This approach is not unprecedented; for example, in 2020, FINEEC
evaluated a pilot project on free early childhood education for five-year-olds, assessing its impact on
participation rates, costs and organisational aspects (FINEEC, 2020y9). Such evaluations provide the OKM
with critical data, informing more grounded and effective policy decisions.

Key Finding 2. There is disagreement about FINEEC’s autonomy in defining the
Evaluation Plan

Although FINEEC’s autonomy is legally defined and widely recognised as crucial for safeguarding the
integrity of its work, there is some divergence in how stakeholders interpret its scope and its practical
implications. This discrepancy is primarily observed between the OKM and FINEEC itself. Many of the
stakeholders interviewed, including FINEEC, interpret the autonomy of FINEEC not only to mean that it
has independence in terms of how it conducts its evaluations and publishes its findings but also that it is
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subject to minimal steering by the OKM in relation to the evaluations selected to be part of the Evaluation
Plan. While some stakeholders consider this independence vital for ensuring FINEEC's objectivity and the
credibility of its findings, others express concern that it reduces FINEEC's incentives to adapt to changing
priorities, particularly those of the OKM.

This disagreement about the nature of FINEEC’s autonomy leads to substantial challenges, notably with
regard to the nature of communication between the OKM and FINEEC. For example, the OKM has
expressed concern that any requests or proposals it may make with respect to the work of FINEEC could
be regarded as a directive and be perceived as infringing on FINEEC’s autonomy. This concern is further
compounded by the fact that the OKM is a key funder of FINEEC. For these reasons, the OKM may be
less than fully clear in articulating its needs to FINEEC.

Evidence

Interviews with and surveys of FINEEC'’s stakeholders reveal that FINEEC’s autonomy is widely
recognised as being important for safeguarding the integrity of its work from undue external interference.
FINEEC’s autonomy is established in its governing legal framework and is reinforced by its financial
independence. The act establishing FINEEC states, “The Finnish Education Evaluation Centre operates
in the capacity of an independent expert organisation for external evaluations of education” (Ministry of
Education and Culture, Finland, 2013107). This autonomy is widely understood to grant it the freedom to
independently decide how it conducts evaluations, including its choice of methods and evaluation team
members, timetables, scope of reports and other decisions pivotal to educational evaluations. Autonomy
also protects FINEEC from third-party influence, including the OKM, EDUFI and education providers.

However, there are some notable differences in how this autonomy is interpreted by FINEEC on the one
hand and the OKM on the other. These differences in understanding have practical implications,
particularly in undermining effective communication between the two entities and, thus, also undermining
the timely measurement of the impact of reforms being implemented.

FINEEC tends to interpret its autonomy in a broader, less restrictive manner. Specifically, it interprets its
autonomy as having the freedom to make independent decisions on various aspects of educational
evaluation, including, for example, what topics to evaluate and how, as well as which assessments to
conduct at different levels of education. In this interpretation of its autonomy, FINEEC has wide-ranging
operational flexibility.

For its part, the OKM views FINEEC’s autonomy as more limited. The OKM interprets FINEEC’s autonomy
as meaning it has the liberty to choose how it operates, such as the freedom to select its methodologies,
tools and internal organisation, but not the right to make independent choices about what areas or levels
of education to evaluate.

Differences in how FINEEC’s autonomy is interpreted particularly surface in relation to the elaboration of
the Evaluation Plan. Although there are several discussions between FINEEC and the OKM prior to the
approval of the plan, in practice, the OKM has little influence over what is included in FINEEC’s Evaluation
Plan (see Key Finding 3). The OKM’s lack of influence over what is included in the Evaluation Plan often
results in evaluations that lack direct policy relevance for the OKM. From the OKM’s perspective, this
means it does not have access to the evidence base it needs to support its decision making.

To ensure it has the evidence base it needs, the OKM has supplemented FINEEC's resources to undertake
additional evaluations that the OKM considered strategic but were not included in the original Evaluation
Plan. Ministry officials note, however, that the current period of fiscal restraint will make it more difficult to
find supplementary funds to undertake additional evaluations in response to evolving priorities.

This funding arrangement has generated some disagreement between FINEEC and the OKM in relation
to which evaluations should be included in the Evaluation Plan and which should be left out and financed
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through the OKM’s development funds. The question of which evaluations should be encompassed or
excluded from the Evaluation Plan is further complicated by the absence of synchronisation between its
development and electoral cycles. As FINEEC, OKM staff and various stakeholders highlighted, this lack
of alignment can result in a misalignment between the topics in the Evaluation Plan and the government’s
current priorities This misalignment could emerge when incoming governments propose new reforms for
evaluation or express the need to assess existing institutions or programmes. Given that the timeline for
evaluations may span across multiple electoral cycles, some degree of misalignment is inevitable. The
difficulty in adapting the Evaluation Plan to new needs is developed in more detail in Key Finding 3.

Moving forward

The disparity in the interpretation of FINEEC’s autonomy, from the broader, strategic autonomy envisioned
by FINEEC and the more operational autonomy envisioned by the OKM, leads to tensions between the
organisations and hinders effective communication. There is a need to clarify the nature of FINEEC’s
autonomy and the OKM'’s role in guiding the work of FINEEC.

As a first step, FINEEC and the OKM should openly discuss their perspectives and map points of
divergence. This step would involve discussing decision-making processes, methodological freedom and
the extent of independence in setting objectives and tasks.

Additionally, the two entities could establish regular and structured communication channels, particularly
at the strategic level. These channels could facilitate ongoing dialogue, ensuring alignment and efficiently
addressing misunderstandings.

The dialogue between FINEEC and the OKM, as well as the resolutions taken as a result, could be made
publicly transparent. This would protect FINEEC’s valued and well-regarded autonomy.

Key Finding 3. FINEEC’s Evaluation Plan could provide greater flexibility to adapt to
evolving priorities

While the process for developing FINEEC’s four-year Evaluation Plan is often praised for being
participatory and deliberative, many stakeholders, including the OKM, report that the resulting plan could
be designed with greater flexibility to accommodate undertaking new evaluation topics in line with new or
emerging priorities.

Although a review and adjustment of the plan is conducted two years after its implementation, the need for
greater adaptability remains evident due to concerns from educational institutions over the delays in
FINEEC's results publication. There is a risk that what was initially deemed relevant at the start of the cycle
may no longer hold the same relevance upon publication. This highlights the importance of improving the
ability to identify change or the emergence of new evaluation needs, and to improve the flexibility of the
Evaluation Plan to respond to these changes, in order to maintain the relevance and impact of FINEEC’s
work.

Evidence

Despite the scheduled review and adjustment of the Evaluation Plan in the second year of its four-year
duration (see Box 3.3 for more information on the Evaluation Plan), integrating new evaluation proposals
proposed by the OKM remains challenging in practice. This is partly due to the absence of formalised
channels for communicating the government’s changing priorities and adapting FINEEC’s activities
accordingly. Furthermore, undertaking new, additional evaluations would entail replacing previously
prioritised and planned evaluations. While some argue that this situation helps protect the Evaluation Plan
and FINEEC’s work from political interference and short-term thinking, there is a need to consider how
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new priorities can be accommodated within the lifecycle of the plan without undermining the organisation’s
autonomy (see Key Finding 3 for further analysis of FINEEC’s autonomy).

Box 3.3. The FINEEC Evaluation Plan (institutional information)

The FINEEC Evaluation Plan is a crucial document developed over four years to guide educational
evaluations. It is crafted through a consultative process led by the Evaluation Council, appointed by the
OKM, and operating in conjunction with FINEEC. The process adheres to legislative requirements for
broad stakeholder collaboration, ensuring that the plan is co-created with input from key users of the
evaluations, including on proposals for future themes. This collaboration guarantees that the themes
are timely, relevant and resonate with stakeholder needs and motivations. The OKM is responsible for
approving the Evaluation Plan.

The plan’s content is informed by a desire to fortify the national knowledge base in education and to
integrate findings from prior research and external sources. It is designed to be responsive and
adaptable, aligning with the dynamic nature of educational policies and societal needs. A routine review
of the plan is conducted at least once midway (after the second year) through the four-year cycle. This
review serves as a reflective exercise to examine the outcomes of completed evaluations and to
deliberate on any necessary updates to the plan. For instance, during the coronavirus (COVID-19)
pandemic, the plan was promptly adjusted to evaluate the impact of the crisis on learning,
demonstrating its capacity for flexibility in the face of unforeseen circumstances. As in the original
Evaluation Plan, the OKM is responsible for approving any subsequent modifications based on the
Council’s proposals.

Despite this adaptability, the four-year span of the plan also offers stability, providing predictability for
education providers and ensuring that evaluation results can be seamlessly integrated into ongoing
development projects. This stability is also strategic in preventing overlap with other surveys and
assessments.

Source: FINEEC (2024p11}), Plan for Education Evaluation 2020-2023, www.karvi.filen/about-us/about-our-evaluations/plan-education-
evaluation-2020-2023.

Like the OKM, education providers have expressed similar concerns about the lack of responsiveness of
the Evaluation Plan. While educational institutions widely recognise and value FINEEC’s work and
relevance, viewing it as an impartial entity that produces work of high quality and relevance, concerns have
been raised regarding the timing of the publication of FINEEC’s results. Given the four-year cycle of the
plan, some evaluations are not published until the end of this period or later. For example, in the 2020-2023
Plan defined in 2019, the evaluations “Overall evaluation of the qualification system of VET”, “Evaluation
of the distance learning pilot for Sami languages”, and “Extending compulsory education: Evaluation of the
new forms of guidance counselling”, were planned to be conducted in 2022 or 2023, and therefore the
results were published between three and five years after the need to conduct them was detected. As
institutional priorities can shift over these four years and new priorities emerge, some results, by the time
of publication, might become less relevant to the institutions. Education providers also pointed out that
they are not consulted during the review and adjustment of the four-year Evaluation Plan on the changing
needs for evaluation (carried out two years after its implementation).

It is important to note that current legislation requires FINEEC to consult key stakeholders in preparing the
plan. Therefore, any changes to the plan should consider stakeholder consultation processes, be
discussed in the Evaluation Council, and be validated by the OKM.
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Moving forward

FINEEC could build greater flexibility into its approach to developing and managing its Evaluation Plan. A
formal communication mechanism between FINEEC and the OKM could be established, particularly at the
strategic level, to enhance the flexibility of FINEEC’s Evaluation Plan. For example, at the time of the
mid-term review of the Evaluation Plan, the OKM could make a formal request to FINEEC about the
inclusion of new evaluations in the Plan. FINEEC, for its part, could give a formal response on whether or
not to include the assessment into the Plan, and the reasons for its decision. This would enable FINEEC
to better align its work with changing governmental priorities without compromising its autonomy.

Given that current legislation requires FINEEC to consult key stakeholders in preparing the plan, it is
important that changes to the plan are discussed and approved at least by the Evaluation Council. Other
consultation mechanisms could be used in this process of reviewing and adjusting the plan in order to
analyse possible changes in assessment needs (e.g. due to possible changes in the context) and to inform
the process of adjusting the plan.

