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Yhteenveto

1. Tarkastelun tarkoitus, tavoitteet ja metodologia

Keskitettyjen evaluointien kayttda ja hyddyllisyytta arvioiva tarkastelu on tehty ulkoministerién (UM)
kehitysevaluoinnin yksikén (EVA-11) toimeksiannosta.

Tarkastelun tarkoitus on vahvistaa evaluointien kayttd6a tietopohjaisessa paatdksenteossa, oppi-
misessa ja tilivelvollisuudessa seka edistaa evaluointien hyddyllisyytta. Siten tarkastelu vaikuttaa
myds kehityspolitiikan ja kehitysyhteistyon kehittdmiseen. Tarkastelun tavoitteet ovat:

o selvittdad, mitka paatekijat edistavat tai estavat evaluointitulosten kayttda ja suositusten
toimeenpanoa seka UM:ssa ettd UM:n suomalaisten sidosryhmien parissa,

e selvittda paateemat ja/tai UM:lle strategisesti tarkoituksenmukaiset asiat, joihin liitty-
vien suositusten toimeenpanossa on merkittavia aukkoja ja

o esittda selkeitd johtopaatdksia ja suosituksia, jotka auttavat UM:ta edistdmaan evalu-
ointien kayttda ja toimeenpanemaan suosituksia.

Tarkastelu perustuu tiimi- ja yhteiskehittdmisen menetelmille painottaen tulevaisuutta. Tarkaste-
lutiimi kerasi tietoa yhteensa 36 tapaamisessa fasilitoituina tydpajoina, ryhmakeskusteluina ja yk-
sil0- tai paritapaamisina marras-joulukuussa 2022. Tietoa saatiin 62 henkiloltd UM:sta ja Suomen
edustustoista, Kehityspoliittisesta toimikunnasta (KPT), eduskunnasta, valtiontalouden tarkas-
tusvirastosta, suomalaisista kansalaisjarjestoista, yksityissektorin organisaatioista ja evaluoinnin
ammattilaisilta. Evaluointiraportit, johdonvastineet ja niiden takaisin raportoinnit ja evaluoinnin
vuosiraportit muodostivat keskeisen asiakirja-aineiston.

Tarkastelu kohdistui keskitettyihin evaluointeihin, jotka EVA-11 on tilannut v. 2015-2022. Tarkas-
telujakson aikana on tehty yhteensa 23 evaluointia ja kolme tarkastelua. Ne vaihtelevat maaoh-
jelmaevaluoinneista kehitysyhteistyon instrumenttien evaluointeihin, temaattisiin evaluointeihin ja
metaevaluointeihin.

2. Vastaukset tarkastelukysymyksiin
Kysymys 1: Mika on keskitettyjen evaluointien muutosvoima?

Keskitetyilld evaluoinneilla on ollut vain vahainen vaikutus politiikkakeskusteluun. Vuonna 2021
valmistuneen kehityspolitiikan ylivaalikautisen selonteon seka vuosina 2018 ja 2022 valmistunei-
den kehityspolitiikan tulosraporttien lisaksi ministerion ihmiset eivat jakaneet muita esimerkkeja
evaluointien hyddyntamisesta poliittisessa vuoropuhelussa.

UM:ssa evaluoinneista keskustellaan kehityspolitikkaa ja kehitysyhteistyota toteuttavilla osastoilla
ja yksikoissa. EVA-11 laatii evaluoinnin vuosiraportin ja se menee laajennettuun johtoryhmaan,
mutta ryhmassa ei keskustella yksittaisista evaluoinneista. Sama koskee kehityspoliittista toimi-
kuntaa, eduskuntaa ja ulkoasiainvaliokuntaa. Ministerien kabinetit saavat tietoa valmistuneista
evaluoinneista, mutta niista ei valttdmatta keskustella ollenkaan.
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Ulko-, turvallisuus-, kauppa- ja kehityspolitikan johdonmukaisuus on ollut mukana vain muuta-
massa evaluoinnissa. Kehityspolitikka on osa ulko- ja turvallisuuspolitiikkaa, joten politiikkajoh-
donmukaisuutta voisi parantaa sisallyttdmalla eri politiikkalohkot osaksi tulevia evaluointeja.

Tarkastelussa |0ytyi paljon mydnteista nayttda siita, ettéd evaluoinnit ovat vaikuttaneet kehitysyh-
teistyon toimeenpanoon UM:ssa, erityisesti linjauksiin, ohjeisiin ja prosesseihin. Toimeenpanevia
yksikk6ja ja osastoja ovat palvelleet sellaiset evaluoinnit, joilla on selked ja kdytannonlaheinen
teema. Keskusteluissa nousi usein esille evaluoinnin ajoitus. Parhaat esimerkit evaluoinnin myén-
teisista vaikutuksista ovat niita, joissa evaluointi on tukenut paatoksentekoa tai yhteistyon toteu-
tusta. Esimerkiksi maaohjelmiin ja -strategioihin seka tulosjohtamiseen liittyneet evaluoinnit ovat
olleet sellaisia.

Metaevaluointeja on hyddynnetty evaluointikasikirjan, evaluointimenetelmien ja koulutussisalto-
jen kehittamisessa. Vuosina 2015-2022 valmistuneet evaluoinnit eivat ole olleet kehityspolitiikan
nakokulmasta katsoen muutosvoimaisia.

Kysymys 2: Miten evaluointeja kdytetaan ja miten hyodyllisia ne ovat?

Evaluointien kaytté UM:ssa ja muualla vaihtelee paljon. Aktiiviset kayttajat 16ytyvat yksikoista ja
osastoilta, mutta mitéd ylemmas paatéksentekohierarkiassa mennaan, sitd vdhemman evaluointeja
kaytetaan.

Ministeridssa evaluoinnit ovat vaikuttaneet erilaisten ohjeistojen kehittdmiseen, joista esimerkkeind
mm. maaohjelmia, kolmoisneksusta, yhteisty6ta kansalaisyhteiskunnan kanssa ja lapileikkaavia
teemoja koskevat ohjeistot. Evaluoinnit ovat hyddyttaneet myds lahestymistapojen kehitysta, kuten
tulosperustainen lahestymistapa, riskienhallinta ja ihmisoikeusperustaisuus.

Useat suomalaiset kansalaisjarjestdt hyddyntavat evaluointeja oman jarjeston kehittdmiseen, op-
pimiseen ja vaikuttamistydhon. Kehityspoliittisen toimikunnan jasenet ja sihteeristo tietdvat evalu-
oinneista ja arvostavat niista saatavaa tietoa, mutta he eivat kayta niita talla hetkella.

Johdonvastineprosessin tarkoitus on varmistaa evaluointitulosten hyddyntdminen UM:ssa. Pro-
sessia on parannettu viime vuosina, mutta tarkastelu paljasti edelleen puutteita. Prosessi ohjaa
etupaassa suositusten tydstamiseen mutta huomattavasti vahemman evaluoinnin muun annin,
kuten havaintojen ja johtopaatésten hyddyntamiseen.

Johdonvastineen taulukot sisaltavat paljon tietoa ja niitd kaytetdan EVA-11 ohjeiden mukaan. Silti
niista ei aina ilmene, onko suosituksista I0ydetty yhteinen ymmarrys. Noin kymmenen prosenttia
evaluointien suosituksista on taysin hylatty johdonvastineprosessissa, toisinaan ilman selkeaa
perustelua. Johdonvastineen parantaminen onkin tarpeen: sisaltd, aikataulu ja vastuukysymykset
on hyva pohtia uudelleen.

Johdonvastineista tehtyjen seurantaraporttien mukaan valtaenemmist6 sovituista toimenpiteista
on toteutettu sovitussa kahden vuoden maaraajassa. Tama kertoo siita, ettd ministeriéssa sitou-
dutaan naiden toimenpiteiden toteutumiseen. Kahden vuoden maaraaikaa pidetdan kuitenkin liian
pitkdna, eika nykyinen taulukkomuotoinen raportti sisalla analyysia toimenpiteiden vaikutuksista tai
oppimisesta. Raporteista puuttuu tieto evaluointitulosten aikaansaamista positiivisista vaikutuksista.
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Kysymys 3: Mitka tekijat edesauttavat tai estavit keskitettyjen evaluointien kayttamista?

Tarkastelu arvostaa sita, miten paljon EVA-11 on panostanut evaluointiprosessin kehittamiseen
viime vuosina. Kehitys nakyy tydkaluissa, ohjeistuksessa ja koulutuksessa, joita on tehty seka
UM:n sisdisille etté ulkoisille osallistuijille.

EVA-11 identifioi evaluointiaiheita osallistavalla otteella, mutta viime kadessa EVA-11 paattaa mita
evaluoidaan. Viime vuosina EVA-11 on tilannut vain laajoja evaluointeja, joiden aikajanne on pitka,
ideasta valmiiseen raporttiin menee n. kaksi vuotta. Nopeat muutaman kuukauden tarkastelut
aloitettiin v. 2021, ja ministerion ihmiset pitavat niitéa hyodyllisina.

EVA-11 on ulkoistanut evaluointien toteutuksen. Kehitysevaluointipalveluja koskeva puitejarjestely
(Evaluation Management Services, EMS) on varmistanut sen, ettd evaluoinnit tehdaan standar-
doidusti ja tasalaatuisesti.

Keskusteluissa monet arvostivat avointa viestintda evaluoinnin toteutuksen aikana ja mahdolli-
suutta osallistua haastattelun lisaksi referenssiryhmaan. Myds tyOpajaa, jossa keskustellaan eva-
luoinnin alustavista havainnoista, johtopaatoksista ja suosituksista, pidettiin hyodyllisena.

Evaluointien toteutuksen aikana omistajuus on EVA-11:113 ja evaluointitiimilld. Omistajuus ja vas-
tuu evaluointisuositusten toimeenpanosta siirtyy osastolle ja/tai yksikdlle siinad vaiheessa, kun
raportti on valmis ja johdonvastineprosessi kaynnistyy. Toisinaan omistajuuden siirtyminen on
ollut hankalaa.

Kayttajat odottavat evaluoinneilta parannuksia raportointiin, tiedon helppoa saatavuutta ja raata-
I6ityja tietotuotteita esim. ennakkotietoa, muutaman kohdan paahuomioita, yhden sivun tiivistelmia
jne. Raporteissa on paljon hyddyllista tietoa, joka ei vanhene nopeasti, joten tietoa voisi hyddyntaa
muutoinkin kuin johdonvastineprosessissa.

Nykymuotoinen johdonvastine toimii hyvin silloin, kun kasiteltavat asiat ovat sellaisella tasolla,
johon osastolla/yksikélla tai kehityspoliittisella ohjausryhmalla on selked mandaatti. Johdonvastine
ei kuitenkaan toimi silloin, kun suositukset koskevat ministerién tai edustustojen henkildstéa. Puolet
tarkasteluajanjakson evaluoinneista esittivat suosituksia ministerién henkildstéasioihin, henkil6ston
maaraan tai osaamisen kehittamistarpeisiin, ja monissa muissa evaluointiraporteissa oli naihin
liittyviad havaintoja ja johtopaatdksia. UM:n hallintopalvelut ei toimi evaluointiraportin pohjalta eika
UM:n johtokaan ole asiassa toiminut. Henkildstéasioiden ratkaisemattomuus luo merkittavan riskin
Suomen kehityspolitiikalle ja -yhteistydlle.

Kysymys 4: Miten UM voisi hyodyntda paremmin evaluointitietoa ja oppeja yhtena tiedolla
johtamisen valineena?

Tarkastelujakson aikana 2015-2022 evaluointeja hyddynnettiin tietopohjaisessa paatoksenteossa
osasto- ja yksikkdtasolla UM:ssa, mutta evaluointien potentiaalia tukea tiedolla johtamista 1api koko
ministeridon, ml. ministerién poliittinen ja virkamiesjohto ei ole saavutettu.

Evaluointien kayttd oppimiseen on enemman yksildiden varassa kuin laajemmin organisaation
oppimista. Tarkastelussa tuli esiin monia esimerkkeja siitd, miten yksil6t kayttavat evaluointeja ja
oppivat niistd. Oppimista ja hyédyntadmista haastaa informaatiotulva. UM:n konteksti, kuten hen-
kiléston rotaatio, erityisvirkahenkildiden vaihtuminen ja riittdmatdén henkiléstdon maara suhteessa
tehtaviin, vaikuttavat myds kielteisesti evaluoinneista oppimiseen ja tiedon jakamiseen.
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Evaluointien referenssiryhmiin osallistuminen on nayttaytynyt huikeana tiimioppimisen polkuna.
Innostavat ideat ja yhteistyd on saanut aikaan sen, etta ihmiset toteuttavat muutoksia jo evaluoin-
nin aikana. Johdonvastineprosessiin liittyvasta tydryhmasta ei sanottu samaa. Toistaiseksi vain
joissakin UM:n yksikoissa ja osastoilla evaluoinnit nAhdaan oppimisena, muu organisaatio ei tata
ajatusta viela tunne.