Additionally, a certain predetermined portion of funding could be set aside at the beginning of an Evaluation
Plan cycle to function as a “reserve fund”. This reserve fund could be drawn upon at the mid-cycle review
point to fund work on new or emerging priorities. Another option would be to have a scheduled opportunity
to replace previously planned topics that have not yet commenced and which are of lesser priority with
topics of emerging or increasing importance. This could happen during the existing second-year review of
implementation.

To respond to the changing context and changing needs of educational institutions, the Evaluation Plan
could be amended to allow for more frequent updates and the incorporation of new evaluation topics,
thereby ensuring it remains aligned with their evolving needs.

FINEEC’s operations

Key Finding 4. FINEEC’s undertakings sometimes exceed its resources, which could
negatively impact the quality of its outputs

FINEEC's extensive work across numerous areas and educational levels, covering a broad spectrum of
the education system, is highly valued by stakeholders for its comprehensiveness. This widespread
recognition reflects FINEEC’s commitment to be a relevant actor in the entire education system. However,
pressures on FINEEC to increase the scope of its work have led it to continually seek new funding sources
to deliver what is expected. FINEEC has, to some extent, contributed to creating this pressure on itself by
planning more activities than its budget allows. As a result, some FINEEC staff members report
experiencing excessive workload and insufficient time to devote to each project, potentially compromising
the quality of the institution’s work.

Evidence

According to the findings of the FINEEC self-assessment questionnaire and statements made by some
FINEEC staff consulted for this evaluation, the institution’s funding model might be creating incentives for
it to take on more work than it can execute, causing some teams to be overloaded and/or limiting the time
they allocate to each project, both of which could have an impact on quality.

As mentioned in the context section of this report, FINEEC receives an annual appropriation for operational
expenditure directly from the state. This direct allocation should at least cover the execution of the
Evaluation Plan and the funding of its permanent staff.
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While FINEEC receives additional funds from the OKM, this funding is intended to finance temporary staff
and operational costs of projects commissioned by the OKM that fall outside the Evaluation Plan. In
practice, these additional projects also receive both technical and administrative support from FINEEC's
permanent staff, but these resources do not cover the costs of their contributions. Instead, these costs
have to be financed indirectly through the annual appropriation for FINEEC’s operational expenditure,
which comes directly from the state. Certain permanent FINEEC staff have reported that this arrangement
leads to substantial additional work overload.

The implication is that taking on supplementary work (i.e. work outside of the Evaluation Plan) may
negatively affect FINEEC’s ability to implement its Evaluation Plan and/or impact the quality of the work it
completes. On this point, some OKM representatives report that the information collected by FINEEC is
sometimes not sufficiently exploited (i.e. several key analyses are not being carried out) or that certain
recommendations are not sufficiently concrete or targeted (this issue is developed in more detail in
Key Finding 1). When asked why they carry out the projects requested by the OKM despite the additional
workload implications, FINEEC employees referenced the organisation’s funding pressures and the
strategic need for, or personal interest in, the topics addressed in these evaluations.

The scope of FINEEC’s work has broadened to include evaluating educational levels not originally within
its purview, such as early childhood education and care (ECEC), assessing new topics like recent
educational reforms, and integrating new methodologies using digital platforms like Joda for learning
outcomes and Valssi for quality management. Although the annual appropriations for operational
expenditure coming directly from the state were not adjusted to cope with this increase in scope, it should
be noted that the OKM, particularly its departments of ECEC and General Education, has provided
additional resources to finance these new tasks.

Another challenge associated with FINEEC’s economic model is the workload pressures that fee-based
services generate. In general, FINEEC employees perceive fee-based services positively, as they allow
FINEEC to generate some additional income (unlike income from the OKM, income from this type of
service must cover all costs associated with the project, including technical and administrative support
from FINEEC). However, teams in charge of implementing fee-based services, such as the General
Education Unit team, also reported being overloaded with work during some periods. The General
Education Unit assesses learning outcomes in basic education using a sample-based approach, assessing
10% of students in each round. Education providers who are not part of the sample can request
assessments of their schools from FINEEC for a fee. In 2023, fee-based services led to almost double the
sample size originally planned for some of the tests.

Currently, to cope with the excessive workload experienced by some people or some teams, staff members
are expending extra unfunded time training and spearheading internal development projects aimed at
enhancing the competencies of their colleagues. The training aims to ensure that a greater share of
FINEEC staff is familiar with the different methodologies needed to carry out the range of evaluations it is
tasked with. This may improve efficiency in the long run, but in the short run, it further contributes to the
funding shortfall. Furthermore, it is not evident that this approach will improve efficiency even in the longer
term, given that a high proportion of FINEEC’s workforce is temporary staff (almost 40%), many of whom
are employed on a project basis and therefore have relatively short tenures at the institution.

Moving forward

To better manage workload pressures so that they do not jeopardise the quality of FINEEC’s work, FINEEC
should ensure that all permanent staff and activities of the Evaluation Plan are financed by the annual
appropriation for operational expenditure originating directly from the state. Other projects (which are not
part of the plan) requested either by the OKM or by education providers should be accepted only as long
as they fund all costs associated with their conduct, including the supervision of staff, the provision of
technical and administrative support and other overheads (e.g. information technology [IT], infrastructure,
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etc.). Accounting for the real costs of delivering projects will give FINEEC the flexibility to take on these
additional projects without compromising its overall work.

Key Finding 5. Seeking greater complementarity between FINEEC's lines of work could
help generate new insights

While FINEEC undertakes evaluations and research on a broad spectrum of topics across all levels of
education around key themes, these studies are often conducted in isolation, with the linkages or synergies
between them left underexplored. For example, few attempts are made to use the outcomes of learning
assessments to enhance thematic evaluations. This compartmentalisation not only limits the depth and
breadth of insights that can be drawn from individual studies but also restricts the capacity to understand
complex, inter-related issues across the education system.

Some stakeholders interviewed noted that this lack of complementarity may arise from a tendency for
teams in FINEEC to operate in silos, with each focusing on their specific studies in isolation from others.

Evidence

FINEEC organises its evaluations around key themes, seeking to generate synergies between the different
evaluations carried out by the organisation. The 2020-2023 Evaluation Plan organised its evaluations
around four thematic areas: 1) learning and competence development; 2) promoting equity; 3) improving
the effectiveness of the education system; and 4) supporting continuous improvement.

In addition, FINEEC seeks to connect staff working on these different issues through working committees
on each theme. The work of these committees translates into publications that summarise various
evaluations carried out on the key issues. An example of this is the report, Equality and Participation in
Education — An Overview of National Evaluations (FINEEC, 20214)), which, based on the results of several
studies carried out by the organisation, sought to answer the questions: What is the state of equality and
equal opportunities in education in Finland? Which factors enhance or hinder the implementation of
equality in education?

Additionally, FINEEC recently launched a longitudinal assessment of learning outcomes in basic
education, intended to track learning outcomes and changes in students’ competency levels, necessitating
increased collaboration among teams (FINEEC, 2023;12;). Despite these efforts to foster complementarity
between these strands of work, still more can be done.

The most evident lack of complementarity is between assessments of learning outcomes and thematic
studies. Typically, work in these areas is planned and executed separately, with insufficient thought given
to potential synergies between them. For example, insights from learning outcome assessments could
inform and enhance the quality of thematic evaluation studies, yet little is done at present to link the findings
of the former with the latter.

More concretely, while FINEEC conducted several thematic evaluations between 2020 and 2023 on topics
such as bullying (FINEEC, 202313)), integration of migrant students (FINEEC, 201914)), and bi- and
multilingualism in Swedish-language schools in Finland (FINEEC, 201915)), these studies have not been
linked to evaluations of learning outcomes.

Specifically, aligning factors such as questionnaire design, expert involvement, and the use of overlapping
samples would enable the use of data from one study to elucidate outcomes in the other. This approach
would mutually enrich both types of studies, providing more thorough and insightful findings. For example,
how the implementation of practices to support the inclusion of immigrant students impacts the academic
performance of these same students could be analysed.
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FINEEC’s work on higher education provides another good example of these untapped synergies.
Specifically, its audits of higher education institutions provide a wealth of detailed insights into institutions’
operations, yet this rich data pool is not effectively incorporated to enhance the analysis in thematic reports.
This rich institutional-level data could be used to develop and enrich thematic reports on current and
emerging challenges in the higher education sector, such as evaluations of pedagogical reforms as well
as field-specific studies. For example, through thematic evaluations, FINEEC could investigate the kind of
pedagogical practices or internal university policies associated with students’ better academic or
employment performance.

Moving forward

Fostering synergies between the different strands of work undertaken by FINEEC could result in findings
that have important policy implications. This could be achieved by encouraging greater information sharing
and collaboration between teams working on diverse levels of education, subjects and type of evaluations.
This type of collaboration could exist at several stages: During the development of the Evaluation Plan to
enhance synergy and complementarity between evaluations, during the design of evaluations to increase
the coherence of the approaches used, and after evaluations, to find points of convergence or divergence
between educational levels, subjects and type of evaluations. Working in this fashion would not only
generate new insights but could also improve internal efficiency.

A notable effort by FINEEC to move in this direction is the implementation of the longitudinal assessment
of learning outcomes in basic education mentioned above (FINEEC, 2023j12). This required broad
institutional efforts and cross-team collaboration. The initiative aims to track learning outcomes and
changes in students' competence curves, focusing on key subjects and transversal competencies in
accordance with the new Finnish national core curriculum. By integrating these longitudinal insights,
FINEEC enhances its capacity to understand and address complex, inter-related issues across the
education system, illustrating its innovative and forward-thinking approach to educational evaluation.

The Evaluation Council could play an important role in fostering greater complementarity by providing more
strategic guidance to FINEEC. The Council could ask FINEEC to conduct evaluations on certain topics at
several educational levels simultaneously. For example, it could request that FINEEC carry out a thematic
evaluation on the teaching and learning of digital competencies in primary, secondary and higher
education. This approach would allow for the identification of strengths and areas for improvement in
integrating digital competencies across different educational levels, thus promoting a coherent and
complementary approach to the development of educational policies and programmes related to
digitalisation. Such strategic oversight could better orient FINEEC’s work, ensuring that activities are
aligned with overarching goals and conducted in a more integrated and efficient manner.

Finally, more frequent and focused Evaluation Council statements on pivotal issues could be highly
beneficial. These statements address cross-cutting issues at various levels of education, taking a position
on reforms, issues related to evaluating the educational system, use of data, etc. In 2021, FINEEC
published 9 statements, representing 11% of FINEEC’s publications in FINEEC’s publication series. During
the years 2022 and 2023, the number of statements increased to 25 and 26 respectively, representing
23% and 53% of the total number of publications. Historically, these statements have been instrumental in
reaching consensus on important matters related to the work of FINEEC and the assessment of the
education system in general. For example, the FINEEC statement “Consolidated opinion on the reform of
funding models for universities and universities of applied sciences” contributes to reaching consensus on
crucial issues by providing a detailed and evidence-based analysis of the challenges and opportunities in
higher education. The document identifies critical issues, such as competition between institutions, and
aligns with national policies to improve the education system. It provides clear recommendations to guide
institutions towards best practice, focusing on strategic funding to foster collaboration, improve educational
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trajectories and support staff and student well-being. In this way, FINEEC creates a starting point and
common ground for education policy debate and formulation in Finland.

FINEEC’s contribution to policy making

Key Finding 6. Unequal access to results of learning outcomes assessments may
undermine education equality

FINEEC conducts its assessment of learning outcomes on a sample basis, meaning that not all schools in
the country are included in each evaluation. However, FINEEC offers the opportunity for municipalities in
the country to include some or all schools in their districts in the evaluation sample, subject to a fee. The
decision to participate is driven not just by a municipality’s financial resources but also by its technical and
administrative capabilities. This creates inequalities, as relatively large municipalities with stronger
resource bases and administrative capacity are better positioned to benefit from the valuable insights
offered by these assessments.

Since many municipalities in Finland have opted to include all schools in their districts in the sample, this
has also raised the possibility of creating school rankings at the municipal level, a broadly unwelcome
outcome in Finland.

Evidence

As previously mentioned in Key Finding 4, FINEEC’s evaluation of learning outcomes in basic education
employs a sample-based approach, where 10% of students are evaluated in each round. This approach
was decided in the 1990s and implemented first by the Finnish National Board of Education and, since
2014, by FINEEC. The foremost purpose of assessments of learning outcomes is to produce national-level
data on how well students are acquiring the targeted competencies in a variety of subjects. At the school
level, the sampled schools receive locally targeted feedback on their learning outcomes. School feedback
provides schools with information on their performance in relation to national performance levels, which
helps them identify where they need to improve. A sample-based approach aims to safeguard against
teaching to the test and the creation of “ranking lists” that permit comparisons between schools.

In addition to the 10% sample, education providers (municipalities and private providers) can request
FINEEC to evaluate some or all of the schools in their jurisdiction on a fee-paying basis. This model poses
a challenge for some municipalities, particularly smaller ones or those in rural areas. While larger
municipalities may have the financial resources and human capacity to co-ordinate the evaluations in their
schools, smaller municipalities, on the other hand, tend to lack the necessary resources and staff. Small
municipalities’ administrative and managerial staff usually have multiple roles and, therefore, do not have
the time to dedicate to evaluation activities. Moreover, the competencies of these small municipalities to
manage the assessments in their schools and then analyse the assessment results are often very limited.
As a result, small municipalities may not have access to the same level of information as larger
municipalities and, therefore, find themselves in a more disadvantaged position with respect to their
capacity to understand the performance of their schools in detail and, by extension, undertake measures
to improve quality where appropriate.

A related concern is using this data to construct school rankings, which, by enabling parents to select better
schools for their children, undermines the principle of equitable access to education and potentially
reinforces the divide between high- and low-performing schools. Indeed, some municipalities, especially
large ones, have commissioned FINEEC to evaluate all schools in their jurisdictions. While these
municipalities benefit from having objective and regular information on their students’ performance, the
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fact that all schools in large cities can be evaluated allows student performance to be compared and the
schools themselves to be ranked.

Finland values and promotes equality and has tried to avoid school rankings specifically to safeguard this
equality. However, since the results of the evaluations are in the public domain, some media outlets have
started to generate rankings [see Helsingin Uutiset (202316)); Yle (2023p171); and Helsingin Sanomat
(2022181)]. Authorities fear these rankings may encourage “school shopping” and undermine equality.
Moreover, since the data upon which such rankings are constructed are typically not well described and
contextualised, the rankings may even serve to misinform the public about the merits of changing schools
(see related literature in Box 3.4). The extent to which these rankings influence or might influence decisions
made by parents and students in Finland has not yet been formally studied. However, the existing literature
suggests that school rankings influence parental behaviour (see Box 3.5).

Box 3.4. Rankings may offer imprecise assessments of school quality

Rankings may offer imprecise assessments of school quality for several reasons. First, they tend to be
volatile and lack precision (scores may be influenced by one-time events, such as illnesses or external
distractions, and can exhibit variation due to sampling differences in each cohort of students), as
highlighted in several studies; (Chay, 20051¢;; Kane and Staiger, 20022q)). Second, these rankings often
reflect factors beyond a school’s control, such as the socio-economic background of students’ families,
rather than indicating the actual quality of well-performing schools (Mizala, Romaguera and Urquiola,
20071217). Third, the public disclosure of school results may prompt schools to overly emphasise easily
measurable test-specific skills, neglecting other less quantifiable aspects of education (Reback,
200822;; Neal and Schanzenbach, 2010p23]). Four, accountability systems can be manipulated, leading
to questionable reported benefits as schools may engage in gaming or cheating without genuinely
enhancing the evaluation of effective quality (Cullen, 200624;; Figlio and Getzler, 2006125)) Finally, the
revelation of unfavourable outcomes in the public domain could lead to unintended consequences for
fairness. This may manifest through selective enrolment practices by both students and teachers,
commonly known as cream-skimming, or result in motivational effects, as indicated in several studies
(Clotfelter et al., 20042¢); Figlio, 200427;; Schiitz, 20072g)).

Source: Nunes, Luis C., Ana Balc&o Reis and Carmo Seabra (2015p9), “The publication of school rankings: A step toward increased accountability?”
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2015.07.008.

Box 3.5. Influence of school-quality information on parental decision making

The influence of school-quality information on parental decision making in education has been a subject
of research, with notable contributions from studies by Hastings, Van Weelden and Weinstein (200730)).
Investigating the direct impact of providing explicit information about alternative schools to parents,
these studies found a substantial increase in the selection of higher-scoring schools.

Building on this evidence base, a study by Pierre Koning and Karen van der Wiel (201331]) examines
the effects of media rankings, particularly those published by the Dutch newspaper Trouw, on school
choices in the Netherlands. This study’s findings reveal that parents respond to the published
school-quality information, particularly in the case of academic school tracks. The inflow of first-year
students significantly increases by more than 20% when a track receives the most positive score from
Trouw. At the same time, the authors see a decrease in the inflow of students to the worst-performing
schools. However, the study finds that the overall impact of the publication of school-quality information
is relatively small compared to the impact of a school’s overall reputation or proximity to home. The
study suggests that the noisiness and volatility of quality rankings may explain the modest overall
impact. Additionally, the information’s value may be diminished if perceived as transitory. Despite these
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nuances, the evidence suggests that school-quality information is reshaping the educational market,
particularly for academic tracks in the Netherlands. According to the authors, over time, there is the
possibility of quality either converging among schools or witnessing a strengthening differentiation
among them.

In line with Koning and Wiel (201331)), the results of Nunes, Balcdo Reis and Seabra (2015p9) also
suggest that the publication of the rankings in the media has clear effects on families and schools in
Portugal. Following the publication of the rankings by the media, fewer students enrol in the lowest-
rated schools and the likelihood of school closure increases.

Furthermore, the public revelation of unfavourable outcomes may lead to unintended consequences for
equity, including the selective enrolment of both students and teachers or the emergence of motivational
effects (Clotfelter et al., 20042¢}; Figlio, 200427;; Schuitz, 2007 2g)).

Source: Koning, P. and K. van der Wiel (2013;31)), “Ranking the schools: How school-quality information affects school choice in the Netherlands”,

https://doi.org/10.1111/jeea.12005; Nunes, Luis C., Ana Balcdo Reis and Carmo Seabra (2015pg), “The publication of school rankings: A step
toward increased accountability?”, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2015.07.008.

Moving forward

The current sample-based outcome assessment model, with the option to be included in the measurement
for a fee, is having some negative, unintended consequences that need to be managed. Consideration
could be given to limiting the access of municipalities to learning assessments on a fee-paying basis
outside of the regular sample. However, such a measure may not be viable or desirable as it would
undermine the statutory duty of education providers to evaluate themselves.

Another option to address the inequity of access to the services offered by FINEEC would be to reduce
the barriers to access to learning outcomes assessments for small municipalities to level the playing field.
FINEEC has recently developed a new IT tool that will allow learning outcomes assessments to be carried
out on line, opening up an opportunity to lower barriers to accessing assessments. For schools that are
not part of the sample but want to be assessed nonetheless, self-assessment could be facilitated, and
some processes and analyses could be automated to lower the costs of conducting the assessments. For
the correct application of the assessments, schools could receive online training that provides information
on the application of the assessments and the correct interpretation of the data. The drawback of such an
approach is that more municipalities will undoubtedly choose to be assessed (or to assess themselves),
thereby raising the risk of rankings; however, such an outcome may be inevitable and can be perhaps
mitigated by implementing strategies to inform the population on how to best interpret the results (see
below for more on this).

Since some media outlets have already started to generate and publicise school rankings, FINEEC and
the OKM may wish to consider taking a more active role in contextualising these results to limit their
misuse. Currently, FINEEC conducts learning outcomes assessments regularly for mathematics and
Finnish, making it possible to observe trends. Therefore, FINEEC and the OKM could join forces to raise
awareness about the importance of observing trends and, thereby, facilitate the more informed
interpretation of assessment results. In addition, other key indicators on schools could be assessed and
included in the reporting, such as academic self-esteem and school motivation, school attendance, school
retention, school coexistence climate, participation and citizenship training, healthy living habits and
gender equity, among others, which are essential for assessing the overall value of education. Some
indicators, such as school attendance and retention, would be easily accessible, as they could be obtained
from administrative data. However, collecting data on some other indicators would be costly and, therefore,
unlikely to be undertaken in the context of fiscal restraint.
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Key Finding 7 . A greater focus on producing causal evidence would substantially
contribute to policy making

FINEEC employs mixed-method approaches in its studies. However, some of FINEEC’s studies aim to
respond to policy questions that can only be adequately answered by causal evidence. Notwithstanding
this need, in most of these cases, the methods and analysis undertaken by FINEEC do not produce causal
evidence. This shortcoming is compounded by the fact that despite lacking causal evidence, many FINEEC
evaluations provide policy recommendations. This inadvertently pressures the OKM to adopt reforms that
may not be adequately supported by causal evidence. These deficiencies have been noted by
stakeholders and confirmed by the OECD through reviews of primary sources and specific examples.

Evidence

OECD analysis of a sample of FINEEC's reports reveals that FINEEC predominantly employs a mixed-
method approach, integrating both qualitative and quantitative techniques, such as survey analysis,
interviews and descriptive statistics analysis in its studies. This approach typically offers a holistic view of
educational practices and their impacts on student outcomes, supporting a comprehensive understanding
of how and why certain educational interventions succeed (Wenger-Trayner et al., 201932;). Combining
qualitative and quantitative analyses can capture the complexity of how learners interact with and benefit
from different teaching strategies, ultimately leading to more effective educational policies and initiatives.
Through this integrated methodology, mixed-method evaluations deepen the understanding of educational
systems and inform the development of more nuanced and effective educational practices and policies
(Muhonen et al., 201833)).

The studies conducted with these methods are considered to be of significant value by stakeholders,
especially for educational institutions such as VET schools, higher education institutions and municipalities.
For instance, institutional audits offer comprehensive evaluations of internal processes, aiding institutions
in enhancing mechanisms such as internal quality assurance. Furthermore, FINEEC’s thematic
evaluations, which typically employ a range of methods, including expert consultation, provide institutions
with insightful analyses of educational trends and enable them to adopt and learn from best practices.

Despite these notable contributions, the methods employed by FINEEC are often not well-suited to
answering certain questions important for policy making, as outlined in the Evaluation Plan. Specifically,
there is a notable gap in FINEEC's ability to establish statistical causality to better inform policy making.
For example, FINEEC does not routinely conduct causal evaluations or apply experimental or quasi-
experimental designs, which are important methods for uncovering and understanding causal
relationships. Instead, FINEEC’s methods tend to yield descriptive rather than inferential insights.