Tarkastelu 10ysi useita ongelmia evaluointitiedon hyddyntamisessa. Useimmat haastatelluista ker-
toivat tydkuormasta ja kiireisista paivista, joten tydaikaa oppimiseen, reflektointiin ja uuden tiedon
kasittelyyn on vahan, mika estaa evaluointitulosten kayttéa mihinkaan tarkoitukseen. Evaluointien
tuottama tieto ja tietamys ei ylitd yksikkorajoja ministeridssa. Moni nosti esiin myds vaikeuden
I6ytaa evaluointeja UM:n tietojarjestelmista.

Evaluoinneissa on potentiaalia oppimiseen ja tiedon jalostamiseen. EVA-11:n tiimilla on visio
keskitetyista evaluoinneista merkittdvana osana tiedolla johtamisen edistamista UM:ssa. Tiimilla
on syvallinen tuntemus aiemmista ja tulevista evaluoinneista ja heilld on mahdollisuus vaikuttaa
paatdksentekijoihin, koska EVA-11 on edustettuna kaikissa tarkeissad ryhmissa. EVA-11:ss& on
myds hyodyllistd kokemusta sellaisista kollektiivisista oppimisratkaisuista, joilla voi edistda evalu-
oinneista oppimista ja tiedon jalostamiseen yhdessa.

3. Johtopaatokset

Tarkastelujakson aikana EVA-11 on pyrkinyt parantamaan evaluointeja ja evaluointiprosessia
osallistamalla ihmisid enemman, kehittdmalla ohjeita ja tydkaluja ja tietotuotteita. Tama kehitystyd
on ollut tarpeen, ja tarkastelu arvostaa ja pitda naita toimia tarkoituksenmukaisena oppimisen ja
tiedolla johtamisen edistdmiseksi ministeridssa.

Tarkastelu nostaa esiin kehityskohteita. On tarked muistaa, ettéd evaluointien kaytto ja hyodyllisyys
on vain osittain EVA-11:n vallassa. Evaluointien hyddyllisyys riippuu osastoista ja yksikdista, joiden
on tarkoitus ottaa omistajuus evaluointituloksista ja hyédyntaa niita kaytanndssa.

Keskitetyt evaluoinnit ovat vaikuttaneet ja muuttaneet kehitysyhteistyon linjauksia, ohjeistuksia ja
prosesseja. Vaikutus poliittiseen vuoropuheluun ja sitd myéten kehityspoliittiseen keskusteluun on
rajallinen. Keskitetyt evaluoinnit eivat saavuta poliittisia paattajia eduskunnassa tai kehityspoliitti-
sessa toimikunnassa (KPT). Toimikunnan jasenet tunnistavat evaluointien arvon ja laadun, mutta
niitd ei kaytetad. Ministeriéssa evaluoinnit tavoittavat vain osastot ja yksikot, jotka ovat suoraan
tekemisissa kehityspolitiikan ja kehitysyhteistydn kanssa. Ministeridn johto, johtoryhmat ja minis-
tereiden kabinetit eivat keskustele evaluointien pohjalta.

EVA-11:113 on kaikki evaat jakaa evaluointituloksia UM:n sisalla ja ulkopuolella. EVA-11:n yksikdn-
paallikk6 on laajennetun johtoryhman jasen ja voi sita kautta edistdd evaluointien kaytta tiedolla
johtamiseen.

Evaluointiraportit ovat raskaita, ja niiden tyyli karkottaa lukijat. Evaluointien hyddyntamisen es-
teeksi tulee myds omaksumiskyvyn rajat ministeriéssa, jos useita evaluointeja on kdynnissa sa-
manaikaisesti.

Nykykaytdnndn mukaan evaluointiraportteja tarkastellaan 1ahinna vain suositusten pohjalta. Rapor-
tit sisaltavat kuitenkin paljon arvokasta tietoa ja siksi olisi tarkea pidentaa evaluointien elinkaarta
nostamalla kiinnostavia aiheita keskustelufoorumeilla, muistuttamalla laajasti ihmisia evaluointien
tuloksista ja mista evaluoinnit 16ytyvat.
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Myds aiemmat evaluoinnit ja tarkastelut ovat nostaneet esiin tarpeen vahvistaa evaluoinneista
oppimista ministeriéssa. Oppiminen on toistaiseksi rajoittunut ohjeistojen, tydkalujen ja koulutus-
materiaalien tuottamiseen. Evaluoinneista oppiminen edellyttaa sellaisen lahestymistavan omak-
sumista, jossa oppimisprosessit ovat fasilitoituja, tiimipohjaisia ja tulevaisuuteen katsovia.

Evaluoinnit ovat hyodyllisia vain, jos ne valmistuvat oikea-aikaisesti ja vastaavat tiedon tarpeisiin.
EVA-11 on teettanyt evaluointien lisaksi joitakin tarkasteluja, mita on kiitetty. Evaluointisuunnitelman
joustavuus on jatkossa yksi tekija, jolla voi vastata nopeasti nouseviin tarpeisiin.

Johdonvastineprosessi ja siihen liittyva ohjeistus on parantunut viime vuosien aikana. Prosessissa
on kuitenkin ongelmia, jotka haittaavat toiminnan kehittdmista evaluointien pohjalta. Prosessi ei
sovi sellaisten suositusten kasittelyyn, joiden vaikutus ulottuu koko ministeriéon. Prosessi edistaa
tilivelvollisuutta, mutta ei palvele oppimista tai tietojohtamista eika kerro juurikaan mitd mydnteisia
muutoksia on saatu aikaan. Ministerion rakenteellisia tai institutionaalisia ongelmia ei voi johdon-
vastineessa kasitelld, koska johdonvastine valmistellaan osastojen tasolla.

4. Suositukset

1) Sitouta uudet ministerit ja heidan kabinettinsa ja liséda kiinnostusta keskitettyihin
evaluointeihin ja niiden merkittavyyteen

2) Jaa evaluointitietoa jatkuvalla syotteellda ministereiden kabineteille, johtoryhmille ja
kehityspoliittiselle ohjausryhmalle.

3) Kaynnista johdonvastineprosessin uudistaminen
4) Muuta tiedonjakamisen tapoja siten, etta se palvelee eri sidosryhmien erilaisia tarpeita
5) Keskity kollektiivisiin oppimismenetelmiin ja osallista UM:n ihmiset

6) Lisaa joustavuutta evaluointien suunnitteluun ja monenlaisia evaluointeja
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Sammanfattning

1. Oversynens syfte, mal och metod

Oversyn av anvandningen och nyttan av centraliserade utvérderingar har gjorts pa uppdrag av
utrikesministeriets (UM) enhet for utvardering av utvecklingssamarbetet (EVA-11).

Syftet med dversynen ar att stdrka anvandningen av utvarderingar for beslutsfattande, larandet
och ansvarighet samt att framja anvandningen och nyttighet av centraliserade utvarderingar. Dar-
med bidrar 6versynen till férbattring och genomférande av utvecklingspolitik och samarbete. De
specifika malen ar:

e utreda huvudfaktorer som framjar eller forhindrar anvandningen av utvarderingsresul-
tat och verkstallande av rekommendationer bade inom UM och med finlandska intres-
segrupper;

e Attidentifiera nyckelteman och/eller fragor av strategisk relevans for MFA for vilka det
verkar finnas viktiga luckor i genomférandet av rekommendationerna; och

o Att ge kortfattade slutsatser och rekommendationer som hjalper MFA att 6ka anvand-
ningen av utvarderingar och genomférandet av rekommendationer.

Oversynen baserar sig pa ett team- och samskapande synsitt med betoning pa framtiden.
Teamet organiserade under november-december 2022, totalt 36 méten i form av faciliterade
workshops, fokusgruppsdiskussioner och individuella eller par diskussion. Informationen erhdlls
av 62 personer vid utrikesministeriet, Finlands beskickningar, utvecklingspolitiska kommissionen,
riksdagen, statens revisionsverk, finska civilsamhallets organisationer, organisationer inom den
privata sektorn och utvarderingsexperter. Utvarderingsrapporter, ledningens respons och uppfolj-
ningsrapporteringen av ledningens respons samt arsplaner och arsrapporter av utvardering ar
nagra av de studerade dokumenten.

Oversynen fokuserar pa de centraliserade utvarderingar som bestélldes av EVA-11. 23 utvar-
deringar och tre dversyner genomférdes under 2015-2022. De varierar sig fran utvarderingar av
landstrategier och instrument av utvecklingssamarbete till tematiska och metautvarderingar.

2. Sammanfattande svar pa oversynens fragestallningar

Oversynsfraga 1: Vad ar forandringskraften i de centraliserade utvirderingarna?

De centraliserade utvarderingarna har endast haft en liten inverkan pa den politiska dialogen.
Utdver den utvecklingspolitiska dvervalsredogérelsen, som blev fardig 2021, och tva utvecklings-
politiska resultatrapporter (2018 och 2022) delade ministeriets personal inga andra exempel pa
anvandningen av evalueringar i den politiska dialogen.

Inom UM diskuteras utvarderingar pa utvecklingspolitiska styrgruppen och vid avdelningar och

enheter som genomfor utvecklingspolitik och utvecklingssamarbete. EVA-11 utarbetar sin arsrap-
port och den gar till en utvidgad ledningsgrupp, men gruppen diskuterar inte enskilda evalueringar.
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Detsamma galler utvecklingspolitiska kommissionen och riksdagen och dess utrikesutskottet.
Ministrarnas kabinetter far information om genomférda utvarderingar, men den diskuteras inte
nddvandigtvis med dem.

Koherens mellan utrikespolitik, sédkerhetspolitik, handelspolitik och utvecklingspolitik har endast
behandlats i ett par utvarderingar. Utvecklingspolitiken ar en del av utrikes- och sakerhetspoliti-
ken, s& samstdmmigheten i politiken kan forbattras genom att olika politikomraden integreras mer
systematiskt i utvarderingar.

Vid dversynen framgick det mycket positiva bevis att utvarderingarna har paverkat riktlinjer, anvis-
ningar och processer for utvecklingssamarbete. De verkstéllande enheterna och avdelningarna
har betjanats av sadana evalueringar som har ett klart och praktiskt tema. Tidpunkten for utvarde-
ringar togs ofta upp i diskussionerna. De basta exemplen pa de positiva effekterna av utvardering
ar de dar utvardering har stott pagaende beslutsfattande eller genomférandet av processer. Till
exempel finns utvarderingar som fokuserar pa landprogram och strategier och resultatstyrning
har varit sadana.

Metautvarderingarna har bidragit till utvecklingen av en utvarderingsmanual, verktyg och utbildning.
Fran finska utvecklingspolitikens synpunkt centraliserade utvarderingar har inte varit transforma-
tiva fran 2015 till 2022.

Oversynsfraga 2: Hur anvinds centraliserade utvirderingar och hur nyttiga ar de?

Anvandningen av utvarderingar i utrikesministeriet och annanstans varierar mycket. Aktiva anvan-
dare finns pa avdelningarna och enheterna, men ju hogre hierarkin ar, desto varre utvarderingar
anvands.

| utrikesministeriet har utvarderingar bidragit till riktlinjer till exempel fér landsprogramming, trippel
nexus, samarbetet med civilsamhallesorganisationer och genomgéende mal. Utvarderingar har
bidragit till metoder bland andra resultatstyrning, riskhantering och rattighetsperspektiv.

Flera finldndska civilsamhallesorganisationer utnyttjar utvarderingarna for att utveckla sin egna
organisation, lara sig och paverka. Utvecklingspolitiska kommissionens medlemmar och sekre-
tariatet vet om utvarderingarna och uppskattar informationen i rapporterna, men de anvander sig
inte av dem for narvarande. Inom privata organisationer finns det anvandare sporadiskt.

Syftet med ledningens responsprocess ar att sdkerstalla att utvarderingsresultaten utnyttjas i UM.
Processen har blivit mer strukturerad under de senaste aren men dversynen avsldjade ett antal
brister. Processen styr i forsta hand utarbetandet av rekommendationer, men betydligt mindre till
att utnyttja 6vrig utvardering, ndmligen resultaten och slutsatserna.

Ledningens responsmatriser innehaller mycket information och fylls i enligt anvisningarna av EVA-
11. Trots det anger de inte alltid explicit om rekommendationerna ar éverenskomna eller inte. Cirka
tio procent av rekommendationerna fran utvarderingarna har helt forkastats i processen, i vissa
fall utan nagon tydlig motivering. Det &r nédvandigt att férbattra innehallet i atgarderna, tidtabellen
och ansvarsfragor.