To illustrate, the 2023 FINEEC report, Evaluation of Anti-Bullying Methods: Usability, Sustainability and
Outcomes of Seven Methods Selected for the Evaluation (FINEEC, 202313), aimed to create criteria for
evaluating the effectiveness of anti-bullying tools and promote the use of the most functional methods in
schools and ECEC units. However, the methodologies applied were not well-suited to these impact-
focused goals. The evaluation adopted a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative data from
surveys of school staff, pupils and tutors with qualitative data from group interviews. These methodologies,
however, were not capable of establishing causality between the different anti-bullying models and bullying
rates. These shortcomings were also evident in the evaluation of absenteeism prevention models
(FINEEC, 202434)), which employed a methodology that did not permit an assessment of the impacts of
the models but did facilitate an understanding of different actors' perceptions of the models and did identify
possible areas for improvement.

Causal evidence is crucial for policy making as it provides a solid foundation for understanding the direct
effects of policies or interventions on outcomes, thereby enabling more informed, effective and targeted
decision making. For example, in the context of the observed decline in educational performance in
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Finland, there is a need to generate understanding and more evidence on the factors affecting student
performance. Such evidence would permit policy makers to design interventions and programmes targeted
at the needs of specific groups of underperforming students. Similarly, in order to develop policies that
improve the employability of VET graduates, causal evidence is needed on the relationship between
teaching practices and/or institutional processes on the one hand and employability outcomes on the other
(see also Key Finding 8).

Despite the lack of use of causal methods, FINEEC frequently issues recommendations (see
Key Finding 1), which readers may assume are based on such causal evidence. The OKM has voiced
concern that this situation has inadvertently placed pressure on them, and potentially others as well, to
adopt policies that are not adequately supported by evidence.

Moving forward

FINEEC could strengthen its capacity to conduct causal inference research to better support policy making.
FINEEC could also adopt a policy of only making recommendations when evidence clearly supports it.
However, this would require agreement on what constitutes adequate evidence for policy making or limit
the circumstances in which it makes recommendations (see Key Finding 1).

In instances where the recommendations presented lack robustness for formulating policy
recommendations, FINEEC could include more detailed notes on methodological limitations and clearly
articulate what inferences can and cannot be drawn from their analyses. Additionally, including a
comprehensive review of research literature on effective policy or educational interventions from other
countries could enrich its analysis. This expanded review could be accompanied by a detailed analysis of
external validity, ensuring that the findings from one context can be accurately applied to similar
programmes, times or places beyond the scope of the original evaluation. In some countries, such as
Switzerland and the United States, there are bodies dedicated to evaluating existing research and reports,
categorising them according to their ability to answer causal questions, and then publishing reports
summarising the existing evidence (see Box 3.6).

It should be noted that not all aspects of FINEEC’s activities require applying causal methods. Indeed,
FINEEC answers many of the questions in its Evaluation Plan effectively and offers substantial inputs
without relying on causal methods.

Box 3.6. International examples: What works in education?

What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) in the United States

The WWC, established in 2002 as part of the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) within the US
Department of Education, is dedicated to providing credible and succinct information in the field of
education. Over the past decade, the WWC has played a central role as a trusted source of scientific
evidence, focusing on high-quality research to address the crucial question of “What works in
education?” Recognising the variability in education research, the WWC is crucial in ensuring that
decisions are informed by reliable information to improve student outcomes.

Managed by IES staff and supported by leading firms, the WWC identifies existing research, assesses
its quality, and summarises and disseminates evidence from studies that meet WWC standards. The
WWC prioritises topics for intervention reports and practice guides based on their applicability to a
broad range of students, policy relevance, potential to improve educational outcomes and the
availability of research.

A cornerstone of its approach is that individual study reviews form the basis for all WWC products. This
rigorous review process ensures the use of consistent, objective and transparent procedures and
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standards. The review process conducted by WWC has three phases. In Phase 1, studies meeting
eligibility criteria proceed to Phase 2, where eligible findings are rigorously assessed against WWC
standards, influencing overall ratings. In the final phase, the WWC synthesises research and
effectiveness ratings based on design strength and intervention effects, ensuring credible and reliable
findings.

Evaluated studies can receive one of three ratings:
o “Meets WWC Standards Without Reservations”, indicating strong and well-executed research
design, providing the highest confidence in the intervention’s impact.

o “Meets WWC Standards With Reservations”, acknowledging limitations in design or execution
that may not entirely rule out alternative causes for the observed effect.

e “Does Not Meet WWC Standard”, assigned to findings lacking sufficient evidence that the
intervention caused the observed effect.

As a vital resource, the WWC website features effectiveness ratings and specifies the grade levels in
which studies were conducted. This ensures that the education community can easily identify research
that is effective and relevant to their specific needs and contexts.

Source: WWC (202253s7), WWC Version 5.0. Procedures and Standards Handbook, https://ies.ed.gov/incee/wwc/Handbooks.

Swiss Coordination Centre for Research in Education (SCCRE)

SCCRE, operating under the Swiss federal government and the Swiss Conference of Cantonal
Ministers of Education, focuses on strengthening educational research in Switzerland. Its performance
mandate includes documenting Swiss and international educational research, co-ordinating research
efforts, and analysing the progress in current educational research topics.

SCCRE's notable contribution is the Swiss Education Report, a comprehensive overview of the
education system, first published in 2010. This report is instrumental in shaping joint education policy
objectives, providing reliable information for quality assessment, planning measures and setting
strategic goals for Swiss education. The continuous efforts of researchers are crucial for enhancing
understanding of the complex causal relationships within the education system.

Source: SCCRE (202336)), Education Report Switzerland 2023, www.skbf-
csre.ch/fileadmin/files/pdf/bildungsberichte/2023/BiBer 2023 E.pdf.

Key Finding 8. Data could be better leveraged to improve understanding of the
relationship between institutional-level policies and student outcomes

FINEEC collects important information about the operational functioning of higher education and VET
institutions, while the OKM, FINEEC, and other institutions assess students’ learning and labour market
outcomes. However, only limited efforts are taken to understand the relationship between these findings.
There is an opportunity to leverage both of these valuable data sources to better understand whether and
how certain operational policies and procedures at the institutional level are associated with better
outcomes. For example, FINEEC could leverage insights from its quality assessments of VET institutions
and audits of higher education institutions to better understand why, despite recent reforms aimed at
improving quality control measures and internal procedures in VET and higher education institutions, the
employability rates of their graduates have remained relatively constant over the past decade.
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Evidence

Finland has implemented quality assurance approaches in VET since the 1990s, following national policies
and EU guidelines. Since its foundation, FINEEC has played an important role in evaluating VET providers’
quality management systems and supporting them in improving the quality of the education provided
(FINEEC, 2024377). FINEEC also implements systemic assessments of learning outcomes in VET and
conducts thematic evaluations in VET. To evaluate the quality of education provided in VET, FINEEC has
relied on education providers’ self-assessments, indirect assessments of learning outcomes, and surveys
that collect students’ opinions on teachers’ pedagogical practices. These approaches are usually
complemented by the use of qualitative instruments (mainly interviews) conducted with a limited number
of education providers [see, for example, FINEEC (2022;)); FINEEC (2015(3g)); and Aila, Tarja and Risto
(202239))].

In higher education, FINEEC primarily supports institutions in strengthening quality improvement by
working with them to develop and implement effective quality management systems that support
continuous improvement and the achievement of high standards. For example, FINEEC conducts
institutional audits of higher education institutions that adhere to the European standards for quality
assurance. Even if higher education institutions are not required to be audited by FINEEC and can opt for
other national or international auditing bodies to evaluate their programmes and quality, in practice, most
typically choose to be audited by FINEEC. In addition to institutional audits, FINEEC produces thematic
reports on relevant higher education topics that generate new insights and recommendations for
improvement.

Education providers appreciate these undertakings as they have allowed for the development of a “culture
of continuous improvement”. However, these providers have also noted that it is not always apparent how
these audits and quality assessments have improved understanding of how their operational decisions are
linked to student learning outcomes and graduate employability.

Considerable information about learning outcomes in VET and higher education is already available to
explore such correlations. For example, the OKM already collects information on outcomes from these
institutions in return for the funding they provide for their operations. Furthermore, as part of a research
consortium called the Kappas! Project, the Universities of Helsinki and Jyvaskyla conduct assessments of
bachelor-level students’ foundational skills, including analytical reasoning, problem solving, writing
effectiveness and writing mechanics. In the last assessment carried out between 2018 and 2020,
2 402 students from 7 universities of applied sciences and 11 universities participated (Ursin et al.,
2021407). Despite having access to these rich data sources, FINEEC has not been exploiting them in their
audits and quality assessments.

As noted in Key Finding 7, with the data and methods currently being used by FINEEC, it is currently not
possible to know whether a given improvement in the self-assessed quality of pedagogical practices is
associated with an improvement in learning outcomes or graduate employability. Therefore, it cannot be
known whether improving the self-assessed quality of pedagogical activities or learning outcomes
assessment results will necessarily lead to improved learning outcomes assessment results or enhanced
graduate employability. While this is particularly a concern with respect to VET, considering that the
employability of initial VET graduates has remained relatively low in comparison to the general track and
to higher levels of education, it is no less important in higher education, as the employability of higher
education graduates has remained relatively constant over the past decade (see Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1 Employment of graduates one year after graduation in Finland, 2011-2020

=== \/ocational upper secondary education and training
=== University of applied sciences degree
Higher university degree (Master)

=== Doctor's degree

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Source: Statistics Finland (2020p1)), “Employment of recent graduates with initial vocational qualifications weakened by 8 percentage points”,
Transition from school to further education and work 2020, www.stat fiftil/sijk/2020/sijk_2020 2022-01-20 tie 001 en.html.

According to some stakeholders interviewed by the OECD team, there is no clarity about which factors
might impede improvement in graduate employability. While factors could include deficiencies in the quality
of education at these levels of education, they could also include deficiencies in the education delivered at
previous levels or a mismatch between supply and demand, both in terms of the volume of
graduates/employees required and in terms of the competencies and skills delivered/needed.

While correlations between institutional-level policies and procedures and student outcomes may not
always be sufficient as evidence to guide policy making (see Key Finding 7 for further information about
the need for causal evidence), this information can nonetheless help to identify potential causal
relationships that can be tested in future research.

It is important to note that neither the OKM nor EDUFI has access to these evaluation results at the level
of individual institutions. This hinders their ability to understand how internal processes influence specific
outcomes, such as student learning and graduate employability. This limitation is not due to legal
restrictions but rather to the nature of the permissions obtained by FINEEC for collecting data, which
guarantees that institutions cannot be identified in the reports.

Moving forward

Consideration could be given to more actively exploiting and linking the outcomes information collected by
the OKM, the Kappas! Project and FINEEC, with the information gathered through FINEEC’s process
evaluations and assessments, such as audits and quality assessments. This would facilitate a better
understanding of the factors affecting outcomes and means for improving outcomes.

Furthermore, to better leverage the available information gathered through the evaluation of institutions,
FINEEC could consider revising the permissions framework to allow for greater flexibility in how the results
are used while still respecting potential privacy concerns. This could involve negotiating new terms with
educational institutions. By adjusting these permissions, entities like FINEEC, the OKM and EDUFI could
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link evaluation results with publicly available institutional outcomes. Among other things, this approach
could allow for a more nuanced understanding of how quality assessments and audits influence specific
outcomes, such as student learning and graduate employability.

Key Finding 9. Strengthening learning assessments in VET could support more informed
policy making

FINEEC plays an important and highly valued role in the VET sector, providing comprehensive support
and insights that support institutional quality development through its evaluations of their learning
outcomes [see, for example, FINEEC (2022;) and (2023p42))] and its thematic evaluations [see, for
example, Aila, Tarja and Risto (202239)) and FINEEC (202343))] of the VET sector.

Despite these significant contributions, access to more reliable evidence is needed on VET institution
graduates’ learning outcomes to support policy making. Specifically, in the absence of more direct
measures of the skills performance of VET graduates, FINEEC often assesses VET learning outcomes
indirectly using the grades given to students by teachers as a proxy. However, since the grading of VET
students is not standardised in Finland, these grades may not be sufficiently robust and reliable (see
Box 3.7). FINEEC is well aware of the limitations of using grades as a proxy for skills and has, as a result,
complemented these indirect measures of learning outcomes with other qualitative data approaches and,
in a few circumstances, direct assessments of learning achievement in general disciplines
(e.g. mathematics). Still, more could be done to improve the reliability of data on the learning outcomes of
VET graduates to support informed policy making.

Evidence

Although FINEEC assesses learning outcomes in VET, these assessments are generally based on indirect
measures. For several years, the assessment of learning outcomes in vocational upper secondary
education, both vocational modules and general modules, has been based on the grades given to students
by their teachers and/or employers’ representatives. While VET teachers and employers have direct
knowledge of the students and their abilities and can, therefore, provide relevant input in the assessment,
the grades they award may not be comparable, as institutions, teachers and employers may vary in how
they assess student outcomes and may have different grading standards (OECD, 2022144;). This not only
affects the reliability of the assessments but also their validity, as an inconsistent measurement cannot
accurately predict occupational competence (see Box 3.7).

This heterogeneity in assessments and marking has, in fact, been acknowledged in certain FINEEC
studies (FINEEC, 2022p]). Currently, in order to compensate for this lack of reliability, FINEEC
complements the information gathered from the learning outcomes assessment with qualitative
information, including VET providers’ self-assessments; interviews and focus groups with students and
employers; and quantitative information, such as student surveys (see examples of studies using these
methodologies in Key Finding 7). These other approaches are used, among other things, to understand
whether students are learning and satisfied with the education they are receiving.

FINEEC has also conducted a few direct learning assessments of mathematical competence to measure
its evolution over time. However, some concerns have been raised about the representativeness of this
data and, by extension, the possibility that results may be biased. For example, while an assessment of
mathematical competence and the factors connected to it at the end of upper secondary education in
secondary schools and vocational education (FINEEC, 2017us) sheds light on the evolution of
mathematical competencies developed during VET, the results need to be interpreted with caution as
participation in the study was voluntary, and 48% of the sample did not respond. It is highly likely that the
results are not representative of the whole population, which was acknowledged in the report, which noted

FINNISH EDUCATION EVALUATION CENTRE (FINEEC) © OECD 2024



52 |

as well that the students who participated were, on average, more motivated and advanced in their
mathematical competence than those who did not participate.

Box 3.7. Reliability and validity in VET assessments

Any vocational assessment may involve, first, a set of tasks that candidates are expected to perform
and, second, procedures for evaluating these candidates based on those tasks. Assessments are often
appraised in terms of reliability and validity:

e Validity refers to the capacity of an assessment to accurately measure what it intends to
measure. For a vocational assessment, this will mean the capacity to accurately measure the
candidate's ability to perform well in the target occupation.

o Reliability refers to consistency so that the assessment applies the same standards to different
individuals, in different contexts, with different assessors and assessment bodies, and does not
change over time.

These two characteristics are different but not independent. A highly valid assessment is necessarily
also reliable, since a very inconsistent measure cannot yield accurate predictions of occupational
competence. However, a reliable vocational assessment may have low validity.

Source: New Zealand Ministry of Education (2021ue)), Reliability and Validity, https://assessment.tki.org.nz/Using-evidence-for-
learning/Working-with-data/Concepts/Reliability-and-validity; ~ Darr, C.  (200547), A  Hitchhiker's — Guide fo  Reliability,
https://assessment.tki.org.nz/content/download/6109/62609/version/1/file/A+hitchhiker%27s+quide+totreliability.pdf; OECD  (2022ps)),
“Assessment and certification in vocational education and training” in Engaging Employers in Vocational Education and Training in Brazil:
Learning from International Practices, https://doi.org/10.1787/e26636eb-en.

Moving forward

A number of actions could be taken to improve assessments of learning outcomes in VET. For example,
a provisional solution could be to improve the reliability of current assessments by creating scoring
guidelines or standards, which can serve as an initial step towards refining evaluation processes.
Additionally, FINEEC could include independent actors in the assessment process (Box 3.8 shows how
Estonia employs this approach). These external actors are less likely to be biased as they do not (a priori)
have a direct interest in obtaining good results and are, therefore, more likely to ensure that assessment
standards are applied consistently.

Box 3.8. International example: Occupational standards, qualifications and the assessment
system in Estonia

In Estonia, the Education Ministry delegates responsibility for the professional qualifications system to
a qualifications authority (Kutsekoda), steered by representatives of employers, unions and government
working together. This body organises and co-ordinates the activities of professional councils and keeps
the register of professional qualifications.

Professional councils, representing 14 sectors, approve and update professional standards and include
representatives of trade unions, employer organisations, professional associations and public
authorities. The professional standards set out the content of different occupations and the
competencies expected of individuals in those occupations.

Professional councils select awarding bodies (public and private) to organise the assessment of
competencies and issue qualifications. The awarding bodies are selected for five years through a public
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competition organised by the qualifications authority. VET providers may also be given the right to
award qualifications if the institution’s curriculum complies with the professional standard and is
nationally recognised.

To manage assessments, the awarding body sets up a committee involving sectoral stakeholders:
employers, employees, training providers, and representatives of professional associations. Often, it
also includes customer representatives and other interested parties. This ensures impartiality in
awarding qualifications. The committee approves assessment procedures, including examination
materials, decides on awarding qualifications, and resolves complaints. It may set up an assessment
committee that evaluates the organisation and assessment results and reports to the qualifications
committee. The assessment committee verifies the extent to which the applicant’'s competencies meet
the requirements of the professional qualification standards. A person’s competencies can be assessed
and recognised regardless of whether they have been acquired through formal, non-formal or informal
learning.

Source: Adapted from CEDEFOP (2014ug), VET in Europe: Country Report 2014, www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications-

andresources/country-reports/estonia-vet-europe-country-report-2014. See also Kutsekoda Estonian Qualifications Authority (2021s0),
Estonian Qualifications Authority, www.kutsekoda.ee/en/.

A better, albeit more costly, option would be to cease using indirect methods of evaluating learning
outcomes in favour of employing direct assessments, either through sampling or on a population-wide
basis. Standardised assessments provide the confidence that uniform criteria are applied to all candidates.
This is particularly effective when measuring the cognitive and knowledge facets of professional
competence via written exams. Using uniform criteria, particularly standardised assessments, guarantees
consistency and enables the benchmarking of training providers. One possible approach for implementing
standardised assessments of learning outcomes in VET would be to build on the foundation of the Kappas!
Project, which assesses the foundational skills of bachelor-level students (mentioned in Key Finding 8) by
integrating measures of other skills relevant for VET students (theoretical/knowledge dimension of
occupational competence) and by extending this assessment to VET education providers as well.

In the productive sector, assessing job proficiency involves directly observing how candidates perform
authentic work tasks. This goes beyond standard activities, such as fixing a leaking pipe for a plumber, to
include negotiating with clients, diagnosing faults, collaborating with other artisans, managing costs and
schedules and handling unforeseen challenges. These “soft” competencies, like teamwork, resilience and
conscientiousness, are deemed crucial for workplace success (OECD, 2022ug). Therefore, to
comprehensively assess VET students’ skills, assessments of theoretical occupational competency and
generic skills would need to be complemented by assessments of how skills are used in a work setting.
Even when assessed tasks are diverse and embedded in work scenarios, it is possible to make
assessments that adhere to standardised criteria, for example, by outlining a set of prescribed tasks for all
candidates and mandating that candidates perform them under controlled circumstances. This would
ensure they consistently cover essential elements in evaluating occupational competency (OECD,
2022y4g)).
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4 Conclusions

This chapter provides the conclusions of the evaluation of the Finnish
Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC). It highlights the importance of
FINEEC’s enhancement-led evaluation approach and its contributions to
schools, higher education institutions, and municipalities, and its reputation,
and impartial and highly credible institution. The chapter then summarises
the nine key identified areas for improvement, as well as the strategies and
actions for moving forward. The chapter concludes with suggestions for
strengthening FINEEC's contribution to policy making and the wider Finnish
education system.
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Focus and scope of the evaluation

Since its inception in 2014, the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) has played an important
role within the Finnish education sector. As an institution at the forefront of educational evaluation, FINEEC
has played a crucial role in monitoring and assessing Finland's education landscape. It is widely recognised
as an impartial, credible and relevant institution, with its outputs serving as invaluable tools for educational
institutions.

However, the Finnish education system has undergone significant transformations in recent years,
mirroring broader societal and economic shifts. For example, in the last decade, Finland has experienced
a significant decline in performance in international assessments like the OECD Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA), raising concerns over the future trajectory of its education
system. Concurrently, the employment outcomes for vocational education and training (VET) graduates
have not met expectations, necessitating urgent attention. Moreover, the advent of new technological tools
is reshaping learning paradigms, while contemporary issues such as student mental health, the integration
of immigrants into the education system and bullying demand a renewed focus. Amid these shifts, a pivotal
question arises: To what extent is FINEEC effectively responding to these new challenges, and what
improvements can be implemented?

This study was conducted with the aim of inspiring strategic enhancement to FINEEC’s contribution to
policy making. It involved producing and disseminating information and evidence aimed at designing and
implementing policies, which is especially useful to the Ministry of Education and Culture (OKM), the
Finnish National Agency for Education (EDUFI) and legislators.

However, it is crucial to highlight that the contribution of FINEEC to the Finnish education system extends
beyond the inputs it provides to policy makers, which are the central focus of this study's analysis.
FINEEC's enhancement-led evaluation approach provides invaluable data, analyses and insights that
benefit schools, higher education institutions and municipalities, supporting them in improving internal
processes, such as quality assurance, and fostering a culture of quality. Moreover, its thematic reports
shed light on educational trends, assisting institutions in understanding and adapting to changes.
Additionally, FINEEC's assessments of learning outcomes offer crucial information on student
performance, enabling institutions to benchmark and identify areas for improvement both locally and
nationally.

However, it is important to note that this study does not directly assess FINEEC’s performance in these
areas, focusing instead on the institution's contributions to policy making. The evaluation only considers
these aspects to the extent that they are related to or influence FINEEC’s capacity to contribute to policy
making. In addition, this evaluation aims to identify areas for improvement, and therefore, the areas where
FINEEC excels are not discussed in detail.