Enligt uppfdljningsrapporterna av ledningens respons har en stor majoritet av dverenskomna

atgarder genomférts inom den faststallda tidsramen pa tva ar. Detta tyder pa ett stort engage-
mang for att genomféra atgarderna. Tvaarsperioden anses dock vara for lang och nuvarande
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rapporteringsmatriser innehaller ingen analys av effekten av genomférda atgarder eller larande.
Rapporterna ger inte information om vad som har férandrats till foljd av utvarderingen.

Oversynsfraga 3: Vilka ar de typiska faktorerna som underlittar eller hindrar upptagandet
av centraliserade utvarderingar?

Oversynen uppskattar hur mycket EVA-11 har satsat pa att férbattra utvarderingsprocessen under
oversynsperioden. Utvecklingen syns i de verktyg, riktlinjer och utbildning som har gjorts till bade
UM:s interna and externa deltagare.

EVA-11 identifierar utvarderingar med ett inkluderande begrepp, men i sista hand beslutar EVA-11
vad som evalueras. Tidigare har EVA-11 endast bestallt stora utvarderingar med langa tidsperioder
(ungefar tva ar fran idé till resultat). De snabba 6versyner pa nagra manader inleddes i 2021, och
ministeriets personal har ansett att de ar nyttiga.

EVA-11 har lagt ut genomférandet av utvarderingar Ramtalet om tjanster inom utvardering av
utvecklingssamarbetet (Evaluation Management Services, EMS). Det har sakerstallt att utvarde-
ringarna gors standardiserade och av jamn kvalitet.

Vid diskussioner uppskattades manga 6ppen kommunikation och majligheter att delta antingen
som informanter eller delta referensgrupper. En workshop dar de preliminara resultaten, slutsat-
serna och rekommendationerna diskuteras ansags vara nyttig.

Nar en utvardering pagar ligger dgandet hos EVA-11 och utvarderingsteamet. Agandet och ansva-
ret for genomforandet av utvarderingsrekommendationer éverfors till avdelningen eller enheten nar
rapporten ar klar ock beslutsprocessen inleds. Ibland har det varit utmanande att 6verféra dgande.

Anvandarna av utvarderingar vantar sig att rapporterna férbattras, att informationen ar Iattillganglig
och att fa skraddarsydd information, till exempel férhandsinformation, nagra huvudkommentarer,
ensidiga sammanfattningar osv. Rapporterna innehaller mycket nyttig information som inte ald-
ras snabbt, sa information skulle kunna utnyttjas ocksa pa annat satt an att forbereda ledningens
respons.

Den nuvarande ledningens responsprocess i sin nuvarande form fungerar bra nar de arenden
som behandlas ar pa en sadan niva att respektive avdelningar/enheter och den utvecklingspoli-
tiska styrgruppen har ett klart mandat. Processen fungerar dock inte nar rekommendationer galler
UM:s manniskor fragor. | halften av utvarderingarna under éversynsperiod gallde rekommenda-
tioner ministeriets underbemanning eller manniskornas kompetensutveckling och i manga andra
utvarderingsrapporter fanns resultat eller slutsatser om dem. Ministeriets administrativa tjanster
agerar inte utifran utvarderingsrapporten och inte heller UM:s ledning har agerat i fragan. Att per-
sonalfragan inte ar avgjord utgor en betydande risk for Finlands utvecklingspolitik och samarbete.

Oversynsfraga 4: Hur skulle MFA béttre utnyttjainformationen och lirdomarna fran utvir-
deringar som ett verktyg for kunskapsbaserad ledning?

Under 6versynsperioden 2015-2022 utnyttjades utvarderingarna kunskapsbaserat beslutsfattande
pa avdelnings- och enhetsniva vid UM, men utvarderingarnas potential att stédja kunskapsbaserad
ledning har inte uppnéatts genom hela UM, inklusive ministeriets ledning. Resultaten anvands inte
heller av de politiska beslutsfattarna.
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Anvandningen av utvarderingar for larande ar snarare beroende av individerna an av organisations
larande. | 6versynen framkomgott om bevis hur individer anvander och lar sig av utvarderingarna.
Inlarningen utmanas av informations inflykten eftersom utvarderingarna inte ar de enda viktiga
informationsprodukterna. Ministeriets kontext, s som personalrotation, byte av specialtjansteper-
soner och otillracklig personalyrka i férhallande till uppgifterna) har ocksa en negativ paverkan pa
larandet fran utvarderingar och spridningen av information.

Att delta i utvarderingsreferensgrupper har visat sig vara en fantastik vag till teaminglarning.
Inspirerande idéer och samarbete har lett till att deltagarna genomfér férandringar redan under
utvarderingen. Det sades inte samma for arbetsgrupperna som forbereder ledningsresponsen;
det kom inte fram att dessa grupper skulle ha framjat insikter och larande. Tills vidare betraktas
utvarderingar som inlarning endast vid vissa avdelningar och enheter inom UM, men resten av
organisationen kanner inte till denna tanke.

Oversynen fann flera problem med utnyttjandet av utvarderingar. Manga som intervjuades berét-
tade om arbetsbelastningen och hektiska arbetsdagarna, sé det finns inte mycket arbetstid for
inlarning, reflektering och behandling av ny information, vilket hindrar att utvarderingsresultaten
utnyttjas. Den kunskap som utvarderingarna generar overskrider saledes inte enhetsgranserna
vid UM. Det kom ocksa fram att utvarderingarna ar svart att hitta i UM:s informationssystem.

Utvarderingarna har potential for Iarande och informationsféradling. EVA-11-teamet har en vision
om centraliserade utvarderingar som en betydande del av framjandet av kunskapsbaserad ledning
i ministeriet. Teamet har djup kdnnedom om tidigare och kommande utvarderingar och har mgjlig-
het att paverka beslutsfattarna, eftersom EVA-11 ar presenterad i alla viktiga grupper. EVA-11 har
ocksa nyttig erfarenhet av saddana kollektiva inlarningslésningar som kan anvandas till att varda
inlarning och féradling av information tillsammans.

3. Slutsatser

Under 6versynsperioden har EVA-11 stravat efter for att forbattra utvarderingar och utvarderings-
processen genom att involvera manniskor mer, utveckla anvisningar och verktyg samt informa-
tionsprodukter. Detta utvecklingsarbete har behdvts och dversynen uppskattar och anser att dessa
atgarder ar andamalsenliga for att framja larande och kunskapsbaserad ledning i ministeriet.

Oversynen har identifierat flera omraden som behéver forbattras. Det &r viktigt att komma ihag att
EVA-11 endast delvis har anvandning och anvandbarheten i sina hander. Hur nyttiga utvardering-
arna ar beror pa vilka avdelningar och enheter som ska &ga resultaten och utnyttja dem i praktiken.

Centraliserade utvarderingarna har paverkat och férandrat riktlinjer, anvisningar och utvecklings-
samarbetets processer. Effekterna pa den politiska dialogen ar begransade, aven pa utvecklingspo-
litiken. Utvarderingarna nar inte de politiska beslutsfattarna i parlamentet och i utvecklingspolitiska
kommissionen. Medlemmarna i kommissionen inser vardet och kvaliteten pa utvarderingarna, men
de anvands inte. Vid UM néar utvarderingarna endast de avdelningarna och enheterna som ar in-
volverade i utvecklingspolitik och samarbete. Ministeriets ledning, ledningsgrupper och ministeriets
kabinetter diskuterar inte utifran utvarderingar.

EVA-11 har all formaga for att dela ut utvarderingsresultat bade inom och utanfér MFA. Enheten ar

till exempel medlem i den utvidgade ledningsgrupp och kan frdmja anvandningen av utvarderingar
for kunskapsbaserat beslutsfattande.
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Utvarderingsrapporterna ar tunga och typen av rapporter utvisar lasarna. Ett hinder for utnyttjan-
det ar ocksa granserna for férmagan att tillagna sig vid ministeriet, om flera utvarderingar pagar
samtidigt.

Enligt nuvarande praxis granskas utvarderingsrapporter endast utifran rekommendationer. Utvar-
deringarna innehaller dock mycket vardefull information och darfor ar det viktigt att férlanga utvar-
deringens livscykel genom att lyfta fram intressanta teman pa relevanta diskussionsforum genom
att i stor utstrackning paminna folk om resultaten av utvarderingarna och var utvarderingarna finns.

Ocksa forra utvarderingar och overtyg har vackt uppmarksamhet till behov att forstarka inlarning
fran utvarderingar i UM. An s lange aktiviteter har koncentrerat pa utveckling av riktlinjer, verktyg
och traning materials. Inlarning fran utvarderingar kraver antagandet av inlarningsmetoder som
innehaller underlattade inlarningsprocesser, ar team baserad och med feedforward fokus.

Utvarderingar ar nyttiga bara om de blir fardiga vid ratt tidpunkt och svarat mot informationsbehovet.
EVA-11 har utdver utvardering ocksa Iatit gora vissa 6versyner, vilka har beromts. | fortsattningen ar
flexibiliteten i evakueringsplanen en faktor som gor det mojligt att snabbt svara mot véaxande behov.

Ledningens responsprocess och tillhdriga anvisningar har forbattrats under de senaste aren.
Det finns dock problem i processen som férsvarar utvecklingen av verksamheten utifran evalue-
ringar i UM. Processen ar inte [amplig for behandling av sddana rekommendationer vars verkan
Overskrider de institutionella granserna vidministeriet. Processen framjar ansvarsskyldighet, men
tjanar inte inlarning eller kunskapsbaserad ledning och berattar inte i nadgon stérre utstrackning
vilka positiva férandringar som har astadkommits. Strukturella eller institutionella fragor kan inte
tas upp eftersom ledningens responsprocess bara bereds pa avdelningsniva.

4. Rekommendationer

1) Engagera de nya statsrddsministrar och kabinetter och 6ka deras intresse for betydelsen av
de centraliserade utvarderingarna.

2) Standigt dela utvarderingsinformation med ministerkabinetter och ledningsteam och i
utvecklingspolitiska kommissionen.

3) Inled en process for att tdnka om och revidera ledningens responsprocess

4) Forbattra informationsutbytet om utvarderingarna for att svara mot de olika intressenters
olika behov

5) Prioritera kollektiva larandeorienterade metoder i syfte att engagera MFA:s intressenter

6) Oka flexibiliteten och mangfalden av utvarderingar
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Summary

1. Purpose, objectives and methodology of the review

The Review of the Use and Utility of Centralised Evaluations was commissioned by the Develop-
ment Evaluation Unit (EVA-11) of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA).

The purpose of the review is to strengthen the use of evaluation evidence for decision making,
learning and accountability and to the enhance the utility of evaluations. The review contributes to
improvement and implementation of development policy and cooperation. Its specific objectives
are:

e To identify main factors that enable or hinder the uptake of evaluation results and
implementation of recommendations both in the MFA as well as among other stake-
holders in Finland;

e To identify key themes and/or issues of strategic relevance to the MFA for which there
seems to be important gaps in implementation of recommendations; and

e To provide concise conclusions and recommendations that help the MFA to step up the
use of evaluations and implementation of recommendations.

The review is based on a team and co-creation approach with future orientation. The team organ-
ised during November-December 2022, a total of 36 data collection sessions consisting of facilitated
workshops, focus group discussions and individual or pair discussions. The persons consulted
(62 in total) represent the MFA, the Finnish Embassies, the Development Policy Committee, the
Parliament, National Audit Office, Finnish CSOs, private sector organisations, and evaluation ex-
perts. Evaluation reports, management responses and their follow-up reports, annual evaluation
plans, and annual reports of development evaluation are among documents studied.

The review focuses on the centralised evaluations that are commissioned by the EVA-11. 23 eval-
uations and three reviews or assessments were completed during 2015-2022. They range from
country strategy and aid instrument evaluations to sector policy and thematic evaluations, and
meta-evaluations.

2. Summary answers to the review questions

Review Question 1: How transformative are centralised evaluations?

The centralised evaluations have only modest influence on policy dialogue. Apart from the prepa-
ration of the 2021 Report on Development Policy Across Parliamentary Terms and the 2018 and
2022 development policy result reports, the people working in the MFA were not able to provide

much information about using the evaluations in policy dialogue.

In the Ministry, discussion on evaluations remains at the level of departments and units that en-
gage in development policy and development cooperation. The EVA-11 Annual Report is brought
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to the Extended Management Team of the Ministry, but no individual centralised evaluations are
discussed there. The same applies to the Development Policy Committee and the Parliament and
Foreign Affairs Committee. The Offices of the Ministers receive evaluation information, but it is not
discussed with them.

Coherence between foreign, security, trade and development policies has only been addressed in
a couple of evaluations. Since development policy is an integral part of Finnish foreign and secu-
rity policy, also opportunities to improve policy coherence at the MFA through addressing foreign,
security and trade policy in the future evaluations would be important.