The relevance of this study extends beyond Finland and holds international relevance for several reasons.
First, Finland is widely recognised as a benchmark in education, and it is esteemed for its high standards,
top performance, and innovative practices. Additionally, FINEEC is regarded as an institution of
international prestige with extensive networks. However, this report highlights that even the most
successful educational systems face important challenges, underscoring the importance of adaptability
and continuous improvement. Second, by studying Finland's responses to these challenges, other
countries can gain insights into effective strategies and practices that can be adapted to their own
evaluation systems in order to anticipate and mitigate similar issues within their own evaluation systems.
Finally, by sharing its experience, Finland contributes to the global educational dialogue, enabling a
collaborative exploration of new strategies and improvements to common challenges in the assessment of
education systems.
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Summary of key findings

Based on a comprehensive analysis of evidence collected through primary literature, examination of
international literature, FINEEC documentation and outputs, stakeholder consultations, international expert
workshops, and detailed discussions with staff from FINEEC and the OKM, the study presents nine key
findings shown in Table 4.1, Table 4.2 and Table 4.3. The following sections suggest possible pathways
for future development.

The nine findings are categorised into three main areas: FINEEC’s strategy and scope of work, its
operations, and its contribution to policy making. Each category encapsulates distinct elements of
FINEEC'’s functionality:

e Strategy and scope of work: This pertains to the overall direction, focus and range of FINEEC's
evaluation activities, assessing how well these align with evolving educational priorities and
societal needs.

e Operations: This focuses on FINEEC’s internal processes, including funding, workload
management, and strategic integration across various evaluation strands, evaluating operational
efficiency and quality of output.

e Contribution to policy making: This area examines the timeliness, accessibility and relevance of
FINEEC's evaluation results and their direct impact on educational policy and reform, particularly
focusing on VET and higher education.

Table 4.1. Key findings regarding FINEEC’s strategy and scope of work

Key finding Description
1. There is a lack of agreement on the role FINEEC should play in policy =~ FINEEC's role in proposing solutions is not well defined, which may affect
making its impact on educational reforms.
2. There is disagreement about FINEEC's autonomy in defining the = Differences in perception regarding FINEEC's autonomy may impact its
Evaluation Plan strategic planning and flexibility.
3. FINEEC's Evaluation Plan could provide greater flexibility to adaptto = The four-year Evaluation Plan could be more adaptable to respond
evolving priorities effectively to changing needs and new priorities in education.

Table 4.2. Key findings regarding FINEEC’s operations

Key finding Description
4. FINEEC's undertakings sometimes exceed its resources, which could =~ FINEEC faces challenges in aligning its activities with available
negatively impact the quality of its output resources, which could affect the quality of its work.
5. Seeking greater complementarity between FINEEC's lines of work = There is an opportunity for FINEEC to enhance integration among its
could help to generate new insights evaluations to deepen understanding of the education system and its
challenges.

Table 4.3. Key findings regarding FINEEC’s contribution to policy making

Key finding Description
6. Unequal access to results of learning outcomes assessments may = The current model for learning assessments could be refined to ensure
undermine education equality more equitable access for all municipalities.
7. A greater focus on producing causal evidence would substantially = Undertaking more research of a causal nature could strengthen
contribute to policy making FINEEC's ability to support educational policy development.

8. Data could be better leveraged to improve understanding of the = There is potential for better utilisation of existing data to inform the
relationship between institutional-level policies and student outcomes relationship between educational policies and student outcomes.
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Key finding Description

9. Strengthening learning assessments in VET could support more In the absence of direct measures for VET graduates’ skills, FINEEC

informed policy making relies on teacher-assigned grades as a proxy, acknowledging the
limitations of this approach. Despite efforts to complement this with
qualitative data and occasional direct assessments, there is room for
improvement in ensuring reliable data on VET graduates’ learning
outcomes for informed policy making.

Recommendations for moving forward

Enhancing FINEEC’s strategic alignment, adaptability and responsiveness

To address the challenges identified in relation to FINEEC’s strategy and scope of the work, a
comprehensive approach focused on collaboration, clarity and flexibility is required. First and foremost, it
is imperative to establish a clear, shared understanding of FINEEC’s role within the policy-making
landscape, particularly in relation to its evaluative functions and formulation of policy recommendations.
This involves clarifying FINEEC’s role in developing policy solutions to the challenges identified in its
studies and fostering agreement on the type of evidence required to support these proposals. A consensus
among all stakeholders, facilitated by structured dialogues and formal agreements, would mitigate the
current ambiguity and leverage FINEEC’s contributions more effectively.

Simultaneously, FINEEC’s Evaluation Plan requires greater adaptability to respond to the dynamic nature
of educational needs. This could involve establishing a reserve fund or a systematic review process at
mid-cycle, enabling the incorporation of new priorities while maintaining ongoing evaluations’ relevance.
Integrating these changes would require finding a balance between the need for both autonomy and
responsiveness — i.e. ensuring that FINEEC remains an impartial, independent entity while at the same
time ensuring that it has the flexibility and incentives to respond to the evolving needs of Finland’s
educational system.

Furthermore, reconciling differing interpretations of FINEEC’s autonomy is crucial for improving
communication and alignment with the OKM. Establishing clear, regular, structured communication
channels between FINEEC and the OKM, as well as between FINEEC and other educational stakeholders,
would ensure that evaluations are aligned with national priorities. This collaborative approach should
extend to developing and adjusting the Evaluation Plan, ensuring it remains a living document that reflects
current educational challenges and priorities.

Optimising FINEEC’s operations: Balancing resources and fostering evaluation
synergies

To effectively manage the challenges and maximise the potential of FINEEC’s operations, a multifaceted
approach focusing on resource management and synergistic work practices is necessary. Addressing the
issue of resource constraints requires a clear demarcation between tasks funded through the annual state
appropriation and those projects requested by external bodies such as the OKM or educational providers.
FINEEC should ensure that the projects and evaluations included in the Evaluation Plan are executed with
direct allocations. Additionally, FINEEC should ensure that projects not part of the Evaluation Plan are
undertaken only if they come with adequate funding to cover all associated costs, thus preventing resource
dilution and ensuring that the quality of FINEEC's core activities is not compromised.

Furthermore, FINEEC could leverage its broad range of evaluations and research to foster greater
complementarity and synergy between different lines of work. This involves breaking down silos within the
organisation and promoting an integrated approach where insights from various evaluations can inform
and enhance each other. By adopting a more holistic approach, FINEEC can produce richer, more
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interconnected findings that provide deeper insights into the Finnish education system. This could be
facilitated by creating platforms for regular interaction and knowledge sharing among different teams and
aligning thematic areas more closely with strategic priorities.

To implement these changes effectively, FINEEC could benefit from a more strategic oversight from the
Evaluation Council, which could provide guidance for integrating different evaluation streams and ensure
that FINEEC's activities are aligned with broader educational goals. This approach could improve internal
efficiency and the impact of evaluations on policy and ensure that FINEEC remains a relevant, agile and
responsive actor in the Finnish education sector.

Enhancing FINEEC’s contributions to policy making through robust evidence

Several actions could be undertaken to enhance FINEEC’s contribution to policy making. First, FINEEC
could consider evolving its assessment strategies to ensure broader, equitable access across
municipalities regardless of its administrative or financial resources while working with the OKM to provide
nuanced, contextual information to counteract the negative impacts of school rankings and promote a more
balanced understanding of educational outcomes.

Furthermore, when addressing questions that necessitate causal evidence, FINEEC needs to adopt
alternative methodologies. This would involve enhancing the robustness of its evaluations by, for example,
integrating experimental or quasi-experimental designs where feasible and clarifying methodological
limitations where they exist. It is important that FINEEC and the OKM engage in dialogue to establish a
shared understanding of what constitutes robust evidence for policy making.

FINEEC could enhance its capacity to inform policy making by utilising existing data more strategically.
Specifically, there could be a discussion around allowing third parties like research centres and universities
to access and conduct research with FINEEC’s collected data. This approach would maximise the utility
of the data, add external validity to FINEEC’s research, and enrich the academic and policy discourse with
fresh perspectives, new investigations and methodologies. To facilitate this, FINEEC could refine its
permissions framework to allow for greater flexibility in how the results are used while respecting potential
privacy concerns.

Finally, this report highlights the need for more reliable assessments of VET learning outcomes. FINEEC
might consider developing standardised assessment criteria and incorporating independent evaluators to
ensure the reliability and validity of VET assessments. Expanding direct, standardised assessments to
cover more skills and providers, coupled with work-embedded assessments, would offer a more
comprehensive picture of occupational competence and support more informed policy making in the VET
sector.
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Annex A. Theory of Change

The methodology

The Theory of Change methodology is generally used for the conceptual evaluation of programmes and
policies. The Theory of Change is defined as “a specific and measurable description of a social change
initiative that forms the basis for strategic planning, decision making and ongoing evaluation” (Retolaza,
2011p1y). Its structure is somewhat flexible, which makes it possible to understand the linkages between
the different components of a programme and identify the causality of the effects of an intervention.

The methodology can be seen as a semi-structured map of change that links strategic actions to certain
process outcomes desired in the immediate environment. For its elaboration, it is necessary to define some
elements identified by the methodology as key.

1. Purpose: The overall change that an intervention aims to achieve. It is possible that the
intervention may not address the entirety of the purpose, but it should contribute to it.
2. Causal chain: This is a way of conceptualising an intervention based on five components:

o Needs: They explicitly state the deficiencies to be addressed, specifying the target population.
The needs should be measurable and directly related to final outcomes.

o Activities: Actions that need to be carried out to produce an intervention’s outputs.

o Outputs: The results derived from the combination of activities and inputs, with emphasis on
the delivered product or service.

o Outcomes: The immediate changes that occur as a result of an intervention and precede the
achievement of overall objectives. They are usually associated with changes in attitudes,
knowledge, skills and/or behaviours.

o Final results: The medium- or long-term changes an intervention aims to achieve. They should
be measurable and directly respond to the identified needs.

3. Relation between components: Once the components are defined, they need to be linked. That
is, different activities should be related to the defined outputs, and in turn, the outputs should be
associated with outcomes, and these should be connected to the final results. This helps explain
an intervention's causality and how different actions affect outcome variables.

4. Assumptions and risks: Assumptions are external conditions (not directly dependent on the
intervention) necessary to fulfil the causal chain. Risks are negative and unplanned effects (or
externalities) of an intervention.

Developing FINEEC’s Theory of Change and its purpose

Based on the information available on FINEEC’s website and the Evaluation Plan, FINEEC’s Theory of
Change was constructed.

The Theory of Change allows for a global view of the work of FINEEC, and more precisely, it makes it
possible to see the different subjects covered in the evaluation activities carried out by FINEEC at the
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different levels of education. In addition, it makes it possible to highlight and make explicit certain conditions
necessary for achieving results, as well as possible negative externalities associated with FINEEC’s work.

The elaboration of this Theory of Change provided insights and ideas for drafting the instruments used for
the data collection (self-assessment questionnaire and interview guidelines). This methodology has also
allowed the authors to see how well FINEEC’s design, and more specifically, its mission, objectives, and
plans, align with the needs of the education system. Finally, it has been possible to identify and/or confirm
some gaps and imbalances in relation to FINEEC’s scope, as identified by the various stakeholders during
the mission.