The review found plenty of positive evidence about how the evaluations have influenced devel-
opment cooperation policies, guidelines and processes in the MFA. Practical themes have been
relevant to operational units and department levels. Timing of evaluations was raised often in dis-
cussions. The best examples that have had positive influence are those that have fed into ongo-
ing decision making and implementation. Amongst such are the evaluations focusing on country
strategies and programmes, and Results-Based Management.

The meta-evaluations have fed into the development of the Evaluation Manual, tools and train-
ing contents. From Finnish development policy viewpoint centralised evaluations have not been
transformative during 2015-2022.

Review Question 2: How are centralised evaluations used and how useful they are?

The degree which the stakeholders both inside and outside MFA use the centralised evaluations
varies. Active users of evaluations are found at the department and unit level. The higher the post
in the decision making chain in the Ministry, the less evaluations are used.

In the MFA the evaluations have fed, for example, into the guidelines for country programming,
triple nexus, CSO cooperation, and Cross-Cutting Objectives. Among others, the evaluations have
contributed to development of approaches like Results-Based Management, risk management and
Human Rights Based Approach.

Several Finnish Civil Society Organisations utilise the evaluations in the development of their own
organisation, learning and advocacy work. The Development Policy Committee members and
secretariat are aware of the evaluations and appreciate the high information value of the reports
but are not using them at present. There are random users of evaluations in the private sector
organisations.

The management response process is supposed to ensure that evaluation results are utilised. It
has become more structured during the period review, but a number of shortcomings were iden-
tified. The process directs the focus on recommendations and much less on the other valuable
information provided in the evaluation reports, namely the findings and conclusions.

Although the management response follow-up tables are informative and are keeping with the
structure and guidelines prepared by the EVA-11, they do not always explicitly state if the recom-
mendations are agreed or not. About ten percent of the recommendations made in the evaluations
were fully rejected in the process, in some cases without clear justifications. There is room for
improving the content of actions, definite deadlines, and responsibilities.
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According to the follow-up reports of management responses, a vast majority of agreed actions
have been implemented within the stipulated time frame of two years. This indicates a high com-
mitment to implementing the actions. The two-year period, however, is considered too long and
the present reporting tables do not contain any analysis about the effect of implemented actions or
learning taking place. The reports do not give information regarding what are the positive changes
as a result of the evaluation.

Review Question 3: What are the typical factors facilitating or hampering the uptake of
centralised evaluations?

The review appreciates that the EVA-11 has put a lot of emphasis on the improvement of evaluation
process during the period of review. This is reflected in the tools, guidelines and training provided
to MFA internal and external participants.

The EVA-11 applies a participatory process of identifying ideas for evaluations, but the final selec-
tion of the evaluation topics is in the hands of the EVA-11. In the past the EVA-11 has commissioned
only large evaluations with long time span (approximately two years from the idea to availability
of results). Reviews that can be completed in a matter of months were introduced to the portfolio
in 2021 and are considered very useful by the people in the Ministry.

The EVA-11 has an outsourcing arrangement, Evaluation Management Services (EMS) contract
for conducting the evaluations. The EMS process has evolved into conducting evaluations in a
standardised manner and with even quality.

During evaluations, open communication and opportunities to participate either as informants or
reference group members was appreciated by many. The Findings, Conclusions and Recommen-
dations workshops that are organised in every evaluation were considered useful.

When an evaluation is ongoing, the EVA-11 and the evaluation team jointly own the process.
Changing the ownership from the EVA-11 to the department/unit leading the management response
process has been challenging at times.

Evaluation users expect improvements in style of reports, easy access to evaluations, and receiv-
ing tailor-made information, including advance information, short lists, one pager briefs, etc. The
reports contain plenty of useful information that remains valid for many years, and the information
could be utilised not just in the preparation of the management response.

The present management response process works well in addressing operational and strategic
recommendations that clearly fall within the mandate respective departments/units. However, rec-
ommendations dealing with people issues in the MFA and the Embassies are not among these.
Half of the evaluations made recommendations about the understaffing or competence develop-
ment needs, and many others had findings or conclusions on them. The Administrative Services
of the Ministry do not act independently on any evaluation report and the MFA leadership has not
acted on these issues. Not addressing them is a significant risk for Finnish development policy
and cooperation.
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Review Question 4: How could the MFA better capture and retain knowledge and learning
from evaluations as one tool for knowledge-based management?

The evaluations benefit knowledge-based decision making at the department and unit level but the
MFA leadership, namely Management Teams and Offices of the Ministers do not use the evalua-
tion results. The results are not used by the political decision makers either. The potential of eval-
uations for supporting knowledge-based decisions at the level of Ministry leaders is not reached.

Use of evaluation results rests more on individuals than on the organisation of the Ministry. There
is abundance of evidence from individual efforts to generate knowledge and learning from the
evaluations. The learning is challenged by information overflow as the evaluation reports are not
the only important knowledge products. Internal contextual factors of the Ministry (rotation of post
holders, continuous change of special public servants, understaffing) also influence retaining
knowledge and learning from evaluations negatively.

Participating in evaluation reference groups can be a team learning journey at best. Inspiring
ideas and collaboration make participants to implement changes already during the evaluation.
The working groups preparing the management responses were not mentioned in this context;
there was no talk about those groups provoking insights and learning. So far only a few units and
departments embrace the idea for using evaluations for learning, the rest of the organisation has
not quite grasped it.

Several problems in retaining knowledge from evaluations were identified. For example, it is ev-
ident that time for learning, reflection and retaining knowledge is in short supply as many people
spoke of their workload and hectic workdays and how it hinders the use of evaluation results for
any purpose. The evaluations are unable to transfer knowledge they generate across boundaries
in the organisations. The evaluations are also not easily found in the MFA information systems.

Potential and ideas for capturing knowledge and learning from the evaluations exist. The EVA-11
team has a vision of centralised evaluations as an essential part of contributing to knowledge-based
management in the Ministry. Equipped with both the profound knowledge of the past and planned
evaluations the EVA-11 has the potential to influence the decision makers because it has a seat
in all relevant groups. The EVA-11 has also generated useful experience from collective learning
solutions that can be used for nurturing learning and generating knowledge from evaluations.

3. Conclusions

During the period of review, the EVA-11 has worked towards improving evaluations and the eval-
uation process by increasing the engagement of stakeholders, by developing formats and tools
and by developing information products and materials. The review supports these measures fully
and considers them relevant for using the evaluations for learning and knowledge-based man-
agement in the Ministry.

The review has identified several areas requiring improvement. Importantly, the use and utility of
the evaluations is only partly in the hands of the EVA-11. Ultimately the utility of the evaluations
depends on departments and units that are expected to embrace the results and apply them in
practice.
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The centralised evaluations have been influential in terms of changing policies, guidelines and
processes of development cooperation. The influence on policy dialogue, is limited, even in devel-
opment policy. The evaluations do not reach the political decision makers in the Parliament and
in the Development Policy Committee (DPC). The members of the DPC recognise the value and
quality of the evaluations, but do not use them. Importantly, in the Ministry the evaluations only
reach the level of Director Generals of Departments and Directors of Units involved with develop-
ment policy and cooperation. The Ministry leadership, the Management Teams and the Offices of
the Ministers, do not discuss the evaluations.

The EVA-11 has all the power to improve sharing of evaluation results inside and outside the MFA.
For example, the Unit is a member of the Extended Management Team and can advocate for using
evaluation knowledge in decision making.

The use of evaluations is hampered by the volume and style of evaluation reports. Use of evalua-
tions is also hampered by absorption capacity in the Ministry when many evaluations are ongoing
at the same time.

At present the evaluation results are approached from the angle of recommendations only. The
evaluations contain a considerable amount of valuable information and knowledge, and it would
be important to extend the shelf life of a report by raising interesting topics for relevant discussion
fora and for reminding people of the evaluations and where to find them.

Also previous evaluations and reviews have raised the need to strengthen learning from evalua-
tions. So far, the activities have focused on development of guidelines, tools and training materials.
Learning from evaluations calls for adopting a learning approach where learning processes are
facilitated, team based and with a feed-forward focus.

Evaluations can be useful only if they are available in a timely manner and address direct informa-
tion needs. The steps the EVA-11 has adopted in diversifying the types of evaluations and com-
missioning more reviews is welcome. Having more flexibility in the Annual Evaluation Plan would
be helpful in responding to rapidly arising needs.

The management response process and its guidelines have been improved. But the process has
several problems that hamper its usefulness. The process is not fit to address recommendations
that transgress the institutional boundaries in the Ministry. The process contributes to accounta-
bility but does not instigate learning or knowledge-based management and evidence of change is
almost non-existent. No structural or institutional issues can be addressed because the manage-
ment response process only reaches the department level.
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4. Recommendations
The review has six recommendations.

1) Engage the new Ministers and people in their Offices and raise their interest in the
significance of the centralised evaluations.

2) Constantly share evaluation information and knowledge with the Offices of the Ministers,
Management Teams, and in the Development Policy Steering Group.

3) Initiate a process of rethinking and revising the management response process.

4) Improve on the information sharing about the evaluations to respond the varied needs of
different stakeholders

5) Prioritise collective learning oriented methods in engaging MFA stakeholders

6) Increase flexibility and diversity of evaluations
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1 Introduction

This report presents the findings, conclusions and recommendations of an independent review,
commissioned by the Development Evaluation Unit (EVA-11) of the Finnish Ministry for Foreign
Affairs (MFA). It assesses the different types of evaluations, meta-evaluations and reviews that
the EVA-11 has carried out in 2015-2022. The review contributes to the analysis of their use and
utility as drivers for change and tools for learning and knowledge-based management.

11 This review

The review covers the period from 2015 to 2022. The Terms of Reference (ToR) lists as the main
intended users of the review the EVA-11, the Development Policy Steering Group, the departments
managing development policy and cooperation, and senior management of the MFA. Other Finnish
stakeholders outside the MFA are expected to be interested in the results of the review as well,
namely the Development Policy Committee, Parliament, Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and
private sector entities (Terms of Reference, Annex 2).

The purpose of the review is to strengthen the use of evaluation evidence for decision making,
learning and accountability and to enhance the use and utility of centralised evaluations. The re-
view contributes to improvement and implementation of development policy and cooperation. Its
specific objectives are:

e To identify main factors that enable or hinder the uptake of evaluation results and
implementation of recommendations both in the MFA as well as among other stake-
holders in Finland;

e To identify key themes and/or issues of strategic relevance to the MFA for which there
seems to be important gaps in implementation of recommendations; and

e To provide concise conclusions and recommendations that help the MFA to step up the
use of evaluations and implementation of recommendations.

The review is expected to provide answers to four main review questions (RQ):

¢ RQ 1. How transformative are centralised evaluations?
e RQ 2. How are centralised evaluations used and how useful they are?

e RQ 3. What are the typical factors facilitating or hampering the uptake of centralised
evaluations?

e RQ 4. How could the MFA better capture and retain knowledge and learning from eval-
uations as one tool for knowledge-based management?
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Terminologies used in the review

In this review the term “MFA leadership” is defined to consist of the top of the Ministry meaning
both people in political and civil servant roles. To be more precise, the MFA leadership consists
of Ministers and the people in their Offices, State Secretary and Under-Secretaries, and the MFA
Management Teams.

This review does not use the collective term of “human resources” because the resource talk over-
looks the respect for human being. Therefore, the review talks of people reflecting the change
in thinking.

1.2 Methodology

The approach and methodologies of the review were agreed with the EVA-11 during the incep-
tion in October 2022. This is a review with a short duration (four months) and a small team (two
experts). It is based on a team and co-creation approach and has future orientation. Documents
provide valuable data about the evaluations, but they only speak of the past. The discussions
with the MFA people and other stakeholders provide information about the present use and utility
of evaluations and the potential for future which underlines the significance of discussions and
dialogue in the methodology.

During the inception, representatives of main stakeholder groups that were expected to be among
the potential users of the evaluations were identified. Subsequently, the team organised 36 data
collection sessions consisting of facilitated workshops, focus group discussions and discussions
with individuals or in pairs. Few persons shared their views over email. In total, 62 persons en-
gaged with the review. They represent the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the Finnish Embassies,
the Development Policy Committee, the Parliament, National Audit Office, Finnish Civil Society
Organisations, private sector organisations, and evaluation experts. All discussions were noted
down. The findings of the review are grounded on the views, perceptions and experiences shared
by all these people.

Documents are an important source of supplementary
data. The documents studied consist of reports depicting
different steps in the evaluation process from mandate
of development evaluation to planning evaluations, man-
aging and conducting evaluations, and finally addressing
recommendations of the evaluations. Among the key doc-
uments studied are the Ministry’s Development Evaluation
Norm and Rules of Procedure. Annual Evaluation Plans, Annual Reports of Development Eval-
uation, and several guidelines that the EVA-11 has prepared for decentralised evaluations were
studied. Reports of individual evaluations together with respective management responses and
their follow-up reporting have been looked at. Also other MFA documents related to development
policy and development cooperation in the MFA were reviewed.

Review methods have
had an emphasis on
future and co-creation.

The review team conducted joint data analysis during the first half of January. In the analysis,
each stream of evidence (interview notes and documents) was systematically analysed against
the Review Matrix questions. Data triangulation was a two-step process, i.e. qualitative discussion
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data was separately collated and analysed against the questions in the Review Matrix. Key words
were used to classify responses and used to identify narrative patterns. Then, a systematic con-
tent analysis was conducted for the documents, and findings compared with the discussion find-
ings. As Chapter 3 shows, sometimes the views presented by the stakeholders agreed with each
other and sometimes they contradict each other. Same applies to findings substantiated by the
documents.

The analysis was boosted by discussions with the MFA representatives in the joint Findings, Con-
clusions and Recommendations (FCR) workshop in January 2023. The EVA-11 team together with
the representatives from the Department for Africa and Middle East, Department for the Americas
and Asia and Department for Development Policy participated in the workshop.

The Review team is presented in Annex 1. The approach, methodology and limitations of the review

are discussed in Annex 3, references are in Annex 4 and list of evaluation reports, management
responses and follow-up reports studied is in Annex 5.

1.3 Structure of the report

Chapter 2 presents the background of the review, Chapter 3 the findings on the review questions
and Chapter 4 the conclusions of the review team. It is followed by recommendations in Chapter 5.
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2 Background and Context

21 Background
The mandate of the EVA-11

The overall framework of evaluations in the Minis-
try for Foreign Affairs is set in the evaluation norm
(MFA 2015a). The norm provides legal basis of eval-
uation of development policy and development co-
operation and guides all evaluation function of these
two in Finland’s foreign affairs. The norm also defines
the purposes of development evaluation: in the Ministry development evaluation is conducted for
accountability, organisation-wide learning, improvement of quality, transparency and openness
(Box 1).

Centralised evaluations are
managed by the EVA-11.

Box 1. Development evaluation for many purposes

“Evaluation of development policy and cooperation (development evaluation) is a part of the
responsibilities (accountability) for relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and impact and their
evaluation that is set for the MFA by the State Budget Act and State Budget Decree. De-
velopment evaluation serves the organization-wide learning from development cooperation
experiences, as well as the improvement of quality by producing independent and impartial
evidence-based knowledge of the activities. It is also an essential part of transparency and
openness of development policies.”

Source: Development Evaluation Norm (MFA 2015a)

The evaluations commissioned by the MFA are divided into two types of evaluations based on
management responsibility and scope (MFA 2015a). Centralised evaluations are managed by the
EVA-11 and are characterised as being comprehensive and strategic. Examples of such evaluations
are evaluations of policies, country strategies, financing instruments, processes, results- , theme-
or sector-based programmes or programmes of partner institutions. Decentralised evaluations are
managed by other Ministry units and Embassies implementing development cooperation, and they
focus on projects and programmes.

According to the Rules of Procedure for the Ministry (Decree of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs
550/2008), the EVA-11 is a member of the Development Policy Steering Group and the Extended
Management Team of the Ministry. Among the five functions of the Development Policy Evaluation
Unit two are of particular relevance for this review, namely function number 1 on ensuring central-
ised evaluations of development policy and cooperation and function number 4 on disseminating
development evaluation results.
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Evaluation process

Following the approval of the Evaluation Norm in 2015, a process for centralised evaluations
has evolved. The process begins from planning the topics for all centralised evaluations and moves
then into planning and management of an actual evaluation, preparing a management response,
and ends with the follow-up report of the management response for each respective evaluation
(MFA 2015a). Annex 6 provides a description of the evaluation process.

Evaluations and reviews during 2015-2022

Starting from 2015, a total of 23 evaluations have been completed. The evaluations consist of coun-
try strategy evaluations, policy, thematic and sector-based evaluations, evaluations of processes
and programmes, evaluations of aid instruments and meta-evaluations of decentralised evaluations.

In addition, three other assignments (assessments and reviews) have been completed (Table 1.)

Table 1. Centralised evaluations completed during 2015-2022

TYPE NAME OF EVALUATION AND YEAR COMPLETED

Country Evaluation on Finland’s Development Cooperation with Kenya 2007-2013 (2015)
strategy Evaluation on Finland’s Development Cooperation Country Strategies and Country Strategy
evaluations Modality (2016)

Adapting for Change: Country Strategy Approach in Fragile Contexts (2020)

Evaluation on Development Cooperation Carried out by the Department of Russia, Eastern

Europe and Central Asia, including the Wider Europe Initiative (WEI), (2021)

Evaluation on the Transition Process of Finnish Viethnamese Cooperation in 2008-2020 (2021)
Policy, Evaluation on Finland’s Development Policy Programmes from Results-Based Management
thematic Point of View (2015)
and sector Evaluation of Inclusive Education in Finland’s Development Cooperation 2004-2013 (2015)
evaluations

Evaluation of Aid for Trade (2016)

Evaluation on Improvement of Women'’s and Girls rights (2018)

Evaluation on Forced Displacement and Finnish Development Policy (2019)

"How do we Learn, Manage and Make Decisions in Finland’s Development Policy and
Cooperation”. Management of results information and knowledge at the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Finland (2019)

Evaluation of Economic Development, Job Creation and Livelihoods (2021)

Evaluation of the Finnish Development Policy influencing in the European Union (2022)
Evaluation of Finland’s Humanitarian Assistance 2016-2022 (2022)

Evaluation of Finnish Development Policy Influencing Activities in Multilateral Organisations (2020)
Water as an Entry Point for Peace Mediation. Evaluation on Finnish Water Diplomacy (2021)

Evaluation of
processes or

Evaluation of Humanitarian Mine Action (2015)
Developmental Evaluation of Business with Impact 2015-2019 (BEAM) Programme (2019)

programmes
Evaluations Programme-based Support Through Finnish Civil Society Organizations (Meta analysis 2017)
of financing
instruments
Meta- Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2017-2020 (2022)
evaluations Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2015-2017 (2018)

Meta-evaluation of project programme evaluations 2014-2015 (2017)

Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2012-2014 (2015)
Reviews and A review of Finland’s cooperation supporting peace processes (in Finnish) (2021)
assessments | Business to Government — a developmental review of the platform pilot (in Finnish) (2021)

From Reactivity to Resilience. Assessment of the Response of Finnish Development Policy and
Cooperation to the COVID-19 Pandemic (2022)

Source: Review team
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Baseline for the review

Use of evaluations for learning and knowledge management has been high on the agenda of
the EVA-11 for years. Three recent evaluations and reviews have addressed these issues. They
provide both justifications for the review and a baseline for it (see ToR in Annex 2).

According to the evaluation on management of results information and knowledge (Palen-
berg et al. 2019) centralised evaluations, their synthesis in annual reports and performance au-
dits have successfully influenced decision making at the MFA. The evaluations produce useful
results, but the Ministry does not fully utilise the comprehensive body of knowledge they generate.
A moderate level of influence on both learning and decision making at the MFA was evident. The
evaluation considered that centralised evaluations are targeted primarily at senior MFA manage-
ment and the Finnish government and parliament. The relevance and usefulness to MFA staff in
general has remained limited. Among the measures to improve the relevance and usefulness the
evaluation recommended that relevant findings and
conclusions could be “filtered” and “packaged” into
suitable formats for different, more specifically de-
fined audiences in (and beyond) the MFA. Increased
staff participation would increase understanding and
ownership of evaluation findings and the feasibility of
recommendations and strengthen learning during the
entire evaluation process.

Previous evaluations made
recommendations about
learning and sharing of
evaluation results.

MFA participated in the joint peer review of the evaluation units together with Switzerland
and Ireland in 2020 (Peer Review of Four Evaluation Functions 2020). Compared with the other
organizations that were part of the Peer Review, centralised evaluations commissioned by the
MFA tend to be more ambitious in scope, more complex in methods, and longer in duration. The
Peer Review considered that all of these factors drive costs upwards, and also have implications
for the utility of the resulting products. In the Peer Review interviews operational managers often
characterized the reports commissioned by the EVA-11 as “theoretical”, almost certainly reflecting
a heavy emphasis on the theory of change, broad context, and evaluation methods front-loaded in
the reports. The centralised evaluations are geared toward the broader issues facing the organ-
ization which the Peer Review considered reasonable. Recommendations were made towards
enhancing the planning phase and management response process and improving communication
and dissemination of evaluation results.

The meta-evaluation of MFA’s project and programme evaluations in 2017-2020 (Vath et al.
2022) looked at the use and utility of decentralised evaluations, i.e. evaluations commissioned by
other departments and units of MFA and Finnish Embassies. Decentralised evaluations are often
used for learning in teams, decision making, planning of follow-up, and management of ongoing
interventions. The learning, however, stays more on individual level. A large majority of the eval-
uations were assessed as satisfactory or very useful. Timing of the evaluations, relevance of rec-
ommendations, the extent of recommendations being realistic, the learnings from the evaluation,
and the implementation of recommendations were positively assessed.

OECD Review of Evaluation Systems

The 2022 Review of Evaluation Systems (OECD 2023) draws on the experiences of the members
and observers of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation (EvalNet). The review identifies
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major trends in evaluation systems, covering the role of evaluation, policy and institutional arrange-
ments, evaluation processes and the use of evaluation findings. The OECD Review findings point
to areas that are also relevant to this review, for example:

1. Work towards a more holistic understanding of all the evidence that is available within an
organisation as part of a broader shift towards learning.

2. Track when and how evaluation findings are used. A common theme within the OECD
Review relates to challenges in meeting learning objectives and the subsequent focus on
finding new and more effective approaches to increase use.

3. Reuvisit questions of ownership, as related to partner country engagement.

The OECD Review also talks about the evaluation
process itself, about how decisions on which evalua-
tions to undertake are made impact dissemination of
findings and use of evaluations. In evaluation plans
the Review argues that the process which the eval-
uations are undertaken impacts both the quality and
usefulness of the findings. It points to three issues,
namely linking evaluations to organisational priorities,
aligning selection of evaluation topics to organisational priorities, and consultative approach in de-
signing evaluation plans to ensure utility. The OECD Review also brings forward valuable lessons
for evaluation design and conducting evaluations.

Review argues that
evaluation process impacts
both quality and usefulness

of the findings.

The Review draws attention to using evaluation findings. In the past, promoting the use of find-
ings has been left until after evaluations are complete, rather than considering learning objectives
in the early stages of the evaluation process. It argues that timeliness of evaluation findings is
essential to their uptake but there is tension between providing quick evidence that can be used
to inform ongoing efforts and ensuring high-quality and credible findings. Absorption capacity of
individuals and organisations affects the ability of target audiences to act on findings.

Recent focus on learning objectives reflects challenges
in systematically using evaluation findings to inform de-

cision making and strengthen overall effectiveness. It in- OECD Review supports
dicates that more work can be done to facilitate the use increased focus on
of evaluation findings. The organisations participating in interactive learning.

the EvalNet complement full length reports with other
messaging, in an effort to better connect with internal and
external audiences and facilitate use of results.

Dissemination to internal audiences often extends beyond simple sharing of knowledge
products, with increased focus on interactive learning. While evaluation units continue to share
evaluation reports and other knowledge products across their organisations increased emphasis is
placed on interactive methods of engagement. For example in France the directorate responsible
for international development co-operation organises a series of presentations and workshops
with senior-level officials and relevant departments to discuss findings and provide support in re-
sponding to evaluation recommendations. This consultative approach helps to ensure buy-in to
recommendations, thereby increasing their implementation.
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The OECD Review proposes the following items to mitigate challenges in use and utility of
evaluations:

e Align to organisation strategic priorities

e Engage with senior management and subject-matter experts

e Design ToRs that incorporate learning objectives

e Prepare a communication strategy during the evaluation planning phase
e Share findings with key stakeholders on an ongoing basis

e Formulate concrete and actionable recommendations

e Draft reports in non-technical language

e Use a variety of presentation and dissemination methods

2.2 Context

In this chapter a few important context issues are discussed. The issues have implications on the
use, utility and influence of the centralised evaluations.

Rapid change is a challenge for all decision-makers. We live in a time of disruptive change with
many overlapping crises (e.g. COVID-19, Russian aggression against Ukraine, climate change).
The leadership of the Ministry benefits from up-to-date information and evaluations can be one
important source of such information. This came repeatedly up in the discussions both with the
people working in the Ministry and with the external stakeholders.

Finnish foreign and security policy aims to enhance security and wellbeing through international
cooperation. The Government Programme (Programme of Prime Minister Sanna Marin’'s Gov-
ernment, 2019), the Government Report on Finnish Foreign and Security Policy (Government
of Finland 2020) and the Report on Development Policy Extending Across Parliamentary Terms
(MFA 2021a) explicitly state that development policy is an integral part of Finland’s foreign
and security policy. This linkage was recognised by the MFA people and the members of the
Development Policy Committee.