An important part of the observed differences and limitations between educational levels is given by how
the evaluation system has been defined at the national level. Therefore, if modifications were to be made
to the scope of FINEEC's work, it would be necessary to modify the laws and regulations that define the
organisation’s boundaries.
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Figure A A.1. Theory of change

FINEEC Theory Of Change

Purpose:; Strengthening the knowledge, skills and competences of all, and use creative, responsible and research-based action to renew
society and provide equal opportunities for meaningful lives

Beneficiaries: Education providers and policy makers
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Note: ALO: Assessment of learning outcomes. TSE: Thematic and system evaluations.
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Figure A A.2. Theory of change: Project assumptions and risks

FINEEC Theory Of Change

Project assumptions: External factors that must be met for the causal chain of the Theory of Change to be valid
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system as a whole; and improve
support for continuous
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carried out by FINEEC. * There are no external factors that

significantly affect the access of the
stakeholders to the information and
recommendations produced by FINEEC.

* FINEEC stakeholders have the necessary
time and competences to analyse the
information produced by FINEEC.

* The recommendations made by FINEEC are
feasible.

¢+ Stakeholders have the resources and the

: capacity to make changes based on the
information and recommendations
produced by FINEEC.

Project risks: Unintended negative effects produced by FINEEC's work

The information generated by FINEEC on educational providers (schools, universities, etc.) could contribute to
comparison and segregation.

The information produced by FINEEC can be analysed and used out of context, and therefore can be
misunderstood.

The activities carried out by FINEEC could interfere with the activities carried out in educational institutions.
The work done by FINEEC could be perceived as a supervision, , and therefore, some education providers may
be reluctant to participate in the evaluations.

Educational institutions selected and assessed in national assessments may be favoured, creating an
advantage over institutions not selected for assessment.

With certain fee-based services offered by FINEEC, institutions with greater resources could be at an
advantage over institutions with fewer resources, favouring an increase in inequality.

The evaluations and assessments performed by FINEEC may cause stress in the subjects evaluated.

Reference

Retolaza, |. (2011), Theory of Change. A thinking and action approach to navigate in the (1
complexity of social change processes,
https://www.academia.edu/10686540/Theory of Change A thinking and action approach
to_navigate in_the complexity of social change processes (accessed on 29 April 2024).
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Dimension Sub-dimension Guiding questions Sources
To what extent are FINEEC’s goals and activities 1. Ministry of Education and Culture (OKM)
aligned with the needs and priorities of the Ministry of (Interviews and focus groups)
Education and Culture (OKM) and local authorities 2. Finnish National Agency for Education
(e.g. municipalities)? (EDUF]I) (Interviews)
3. Evaluation Council (Focus groups)
4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)
6. Desktop research
To what extent is the National Education Evaluation 6. Desktop research
Responding to Plan (NEEP) aligned with Finland's national education
needs, policies objectives?
and priorities To what extent are FINEEC activities aligned with the 6. Desktop research
objectives of the NEEP?
Are there activities carried out by FINEEC that have 1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)
higher priority than others? If yes, which ones and why? 2. EDUFI (Interviews)
4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)
What focus areas and activities not currently in the 1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)
NEEP could FINEEC develop to better support the 2. EDUFI (Interviews)
OKM and local authorities (e.g. municipalities)? 3. Evaluation Council (Focus groups)
Relevance - Is 4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
FINEEC doing the What changes in Finnish society and the educational 5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
right things? system have had the greatest impact on the education focus groups)

Being sensitive
and responsive
to context

Quality of design

evaluation system?

What changes or adjustments has FINEEC made in
recent years to adapt to the changing needs and
challenges of the Finnish education system?

How do the OKM and municipalities assess the capacity
of FINEEC to respond to the changing context, needs
and challenges of the Finnish education system?

Finland has a highly decentralised education system.
From an educational evaluation perspective, has this
decentralisation affected the operation of education
evaluation systems or the scope of their work in terms
of reflecting the opportunities and challenges
associated with a decentralised education system?

Does FINEEC follow or base its work on international
standards? If yes, what are these standards, and how
are they integrated into FINEEC's work?

Does FINEEC have sufficient physical, human and
financial resources to carry out all the activities in the
NEEP 2020-237 If not, what additional resources are
needed?

6. Desktop research

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

6. Desktop research

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)
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Dimension

Sub-dimension

Guiding questions

Sources

Coherence - How
well does FINEEC
fit?

Effectiveness - Is
FINEEC achieving
its objectives?

External
coherence

Internal
coherence

Achievement of
the objectives

Do you think that the process by which the NEEP is
developed involves the right set of stakeholders at the
right time, and does it give due consideration to context
and expected evolutions?

To what extent were the views and needs of the OKM
and the municipalities incorporated in the development
of the NEEP 2020-23?

How does the work of FINEEC align with evaluations
and assessments developed by other institutions in
Finland?

1) What other educational evaluations and assessments
are there in Finland besides FINEEC's?

2) To what extent do these other evaluations and
assessments complement FINEEC's?

3) To what extent do these other evaluations and
assessments overlap with FINEEC's?

How is FINEEC's independence safeguarded from
third-party interests?

Are there any institutional or governance elements that
could be improved to achieve a higher level of
independence for FINEEC?

Does the governance of the Finnish evaluation system
adhere to international best practices?

What synergies exist between the different activities
carried out by FINEEC? How could these synergies be
enhanced?

What conflicts (e.g. overlaps, inefficiencies, conflicts of
interest) arise between the different activities carried out
by FINEEC? How could these conflicts be minimised?

How is the achievement of FINEEC's objectives
evaluated?

To what extent has FINEEC succeeded in producing
high-quality knowledge and a better understanding of
the state of the education system and the main
challenges it faces?

To what extent has FINEEC succeeded in developing
concrete and actionable policy recommendations for the
OKM and the municipalities?

What are the main areas of improvement to enhance
the effectiveness and relevance of the services
provided by FINEEC?

If resources were available to improve just one area or
service provided by FINEEC, what should this area or
service be and why?

Have there been any unintended effects (positive or
negative) in the education system resulting from
FINEEC’s work and outputs?

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

3. Evaluation Council (Focus groups)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

6. Desktop research

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

6. Desktop research

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

3. Evaluation Council (Focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews, and
focus groups)

1. Ministry of Education and Culture
(Interviews and focus groups)

2. Finnish National Agency for Education
(Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
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Dimension

Sub-dimension

Guiding questions

Sources

Differential
results

Influencing
factors

Does FINEEC provide differentiated support to local
authorities (e.g. municipalities) that have more limited
capacity to plan and carry out local assessments and
evaluations?

Does FINEEC produce outputs and services of similar

quality and relevance across levels of education? If not:
1) Please explain these differences and why they arise.

2) Is it your perspective that these differences pose a
problem? Why or why not?

3) If these differences pose a problem, what measures
has FINEEC taken to address these differences?
Does FINEEC produce outputs and services of similar
quality and relevance across municipalities? If not:

1) Please explain these differences and why they arise.

2) Do these differences pose a problem? Why or why
not?

3) If these differences pose a problem, what measures
has FINEEC taken to address these differences?

What internal factors of FINEEC (e.g. management,
human resources, financial, regulation) have had the
greatest impact on the achievement or non-
achievements of FINEEC's objectives?

What external (e.g. historical, social, legal, political)
factors have had the greatest impact on the
achievement or non-achievement of FINEEC'’s
objectives?

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

2. EDUFI (Interviews)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

4. Municipalities (Interviews and focus groups)
5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)

1. OKM (Interviews and focus groups)

3. Evaluation Council (Focus groups)

5. FINEEC (Self-assessment, interviews and
focus groups)
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Annex C. Institutions met during the mission to
Finland in March 2023

Ministry of Education and Culture (OKM):

Minister and Permanent Secretary
Department for General Upper Secondary Education and Vocational Education and Training
Department for Higher Education and Science Policy

Department for Early Childhood Education, Comprehensive School Education and Liberal Adult
Education.

Other educational administration institutions:

Finnish National Agency for Education
Evaluation Council
Higher Education Evaluation Committee.

Local authorities and education providers:

Association of Finnish Municipalities

Education officials from six municipalities

Finnish Education Employers

The Finnish Association for the Development of Vocational Education and Training
Directors of six VET providers.

FINEEC:

Directors and Strategic Advisors

Shared Development Service Unit

General Education Unit

Vocational Education and Early Childhood Education Unit
Higher Education and Liberal Adult Education Unit
Managers for Focus Areas

Process Managers

Methodology Team.
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Annex D. Evaluation activities and focus areas
defined in the Evaluation Plan 2020-2023

Figure A D.1. Evaluation activities

FINEEC’s evaluations across education levels

Evaluation plan 2020-2023
Evaluation activities Focus areas
Developing learning and competence

Learning
outcomes

evaluations

Promoting equality
Quality . . ;
: hematic and
system gudlts system Increasing the functionality of the education system
evalﬂ;tions evaluations

Supporting continuous development

Source:  FINEEC  (n.d.mn), National Evaluation of Learning Outcomes in Vocational Education and Training,
www.karvi.filsites/default/files/sites/default/files/documents/Learning%20outcomes%20evaluations %20in%20VET _0.pdf.

Reference

FINEEC (n.d.), National Evaluation of Learning Outcomes in Vocational Education and Training, (1]
https://www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/documents/Learning%20outcomes %2
Oevaluations%20in%20VET 0.pdf.
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Annex E. The evaluation setup for the evaluation
of learning outcomes in VET, as defined in the
Evaluation Plan 2020-2023

Figure A E.1. The evaluation setup for the evaluations of learning outcomes in VET

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

What is the quality of the VET providers’
pedagogical activity (strengths and
development needs)?

l

How well have students achieved the

objectives of the qualification

requirements and what are the RIEE'EI::)RB'I"QSC‘:“(O I
strengths and development needs of VET PROVIDERS
their competence?

What kind of capabilities does the ||-| I
education provide for working life and 8]
further studies? ® L}

QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

NATIONAL
EVALUATION MATERIAL amonsL.

RESULTS

.

with working life and
students

Source:  FINEEC (n.d.mn), National Evaluation of Leaning Outcomes in Vocational Education and Training,
www.karvi filsites/default/files/sites/default/files/documents/L earning%20outcomes%20evaluations %20in%20VET 0.pdf.

Reference

FINEEC (n.d.), National Evaluation of Learning Outcomes in Vocational Education and Training, (1
https://www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/documents/Learning%20outcomes %2
Oevaluations%20in%20VET 0.pdf.
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Annex F. Review of a sample of FINEEC’s reports

Guide to review FINEEC’s reports and recommendations

To refine the review of the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre’s (FINEEC’s) reports, a detailed guide was
crafted by the OECD team and subsequently executed with the support of artificial intelligence technology.
This process involved the use of ChatGTP to systematically scan and analyse the selected FINEEC reports
across four dimensions. The analysis was structured around a series of key questions designed to assess
the quality of the reports, as shown below.

Evaluation objective

What research question and/or objective does the evaluation seek to answer (Example: “How does
the implementation of X impact student performance?”)?