The aid cuts made during the Sipila Government
have long-lasting impacts. The cuts have led into

Development policy is an significant changes in the structure of Finland’s Of-
integral part of Finland’s ficial Development Assistance (ODA) and how it is
foreign and security policy. presently managed (see data in Annex 8). Compared

to 2014, the share of ODA managed by the Ministry
has shrunk from 80 % in 2014 to 59 % in 2021 (MFA
2022a). Disbursements to multilateral development
cooperation, European Development Fund, Finland’s share of EU’s cooperation budget and core
support to multilateral organisations have all grown. Bilateral aid took really the brunt of the budget
cuts made in 2016. Both the actual disbursements and the share of bilateral aid of total Finnish aid
keeps shrinking. This is important from evaluation viewpoint because the bilateral partner countries

REVIEW OF THE USE AND UTILITY OF CENTRALISED EVALUATIONS



and their institutions have been a valuable evidence base to so many evaluations in the past. More
and more of bilateral partner countries are fragile and conflict countries. The portfolio of aid is also
becoming more diverse with new instruments (e.g. development policy loans and investments) and
arrangements (e.g. outsourcing to FINCEED, Finnish Centre of Expertise in Education and Devel-
opment in the National Board of Education and Rule of Law Centre in the University of Helsinki).

Even though the total disbursements have grown, disbursements for administrative costs have
remained stagnant starting from 2016 onwards. Also development cooperation personnel were
reduced during the Sipild Government. This translates as less people managing a growing volume
of aid (National Audit Office 2021). Karhu & Lanki (2022) argue that this is potentially endangering
to both quantity and quality of Finnish development.
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3 Findings

Discussion on findings begins with use and usefulness of centralised evaluations (RQ2) and is
followed with factors facilitating or hampering the uptake of centralised evaluations (RQ3) and how
transformative they are (RQ1). The chapter ends with discussion on how the MFA could retain
learning from evaluations and foster knowledge-based management (RQ4).

3.1 Use and usefulness of centralised evaluations

This chapter looks at the Review Question 2: How are centralised evaluations used and how
useful they are? The sub-question on the evaluation processes relates to factors that facilitate or
hamper the use and taking up of evaluations, and it is discussed in chapter 3.2.

Key findings

The evaluations are of high quality, they contain useful information and are considered val-
uable and well-justified sources of information.

People in the Ministry use the centralised evaluations but to a varying degree. Active indi-
viduals who use evaluations are found at the department and unit level. The evaluations do
not reach the Management Teams or the Offices of the Ministers.

Finnish CSOs apply the information from the evaluations in their own functions. People in
the Development Policy Committee appreciate the high information value of the reports,
but do not use them.

Improvement is observed in the clarity and focus of the recommendations made in the
evaluation reports.

Recommendations related to the number of people or their competence in the Ministry and/
or at the Embassies came up in more than half of the evaluations completed during the
period of review.

Management response process is expected to ensure that evaluation results are utilised. Al-
though it has become more structured, the process still contains a number of shortcomings.
It directs the focus of evaluation users on evaluation recommendations with less attention
on findings and conclusions.

Management responses do not always explicitly state if the recommendations are agreed
with or not.

A vast majority of actions agreed in the management responses have been implemented.
The two-year period is considered too long. The follow-up tables do not contain any analysis
about the effect of implemented actions or learning taking place.
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311 Perceptions of usefulness and actual use

This chapter talks first about the views of the MFA and the Embassy staff regarding their motiva-
tions and ways how they use evaluations and how useful they find them. It then moves to the views
of the other Finnish stakeholders. The extent that evaluation process supports use of evaluation
results is merged with factors that facilitate or hamper use of evaluation results and is discussed
in chapter 3.2.1.

Views from the MFA and the Finnish Embassies

The review engaged with more than 30 people with current or recent working experience at the
MFA or in the Embassies. In the discussions contrasting views about the usefulness of the
centralised evaluations and their use came up. The people had unanimous view about the
quality of the centralised evaluations: the evaluations contain plenty of useful information and are
considered valuable and well-justified sources of information.

The perception about their usefulness, however, does not translate into use. Not everyone
who would benefit from them actually uses them. The discussions provided a clear picture: eval-
uations do not reach the Management Teams or the Offices of the Ministers. This means that
amongst the significant non-users are people in positions of power and influence. The active users
of the evaluations are experienced professionals
of development policy and development coopera-
tion who draw benefit from the reports. Commonly,
they work as Director Generals, Deputy Director
Generals, Directors of Unit or Senior Advisers at
the department and unit level. These are the key
Ministry people who define actions, allocate re-
sources and design policies and strategies that
would presumably benefit from all evaluations. Yet,
discussions revealed that not all of them read the evaluations. The ones who read and use them
do so when they are relevant to respondent’s work and meet their information needs. They also
mentioned that they know how to read them — not full reports, but just summaries, conclusions
and recommendations.

Evaluations contain useful
information but not all people
in the Ministry use them.

Bilateral partner countries, i.e. countries that have a Country Strategy and Country Programme
have provided much evidence for the evaluations in the past. Aimost every evaluation commis-
sioned by the EVA-11 wants to conduct a country visit and it has become more difficult to identify
case study countries for the evaluations. The people working in the Embassies, for most part, do
not find the centralised evaluations useful for their work because the Embassies and in-country
partners do not receive concrete recommendations for improving their work. The country strategy
evaluations formed an often cited exception; they are considered very relevant to the Embassies.

Views of external stakeholders in Finland
This chapter focuses on the views of MFA's external stakeholders, namely the people from the

Development Policy Committee (DPC), Parliament, National Audit Office, Civil Society Organisa-
tions and private sector actors.
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The external stakeholders of the Ministry have a high degree of appreciation towards the evaluation
reports: they recognise that the reports contain valuable information. Among the Development
Policy Committee members and secretariat the information and knowledge provided by centralised
evaluations is regarded important.

However, majority of the people involved with the Development Policy Committee do not use
the evaluations. The evaluations are on the agenda once a year when the Annual Report that the
EVA-11 prepares is discussed. Individual evaluations are not discussed at the DPC meetings. The
Working Groups of the DPC are known to use evaluations selectively, i.e. if the evaluations are
relevant to the tasks at hand. Members of the Parliament expressed a high interest in the reports
but do not use them in their work. A centralised evaluation has been on the agenda of the Foreign
Affairs Committee of the Parliament only once during the review period from 2015 to 2022.

Several Finnish CSOs have found ways to utilise the eval-
uations for multiple purposes. They study all reports re-
gardless their scope and topic with the purpose of using the
reports for their own organisational learning. They also look
for opportunities to utilise the results in their programmes,
advocacy work and in the dialogue with the Ministry.

Finnish CSOs utilise
the evaluations for
multiple purposes.

Private sector stakeholders follow-up centralised evaluations occasionally, typically when it is
directly linked with their work and business. Those who participate in the DPC receive an update
on the evaluations once a year when the Annual Report is presented, and others learn of the
evaluations when an invitation to a publishing event arrives from the EVA-11. So far, they have
not found uses for these evaluations.

3.1.2 Recommendations of evaluations

The findings in this chapter are based both on documents and stakeholder discussions. The review
ToR focuses on the recommendations of the centralised evaluations and the degree to which they
are relevant, realistic and actionable.

Main categories of recommendations in the evaluations

The EVA-11 commissioned 23 centralised evaluations during 2015-2022 (see Table 1 in Chapter
2.1). Four of them were meta-evaluations with a distinct focus on evaluation quality and they are
not included in the data of Figure 1. Reviews and assessments were not analysed because there
are only three reports in the sample.

The recommendations made in 19 evaluation reports were structured to nine main catego-
ries. Figure 1 below highlights the overall view of the recommendations in these evaluations. The
categories with a high number of recommendations (more than 20) are: implementation and aid
instruments (how the Finnish development policy and development cooperation is implemented);
MFA staff, management and leadership; development of policies and strategies; and influencing
and collaboration with stakeholders. Three categories had a moderate number of recommendations
(between 10 and 20) and consist of Results-Based Management (RBM), financial resources and
regulations and Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) and Cross-Cutting Objectives (CCOs).
Only a couple specific recommendations were made about evaluation practices. Importantly, no
recommendations were made about impact, sustainability or relevance in these evaluations (ninth
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category). The centralised evaluations’ concern is clearly on how the Finnish development policy
and development co-operation is implemented, and on the number and competence of people in
the MFA and in Finnish Embassies, and the MFA management and leadership.

It should be noted even if a category has many recommendations it does not mean that same
recommendations have been repeated. Rather it reflects common issues that are important to

address regardless the evaluation topic or aid instrument.

Figure 1. Overview of recommendations provided by 19 centralised evaluations 2015-2022 (total 161)

Development of policies &
strategies

50
RBM Evaluation practices

Financial resources &
regulations

MFA management and
staff

Influencing & collaboration

with stakeholders HRBA & CCOs

Implementation & aid
instruments

Source: Review team.

The four meta-evaluations made a total of 36 recommendations, with a majority focusing on
improving evaluation practices. Only a handful (between 1 and 5) recommendations were made
on sustainability of projects and programmes, HRBA and CCOs, RBM and on finances. This is inter-
esting considering that assessing the quality of Finnish aid has been a significant part of the ToRs
of all four meta-evaluations since 2015. The meta-evaluations place more emphasis on assessing
the quality of decentralised evaluations than on the quality of Finland’s development cooperation.

The number of recommendations has fluctuated from 3 in the developmental evaluation of the
Business with Impact Programme (Halme et al. 2019) up to 14 in the water Diplomacy evaluation
(de Man et al. 2021). In some older reports also sub-recommendations were made which meant
that more than 20 recommendations were made. Several persons considered this number too high.
This practice has been checked which reflects the attention the EVA-11 has given to improving
the quality of recommendations. On an average, there are 8 to 9 recommendations per report.

In 2019 the EVA-11 introduced the Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations workshop
into the evaluation process. The purpose is to provide the evaluation teams with an opportunity
to receive feedback from the intended users before the reports are drafted (MFA 2021b). The
workshop seems to serve its purpose, for example by weeding out recommendations that are not
feasible.
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Actionability is understood to consist of practicality, feasi-
The FCR workshop bility and clarity. The analysis of the reports suggests that
the recommendations have become more focused and

provides an
opportunity for the clearer which is expected to make them more actionable.
intended evaluation The review of the evaluation reports suggests that the qual-
users to participate in ity of recommendations and style of presenting them has
the evaluation. improved over time. The feasibility of the recommendations

is further tested in the management response preparation
(see chapter 3.1.3).

Issues related to people working in the Ministry and Embassies repeated in the recommen-
dations

The issue of people (in the category MFA staff, management and leadership), having too few peo-
ple working at the Ministry and/or in the Embassies, was consistently raised in the evaluations.
Half of the evaluation reports (12 reports out of 23) bring this issue up in recommendations, either
focusing on the people available and/or on their capabilities. In addition, in many reports the issue
is strongly referred to in the conclusions but without a corresponding recommendation.

The EVA-11 has analysed evaluation reports completed during 2018-2020 (MFA 2021b). The
findings match closely with the findings of this review. The four main categories of repeat recom-
mendations were:

e Steering the planning and implementation of development cooperation and using the
knowledge-based tools (theories of change, data-driven analyses of partners or the sit-
uation in the partner country and elements supporting adaptive guidance, such as risk
mapping and financial flexibility);

e Staff capacity building through training and guidelines;
e Matters related to staff planning, administration and resources; and

e Means and coherence of policy influencing.
Views from the users

According to the MFA people, the evaluations commonly recommend a new strategy paper and
address MFA staff related matters. About the quality of recommendations a mixed message
was received: some people opined that the recommendations have improved while others argued
that there is still room and scope for further improvement. The relevance of recommendations is
directly linked with the perceived usefulness of the evaluation. If the report and recommendations
fit well with the responsibilities and tasks at hand, they are considered very relevant, otherwise not.

According to the EVA-11, the evaluation teams are advised to provide recommendations only to the
MFA. This is because the management response process of the MFA does not apply to external
stakeholders. It is, however, possible to provide the Ministry with recommendations on influencing
external stakeholders. External stakeholders have also participated in the work of management re-
sponse groups. For example, the Embassy of Finland in Vietnam and Business Finland participated
in the preparation of the management response for the transition process evaluation in Vietnam.
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3.1.3 From recommendations to agreed actions

This chapter focuses on the management response preparation and the extent to which the ac-
tions committed to in the management response adequately address the recommendations. The
findings arise mainly from documents.

Management response preparation and contents

The preparation of the management response begins
after an evaluation report has been approved and published.
The Evaluation Norm (MFA 2015a) states that “in these
management responses it is considered to what extent the
management of the MFA needs to react to the recommen-
dations”. This purpose is also adopted in the Toolkit for Man-
agement Response Working Groups (MFA 2021c). A man-
agement response working group should be set after the
EVA-11 has approved the evaluation report. The members of the working group are expected to
represent all those actors whose inputs will be required to implement the recommendations. The
first duty of the working group is “fo jointly decide which recommendations they consider relevant
and propose to be approved and which in their opinion should be disregarded / disapproved.”
The Toolkit prepared in 2021 also defines that the management response should be completed in
three months. During the period of review, the management response has consisted of two doc-
uments, a management response decision (published in the MFA website), and a follow-up table
with information about agreed actions (available upon request). The draft management response
prepared by the group is discussed at the Development Policy Steering Group. The Under-Sec-
retary of State responsible for development policy signs it (MFA 2015a).

Management
responses focus on
addressing evaluation
recommendations.

9 out of 10 recommendations lead to action

The review analysed 20 management responses that were completed during 2015-2022 (see
Annex 5 for a list). Only the follow-up tables were looked at, not the signed management response
decisions. This is for two reasons. Firstly, because the follow-up tables can be compared with the
evaluation recommendations and with the follow-up reports of management responses. Secondly,
the signed decisions do not provide that information. The management response decisions are
too vague, and it is difficult, if not impossible to assess what has been agreed to take forward of
the recommendations and what not. The signed decisions do not reflect the recommendations of
the evaluations, nor do they identify the responsibilities or deadlines for actions.

A total of 175 recommendations were made in 20 evaluation reports. The management response
groups agreed fully with 63% of the recommendations (110 recommendations) and those recom-
mendations led into actions to implement them. Another 10 % of recommendation (18 recommen-
dations) are such that action was already taken place (partly or fully). 18 % of the recommendations
were either partly agreed or partly rejected (32 recommendations). Finally 9 % of recommenda-
tions (15 recommendations) were either clearly rejected or no action planned. This suggests that
about 90 % of the recommendations were somehow considered relevant to the Ministry.
This percentage, however, should be taken with a pinch of salt.

In the sample there are only few examples of justified rejections of recommendations that are clearly
spelled out. Even if the management response group does not agree with the recommendations
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at all or agrees only with a part of the recommendation, there seems to be a compelling need to
design some kind of actions. This then leads into many vague actions that miss the gist of the
recommendation. Subsequently, the managers at various levels of the organisation become over-
loaded with implementing these actions. Such actions have a minor role in introducing changes
in collaboration, policies, instruments, etc.

Recommendations on financial resources and people and their capacities are systematically re-
jected in the management responses. This issue will be returned to in chapter 3.3.2.

The review of the management responses confirms that the main function of the management
response is to address recommendations. The process is not looking at the evaluation and the
information contained in the report as a whole.

There are also issues with the follow-up tables.
The writing style is vague, actions are agreed but it is
not exactly clear to what extent they address the rec-
ommendation. In many follow-up tables responsibili-
ties and deadlines are clearly set, but there are also
many where the responsibilities are divided between
many units and explicit deadlines are not set. These
same issues subsequently influence the follow-up
reports (see chapter 3.1.4). The EVA-11 reported these same issues to the Development Policy
Steering Group in 2019 (MFA 2019):

The Toolkit for Management
Response Working Group
offers clear guidance for the
members of working group.

e Definition of measures and responsibilities in management responses: Actions are
often described in the passive “is clarified, is activated, is encouraged, is confirmed”.
The expression often leaves open the concrete measures needed to achieve change.

e The responsibility for implementation and reporting remains unclear if several actors
are mentioned in the responsibility column.

e Strong commitments to take action are challenging. The responses highlight good
intentions, i.e. “Let’s try to do”.

¢ In some management responses, the deadline for interlinked actions was the same,
although such actions cannot take place at the same time.

The 2021 Toolkit for Management Response Working Groups is considered a major improvement
for the process. One implication is that management responses are completed with less time than
before. The guidelines are well-prepared and offer clear guidance for the members of the work-
ing group. The follow-up table is a tool for the responsible MFA units and departments. It is well
structured and serves also as a reporting tool. It provides space to group members to record their
justifications on why action is taken or not taken, describe the actions and commit to implement
the actions. The format has a slot for everything if you know how to use it. In the sample there are
some that are perfectly done: first, there is a clear statement about the recommendation — agreed
or not — with justifications. It then leads into clear, practical actions for which one department or
unit takes responsibility for within an agreed deadline.
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3.1.4 Implementation of agreed actions

The final step in the evaluation process is the tracking of management responses and reporting.
The analysis looks at the extent to which the actions committed to in the management response
are implemented. The findings are mainly based on documents.

Follow-up reports and the guidance

The EVA-11 guidelines for management response process also provide instructions for follow-up
reporting (MFA 2021c). The reporting period has been two years. Based on the Evaluation Norm
the responsibility to follow the implementation of the management responses remains with the
EVA-11. The Unit also uses the follow-up reports as a basis for reporting to the Development Pol-
icy Steering Group.

Outcomes of 12 completed management response processes have been looked at using the
follow-up reports as evidence (see Annex 5 for a list). Analysis of follow-up reports suggest that
virtually all actions agreed in the management response have been implemented. In these
12 evaluations, 111 recommendations were made. 106 of them were partly or fully agreed to
when the management response was prepared (96 %). According to the follow-up reports, a vast
majority of actions agreed have been implemented by the responsible units. Actions for 92 rec-
ommendations have been implemented as planned
and actions for 13 recommendations have been partly
implemented. This leaves only one recommendation
with a not implemented status. This was in the man-
agement response for the Meta-evaluation for project
and programme evaluations 2012-2014. A planned
action about organising a coordination session for
advisers in the Ministry about evaluations and evalu-
ation capacity was not organised.

Actions agreed in the
management response have
been implemented, but their
follow-up reports do not tell
about the intended change.

The numbers look good, but they tell only a part of the story. The reports do not tell what the
intended change was that the actions should have produced. The element of change is miss-
ing from the follow-up reports as they do not contain any analysis about the effect of implemented
actions.

On the positive side, for the Ministry people one of the benefits of this process is that it forces
the management of relevant units to take stand. The experience of the people was that if an
evaluation identifies a drastic need for change, then action will be taken, even without a manage-
ment response decision.

The findings of the review match perfectly with the EVA-11 discussion paper (MFA 2021b) where
evaluation reports and management responses from 2018 to 2020 were studied. The paper ar-
gues that:

¢ The management response matrices attached to the management response decisions

are used in the follow-up. As a tool it keeps the recommendations alive. However, the
summaries done in the matrices are mechanical.
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e The practice reduces the burden on reporting for the units, but there is no or little space
for joint analysis and learning. The report is only discussed at the Development Policy
Steering Group.

e Monitoring is done late, i.e. at the earliest two years after the management response
has been developed. The risk of institutional memory disappearing is evident.

e The practice of follow-up reporting works in terms of accountability. The benefits and
effectiveness of monitoring are limited as there is no or little analysis on the observa-
tions and good practices that were highlighted in the evaluation reports.

e The management responses and follow-up reports play a very small role in bringing
about or accelerating change. The most important thing seems to be that the need for
change remains in the discussion agenda.

This review also agrees with the issues that the EVA-11 brought to the discussion in the Develop-
ment Policy Steering Group in 2018 (MFA 2018d):

e Instead of the present style of reporting actions, a report on the impact of the eval-
uation and the lessons learned afterwards could be considered. It would be good to
think about how the follow-up reporting of evaluations could be developed to inspire
more learning.

e The template for follow-up has not always made monitoring easy. One reason is that
the actions defined in the follow-up table are often detached from the major stra-
tegic decisions and changes. Management decisions that clearly state the responsi-
ble party and the timetable are easier to follow.

e The purposes of the follow-up reports could be reconsidered: does it serve mainly
accountability or is it another opportunity to learn from the evaluation? Revisit-
ing the management response two years after its approval would be an opportunity to
reflect on the findings and recommendations raised by the evaluation, and how they
have helped to strengthen strategic thinking and planning for the evaluated activity.

Commitment to implement actions

The discussions did not provide any evidence on how the commitment to implement the actions
manifests itself at best. Analysis of documents provides only limited evidence. The follow-up re-
ports indicate that respective departments and units have a high commitment to implement the
agreed actions. Among the good examples are the country strategy and RBM evaluations: their
recommendations have fed into important ongoing processes, that have led into concrete action
plans, and the plans have been implemented.
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3.2 Factors affecting the uptake of evaluations

This chapter looks at the Review Question 3: What are the typical factors facilitating or ham-
pering the uptake of centralised evaluations? Analysis of the evaluation process is also incor-
porated in this chapter (part of RQ 2). The sub-questions focus on the factors, on reasons for not
taking action on recommendations in the management response, and the way actions agreed in
the management response are implemented are addressed in this chapter.

Key findings

The EVA-11 has put a lot of emphasis on the improvement of evaluation process. This is
reflected in the improvement of tools, guidelines and training provided to the expected users
of evaluations.

Ideas for evaluation are identified in a participatory manner. The final selection of the eval-
uation topics is in the hands of the EVA-11.

Earlier only large evaluations with a long time to implement were commissioned. People in
the Ministry support the new practice of also including reviews into the portfolio.

The outsourced Evaluation Management Service (EMS) has evolved into conducting eval-
uations in a standardised manner and even quality.

Open communication and opportunities to participate either as informants or reference
group members in evaluations was appreciated by many. Also the Findings, Conclusions
and Recommendations workshops were considered useful.

Evaluation function and the potential evaluations provide for learning and knowledge-based
management is not well understood in all the departments of the Ministry.

The reports contain plenty of useful information that can be utilised for many years. Eval-
uation users expect improvements in style of reports, access to evaluations, and receiving
tailor-made information.

Ownership issues are evident in the management response preparation. After the evaluation
report has been approved, changing the ownership from the EVA-11 to the department/unit
leading the management response process has not always worked well.

Half of the evaluations made recommendations about the people or their capabilities and
many others made findings or conclusions on them. The MFA leadership has not acted on
the issue.

The management response process works well in addressing recommendations that clearly
fall within the mandate of Development Policy Steering Group and departments and units
engaged with development cooperation. It does not work for recommendations dealing with
the issue of people of the MFA and/or the Embassies.
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3.21 Evaluation planning and management

The findings presented in this chapter arise from the discussions and focus on distinct phases of
the evaluation process. Many different factors, some enabling and some hampering, play a role
in the use of evaluation results. Contradictory views that came up in the discussions have been
reflected here as well.

Planning of evaluations and supportive tools

The EVA-11 has introduced and developed many evaluation tools and guidelines and pro-
vided training on evaluation. The goal is to facilitate learning during the evaluation process and
to support all evaluations and evaluation capacity in general. Examples of tools are listed in Box 2.
These tools indicate that the EVA-11 has a solid commitment to continuous improvement of evalu-
ation methods and process contributing to improvement of evaluations, their use and usefulness.

Box 2. Examples of tools developed for different phases of the evaluation process

Evaluation manual. It is web-based combining documents, graphic and videos, and serves
as a training package (MFA 2023).

eOppiva basic evaluation training course (MFA 2023)

Guidelines for Evaluation Reference Group (MFA 2020b)

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations workshops to discuss tentative findings,
conclusions and recommendations before the evaluation report is finalised (also applied in

this review)

AHA-tool for collecting information on evaluation results by Priority Areas of Finnish Devel-
opment Policy (MFA 2020g)

Checklist for recommendations for better evaluation recommendations (MFA 2023)

Toolkit for management response working groups (MFA 2021c¢)

Practical tips for addressing cross-cutting objectives in evaluations: The Implementation
of the Human Rights Based Approach; and Gender Equality and Non-Discrimination (MFA

2023)

Practical tips for addressing Cross-Cutting Objectives in evaluations: Climate Resilience,
Low Emission Development, Environment and Biodiversity (MFA 2023)

Source: Review team

Based on the review of Annual Evaluation Plans 2015-2022 and on discussions it is evident that
the EVA-11 has consistently applied a participatory process in preparing the Annual Evaluation
Plan and in selecting the centralised evaluation topics. The Unit has systematically expanded
the list of internal and external stakeholders that are consulted. For the Annual Evaluations plans
prepared during 2015-2018, the EVA-11 consulted relevant departments and units in the Ministry
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(MFA 2015b, MFA 2016a, MFA 2018c). Currently the EVA-

11 also seeks the views of the Offices of the Ministers, EVA-11 applies a
Development Policy Committee, the umbrella organisation participatory process
of Finnish civil society organisations Fingo and National in preparing the Annual
Audit Office (NAO). Evaluation Plan.

The final selection of topics of centralised evaluations

is in the hands of the EVA-11. When the Unit prepares the

annual plan, it considers the potential of different departments and units to participate in the evalu-
ations, its own capacity to manage the evaluations and the budget it has available for evaluations.
In the past plans all or almost all financial resources have been earmarked for selected evaluations
already at the beginning of the calendar year. Thus the EVA-11 has had limited chances to respond
to any urgent information requests, arising, for example, from the MFA leadership.