What type of evaluation is being conducted (Example: thematic evaluation; system evaluation;
learning outcomes assessment; quality management assessment)?

What is the scope of the evaluation (Example: exploratory [e.g. what students understand by
“bullying™]; descriptive [e.g. students’ performance in mathematics by district and region]; observing
correlations [e.g. What is the relation between students’ attendance and students’ performance?];
infer causality [e.g. How does VET graduates’ performance in the national learning outcomes
assessment impact their employability?])?

Methodology used

What type of data are collected/used (e.g. quantitative data [e.g. surveys/administrative
data/standardised test]; qualitative data [e.g. interviews/focus groups])?

o If quantitative data analysis is being used, what type of analysis is being conducted (Example:
descriptive statistics [mean, median, mode, standard deviation; skewness]; inferential statistics
[differences between groups (e.g. T-Tests, ANOVA)] or relationships between variables
[e.g. correlation analysis, regression analysis])?

o If inferential statistics are being used, what type of experiment is being conducted (Example:
non-experimental/quasi-experimental/experimental)?

Main evaluation conclusions

Are the conclusions supported by the results of the analysis of the evaluation?
Are the limitations of the evaluation transparently highlighted?

Quality of the recommendations

Are the recommendations specific and practical?
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e Are the implications and specific considerations of the recommendations identified for each
stakeholder group (e.g. schools, education providers, municipalities, education agency, Ministry of
Education and Culture)?

e Are the recommendations based on evidence, either from the evaluation’s results or existing
literature?

¢ Are the recommendations based on evidence from causal analysis?

Table A F.1. FINEEC’s reports reviewed

Level of Report title vearof Type of Link
education publication evaluation
Early o L
) . . . www.karvi.fisites/default/files/sites/
childhood Summary of The Evaluation of the Free Early Childhood Thematic and
education Education and Care Trial for Five-Year-Olds in 2018-2021 2021 system default/fles/documentsKARV| T12
21a.pdf
and care
Taking Action to Make Gender Equality Reality — Causes Thematic and www.karvi.fisites/default/files/sites/
and Backgrounds of the Differences in Learning Outcomes = 2021 svstem default/files/documents/KARVI_192
Between and Within Genders in Basic Education y 1.pdf
Pre-basic . . . " . . www.karvi.filsites/default/files/sites/
and Evaluahoq of Anti-Bullying Methods — Usability, Rootability 2023 Thematic and default/files/documents/KARVI 112
and Effectiveness of the Seven Selected Methods system
compulsory 3.pdf
Enalish During the Coronavirus Pandemic — Proficiency in Assessment of  www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/
gish Luring ancem YN o021 leaming default/files/documents/KARVI_222
A-English at the end of 9th Grade in Spring 2021
outcomes 2.pdf

Options, Choices and New Beginnings — Evaluation of the

Upper Study Paths and Counselling of Young People in the Thematic and www.karvi fisites/default/fles/sites/

general Transition Phase Between Basic and Upper Secondary 2020 system gefg;ﬂt/ﬁIes/documents/KARVI 062
Education V.pdt
. S . . ) www.karvi.filsites/default/files/sites/
Egﬁim Ecglfaiirgﬁ'spam” in Education - An Overview of | )4 Ih;’:;t'C and i faultfles/documents/FINEEC T4
y 821 pdf

www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/
default/files/documents/Kumppanin
Thematic and = a-tyoelama-Arviointi-tyoelamassa-
system oppimisesta-ja-
tyoelamayhteistyosta-
ammatillisessa-koulutuksessa.pdf

www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/

Partnering with Working Life — Evaluation of Workplace
Education and Training and Working Life Co-operation in =~ 2022
Vocational Education and Training

Key Findings of FINEEC's Evaluations of Vocational Thematic and

Education and Trainin 2023 svstem default/files/documents/Karvin-
Vocational 9 y esitys-EN-002.pdf
education Special Needs Support as a Resource — Evaluation of the Thematic and www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/
and training  Provision of Special Needs Support in Vocational Education = 2021 system default/files/documents/KARVI 172
and Training y 1.pdf
. ) - . www.karvi.fisites/default/files/sites/
Qualltylof Demlonstratlon Activities and the Qompetence 2023 Thematic and default/files/documents/KARVI 042
Shown in Vocational Competence Demonstrations system
3.pdf
Vocat!onal Competence a nd Pedagoglclall Act|V|t|e§ n Assessment of = www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/
Vocational, Further Vocational and Specialist Vocational :
e . ; - . 2022 learning default/files/documents/KARVI 152
Qualifications in Electrical Engineering and Automation
outcomes 2.pdf
Technology
' ' - — . www.karvi.fisites/default/files/sites/
&zlﬁt""ﬁzn"; Yocatorel ducaton and Training Providers™ 507 Qaly  defaulflesidocuments KARVI 122
Yy g g 2.pdf
Thematic and www.karvi.fisites/default/files/sites/
The Evaluation of Higher Education in Law 2021 system default/files/documents/KARVI 222
Higher y 1.pdf
education ) ) ) ) www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/
Background_ Mgtters. Students with an  Immigrant 2019 Thematic and defaultffiles/documents/KARVI 221
Background in Higher Education system

9.pdf
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http://www.karvi.fi/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/documents/KARVI_2221.pdf
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| 75

Results of the review of FINEEC’s reports and recommendations

FINEEC’s evaluations are notable for their mixed-method approaches, offering a comprehensive
framework that enriches the understanding of complex educational initiatives. These methods are applied
in a number of evaluations, such as the Summary of the Evaluation of the Free Early Childhood Education
and Care Trial for Five-Year-Olds in 2018-2021, which utilised surveys, administrative data and interviews
to assess the programme’s impact. This methodological approach is also evident in the Evaluation of
Higher Education in Law (2021) and the Study on Students with an Immigrant Background in Higher
Education (2019), where diverse data collection methods provided a broad view of the subjects at hand.
Similarly, the Evaluation of the Study Paths and Counselling of Young People in the Transition Phase
Between Basic and Upper Secondary Education (2020) and the Evaluation of Anti-Bullying Methods (2023)
exemplify how integrating quantitative and qualitative data can yield detailed insights into guidance
services and anti-bullying strategies, respectively.

Additionally, the integration of feedback mechanisms across FINEEC reports stands out as a recurrent
methodological strength. The incorporation of feedback from stakeholders, as seen in Evaluation of
Workplace Education and Training and Working Life Co-operation in Vocational Education and Training
(2022), not only captures the viewpoints and perspectives of stakeholders but also enhances the relevance
of the findings to both learners and the labour market. Through the use of feedback mechanisms, FINEEC
can draw from a rich pool of data, providing a multidimensional perspective on the effects and
implementations of educational policies and practices, thus significantly contributing to the credibility and
applicability of their evaluations for stakeholders and policy makers.

However, FINEEC'’s current approach also presents several challenges and areas for improvement:

e Analytical approach and causality: The evaluations sometimes do not include detailed inferential
statistical analysis and are not designed to provide robust establishment of causality, which is
crucial for attributing specific outcomes to interventions. Without clear inferential statistical analysis,
attributing changes in educational outcomes to specific initiatives is challenging. For example, in
the report, Taking Action to Make Gender Equality Reality — Causes and Backgrounds of the
Differences in Learning Outcomes Between and Within Genders in Basic Education (2021), the
lack of causal statistical methods hampers the ability to confidently attribute changes in gender
equality outcomes to the interventions evaluated. Similarly, in the report, Summary of the
Evaluation of the Free Early Childhood Education and Care Trial for Five-Year-Olds in 2018-2021
(2021), while increases in participation were noted, the absence of an experimental or
quasi-experimental designs means that these increases cannot conclusively be linked to the policy
in question. Similar attribution issues are observed in the Evaluation of the Study Paths and
Counselling of Young People in the Transition Phase Between Basic and Upper Secondary
Education (2020) and the Evaluation of the Provision of Special Needs Support in Vocational
Education and Training (2021).

e Evidence-based recommendations: To be useful for policy making, recommendations need to
be grounded in reliable evidence. If the recommendations from evaluations — such as those found
in The Status of Vocational Education and Training Providers’ Quality Management (2022) and the
Evaluation of Higher Education in Law (2021) — are not directly linked to clear, empirical findings
from the evaluation or supported by a broader body of literature, their use for making policy
decisions will be limited. It is crucial that recommendations are not only based on the evaluation's
findings but also supported by existing research and literature, particularly when the evaluation
itself does not lead to concrete recommendations. This triangulation with other literature can
validate proposed actions and identify areas for further research, enhancing the recommendations’
relevance and applicability.
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Generalisability and representativeness: A representative sample is critical for establishing the
generalisability of findings to a broader population. When an evaluation’s sample is not
representative of the wider population, or there is insufficient information about the sample's
representativeness, there are significant limitations on what can be inferred from its findings. The
Evaluation of Anti-Bullying Methods — Usability, Rootability and Effectiveness of the Seven
Selected Methods (2023), the report Equality and Participation in Education — An Overview of
National Evaluations (2021), and the Evaluation of the Provision of Special Needs Support in
Vocational Education and Training (2021) are examples of evaluation where the lack of information
on the representativeness of its findings undermine confidence in the relevance of the findings
beyond the sample.

Interpretation of qualitative data: Qualitative data, which are important sources of evidence for
understanding the context and findings in depth, are nonetheless vulnerable to interpretive biases.
The potential biases in interpreting qualitative data, such as those outlined in the Evaluation of
Higher Education in Law (2021) and the Evaluation of Workplace Education and Training and
Working Life Co-operation in Vocational Education and Training (2022), underscore the need for
careful consideration and validation of qualitative insights.

Accuracy of self-reported data and feedback collection: The potential for biases in self-
reported data and feedback collection is a recognised challenge of these data sources. The Status
of Vocational Education and Training Providers’ Quality Management report (2022) acknowledges
such biases, and the Evaluation of Higher Education in Law (2021) notes its possible limitations in
capturing competencies and learning outcomes, which may lead to skewed interpretations of the
data. Similar concerns are acknowledged in the Evaluation of the Study Paths and Counselling of
Young People in the Transition Phase Between Basic and Upper Secondary Education (2020).

Long-term impact assessment: The evaluations often lack a longitudinal perspective, making it
difficult to assess the long-term impacts of educational initiatives. Without this perspective, as
shown in the report Equality and Participation in Education — An Overview of National Evaluations
(2021) and the report Background Matters - Students with an Immigrant Background in Higher
Education (2019), it is challenging to gauge the sustainability and enduring effects of the policies
and practices under review.

Actionability for stakeholders: Recommendations are often broad and lack specificity for
individual stakeholder groups. The Key Findings of FINEEC’s Evaluations of Vocational Education
and Training report (2023) provides generalised suggestions without detailed guidance for
implementation, and the Summary of the Evaluation of the Free Early Childhood Education and
Care Trial for Five-Year-Olds in 2018—-2021 (2021) report proposes systemic changes without clear
actions for municipalities, complicating the translation of these recommendations into practice. This
is also evident in the Evaluation of Workplace Education and Training and Working Life
Co-operation in Vocational Education and Training (2022) and the Vocational Competence and
Pedagogical Activities in Vocational, Further Vocational and Specialist Vocational Qualifications in
Electrical Engineering and Automation Technology (2022) report.
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