During the review period, on an average three to four evaluations have been completed per cal-
endar year. Concerns were raised that this number is high compared to absorption capacity of
the Ministry, the capacity of the organisation and people to benefit from the evaluations. Such
a steady flow of evaluations puts demands on the time of the people whose inputs are needed
during and after the evaluations as informants, members of reference groups and members of
management response groups.

The evaluations are also not the only information and knowledge sources relevant to the organisa-
tion. Other departments and units produce analyses and commission assessments and research
papers, auditors come up with their reports, and the National Audit Office produces management
audit reports, etc. In general, information overflow is a problem for all. Working together with
other units and actors was proposed by some MFA people: could the evaluations be part of a
more cohesive knowledge product steam? To avoid duplication of efforts the EVA-11 has two-way
consultations and shares work streams with the Development Policy Committee and the Unit for
Planning and Research. These relationships could be developed further for evaluations to feed
into their work and vice versa.

Timely availability of evaluation results was frequently
mentioned as a factor that would contribute to improved
use of evaluation results. The public sector, and the MFA is
no exception, faces the same rapid and disruptive changes
that are already experienced in the private sector. An elab-
orate planning process used to be a strength and advan-
tage in the past, but it is now becoming a liability. At present
it takes approximately two years from the identification of the evaluation topic before the results
are finally available and can be shared with expected users. In the meantime, the urgency and
demand for the results may have passed.

Disruptive change calls
for a wide range of
evaluative analysis.

Starting from 2021 the EVA-11 has also conducted reviews that provide results quickly. The
reviews have a narrow focus and short time frame compared to the evaluations. This review is an
example: the duration was just four months from start (October 2022) to results presented in a form
of draft report (February 2023). The other three are the Business-to-Government Review (Makko-
nen 2021), the review of Finland’s cooperation supporting peace processes (MFA 2021f) and the
assessment of the Response of Finnish Development Policy and Cooperation to the COVID-19
Pandemic (Laaksonen et al. 2022). Ideas for them have come from the Under Secretaries of State
and/or from the Director General of Department for Development Policy.
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This practice of conducting reviews was welcomed by many. The EVA-11 could balance the
portfolio of its assignments between the long and in-depth evaluations and the rapid reviews.
Several MFA people suggested that the EVA-11 could indeed produce very useful reviews for the
benefit of not just the development policy practitioners but also the Offices of the Ministers and
Management Teams of the Ministry. The 2023-2026 Evaluation Plan contains an example of such
a review that is expected to feed into pertinent information needs (the review on development
policy as part of foreign and security policy).

Evaluation Management Services arrangement

Only the persons who work as coordinators, evaluation team leaders or evaluation managers in
the EVA-11 offered views about the outsourced Evaluation Management Services arrangement.

When introduced in 2017 it was something new. The EMS arrangement has multiple purposes
(MFA 2020a): it is expected to increase quality and coordination of the evaluations that the EVA-11
outsources. It is also expected to increase flexibility, efficiency and effectiveness in planning and
commissioning the evaluations. The EVA-11 team was satisfied with the arrangement. They also
considered that the EMS has contributed to improved evaluation quality.

Information bias is very much evident in the way the evaluations have been conducted: much
emphasis is given on data collection using multiple methods, interviewing large numbers of peo-
ple and studying many documents. In comparison the evaluation teams have allocated less time
for data analysis and having e.g. joint writing workshops. Addressing these issues is in the hands
of the EVA-11 itself as the Evaluation Manager. The review team considers that such problems
can be addressed already in the Concept Note and ToR of an evaluation and during the inception
when evaluation teams prepare their work plans and methodologies.

The view of the Service Coordinators and Team Leaders was that the EMS concept provides a
tried and tested process for conducting evaluations in a standardised manner. In their experience,
the emphasis, so far, has been on producing evaluation reports. The inclusion of Emerging Eval-
uator posts in the teams is most welcome: it gives Finnish young professionals a chance to build
experience in these evaluations.

For evaluation assignments managed through the EMS very senior international consultants
have been sought. It is the view of the review team that when the future of EMS is planned the
qualifications for the evaluation consultants are worth considering. Requirements for outstanding
international substance and/or technical experience could be better balanced with requirements
for knowledge and understanding of the MFA, the Finnish Embassies and their functions. Both are
necessary prerequisites for high evaluation quality.

Conducting evaluations

People appreciate the opportunities to participate and engage in the evaluations. In the
Ministry, many mentioned that the evaluation interviews and workshops organised to collect data
were useful to them. They considered the dialogue with the evaluators and the questions asked
useful because it gives them opportunities to think and reflect. Thus, the evaluations interviews
are learning opportunities for individuals.
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Many people appreciated the evaluation reference
groups. The groups were considered a good forum
for dialogue, both during the preparation of the eval-
uation and its implementation. However, there is a
risk that some people may become overwhelmed
because they end up being part of many different
reference and management response groups.

For the people in the
Ministry evaluation
meetings and discussions
are an individual learning
opportunity.

Open communication during an evaluation in-

creases ownership amongst the expected users. It was suggested that perhaps the evaluators
could schedule regular briefing sessions with the potential users. This was considered a measure
that could also increase ownership of the evaluations among the expected users. Such sessions
would also provide timely access to emerging information among the users.

The stakeholders consider that the quality of evaluations has improved in the reporting period.
Potential users find evaluations relevant because they produce impartial information that has
been analysed by external experts. This adds to the credibility of the evaluations.

The Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations -workshop engages Ministry people in the
dialogue about evaluation results and their potential utility already when they are being processed.
The FCR-workshop came up in some discussions, and indeed the Ministry people consider it useful.

The present writing instructions that the EVA-11 has produced for the centralised evaluations set the
expected length of the reports at 60-80 pages. The average length of the main reports in the sample
(23 reports) is 75 pages. The current reporting style, although informative, does not support
use of evaluations. Although evaluations are not research, the reports are written in a scientific
study style. A consensus among the internal and external stakeholders prevailed: the reports are
too long. They also found the practice of presenting detailed methodologies at the beginning of
the report distracting. The methodologies may be of interest for evaluation professionals but not
for the intended users. A focus on concise / shorter reporting would respect the time of the reader.

Using and sharing evaluation results

During the review it was argued that the Ministry has a strong evaluation culture. In fact, in the
departments and units working with development policy and development cooperation, evaluation
function is widely accepted and considered useful. This applies also partly to the Department for
International Trade. These departments and units are the ones that have a strong tradition and
culture. But the evaluation function is not equally well understood in other policy areas and
departments. In the departments working with foreign policy and security policy, evaluation func-
tion is not practiced. It was implied that often evaluation is seen as controlling, like inspection and
as such a threat and not to be practiced.

The evaluation process does not move seamlessly from the completion of the evaluation
to utilising the evaluation results. During the evaluation, the EVA-11 has the ownership of the
evaluation as the Evaluation Manager. But the EVA-11 takes a step backwards when the manage-
ment response process starts, and the ownership and leadership is expected from the department
or unit leading the process. Persons who have served in the reference groups do not always con-
tinue as members of the management response group although they would have the best insights
into the evaluation results. Otherwise no clear opinions were expressed about the functions of the
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management response groups in the discussions. Issues with management response process will
be returned to in chapter 3.2.2.

A cornerstone for the use of the evaluation is that the reports are publicly available. It was not
common knowledge that all the reports, together with the related communication products (pres-
entations and briefs) and the management response decisions are available in the MFA website.
Yet, this has been the practice of the EVA-11 for many years, and the Unit has also communicated
about this in different MFA forums and public events. The stakeholders argued that the evaluation
results should be more easily available, as at present the potential users do not know from where
exactly to find the reports. The view of people in the Ministry and in the Embassies was that the
reports are not easily found from the internal systems they are expected to use. External stakehold-
ers receive information about the evaluations if they are invited to the launch event. OpenAid was
suggested as an alternative site for providing public access to the reports and knowledge products.

For communication about the evaluation results new prac-
tices are called for. This was voiced by all stakeholders both
inside and outside the Ministry. Ideas that came from the dis-
cussions include advance information on coming publishing of
an evaluation report, especially to the Offices of the Ministers
but also to other potential users, tailoring information according
to different groups, and producing different types of short info
messages in various media channels. The examples of such short messages ranged from 3-5
bullet points (e.g. for the Parliamentarians) to a 1-pager for the Offices of the Ministers. Overall,
there was a huge demand for short but repeated messages about the evaluations across different
communication channels.

New practices are
called for sharing
evaluation results.

It also became clear from the discussions that the shelf life of an evaluation report is too short.
The reports contain important information that is useful and can be used over a number of years,
not just when the management response is prepared. The present processes of utilising information
provided in the evaluations direct attention to recommendations and their implementation. There
is too little attention on evaluation findings. This is also the direction that the table format used for
presenting the evaluation results (findings, conclusions and recommendations) guides the potential
users to look for, particularly if involved in preparing the management response.

Meta-evaluation of decentralised evaluations 2017-2020

A lot of commonalities exist between the findings of this review and the findings of the latest me-
ta-evaluation that looked at the usefulness and timing of decentralised evaluations. According to
Vath et al. (2022) three main factors facilitate the usefulness of those evaluations: the evaluation
design (nature of the evaluation and Terms of Reference), management response process and
its follow up, and competence of the evaluation team. The usefulness of evaluation reports often
remains at an individual level. Exploitation of evaluation results for organisational learning inside
MFA is hampered by a lack of a functioning institutional knowledge management system.

Ideas for future evaluations
Many forward-looking ideas came up in the discussions. A strong call was made about address-
ing policy coherence more systematically in the strategic evaluations. Development policy

is part of Finland’s foreign and security policy; thus all these policy segments should build on the
same values and be human rights based. Yet, it is only development cooperation and humanitarian
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assistance that have been evaluated. The stakeholders
felt that plenty of potential exist for expanding the scope of
centralised evaluation to the other policy sectors and this beladdressadhmare
would feed into improved coherence as well. The challenge systematically in the
at present is that in the evaluation norm development eval- evaluations.
uation is tied to ODA-eligible funds.

Policy coherence could

The evaluation professionals saw some other needs for
changes, e.g., a variety of assessments and tools that serve the rapidly changing aid instruments
and contexts could be considered. On case-by-case basis rapid assessments would also work.

All stakeholders indicated a demand for more focused and lighter reviews and would welcome
reader-friendly quick analyses. There is also interest in on-going developmental evaluations
(future orientation, feeding forward) and in synthesis reports of MFA's own evaluations. Little is
known about, for example, about the European Development Fund (EDF) or other EU cooperation,
as evaluations of these are not readily available. It was suggested that also synthesis reports of
other financiers’ reports could be produced.

The people felt that that the evaluations have addressed accountability well. They argued that it
would be important to look beyond accountability and focus increasingly on learning in the future.

3.2.2 Uptake of recommendations

This chapter builds on the analysis of management response preparation and action taken on
management responses that was discussed in chapters 3.1.3 and 3.1.4.

Reasons for not acting on recommendations in the management response

The management response working groups have not agreed with two types of recommendations,
namely recommendations made on financial resources and recommendations made on people
issues.

In the post-2015 situation it is no surprise that recommendations for increased funds for an
instrument or a programme or starting a new programme / project have not been taken on board.
Such recommendations have all been rejected in the management responses. These recommen-
dations have dealt with different aid instruments or aid modalities. For example, the Evaluation on
Improvement of Women’s and Girls rights (Rassmann et al. 2018) would have wanted the MFA
to consider dedicated medium-term funding for CSOs and Evaluation of the Country Strategy
Modality in Fragile Situations (Betts et al. 2020) recommended increased financial flexibility for
fragile contexts. Adequate justifications were provided for not agreeing with them in the manage-
ment responses.

The real issue is the uptake of the repeated recommendations made about people issues.
They are a hot potato in the management response process. If the recommendation is about ca-
pabilities, a standard approach has been to plan actions for staff training, for development of new
tools or for network. If the recommendation is about having more people for the job, the manage-
ment response groups have adopted different tactics in side-stepping this issue. For example, if
the evaluators have made a convoluted recommendation that contains two or three parts and one
of them deals with the MFA or Embassy people, the people part is ignored, while for the other
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parts actions are designed. Recommendations focusing
purely on the number of people available for important
tasks at hand may be entirely ignored (the silent treat-
ment) or they are addressed with quasi actions that
miss the point.

People issues are
systematically
overlooked in the
management responses.

There are examples of management responses where

the actions related to people issues have been directed
to the Administrative Services, but here lies the problem: the group preparing the management
response does not have the mandate to make any Ministry-level decisions about human resources.
This applies also to the Development Policy Steering Group and the Under-Secretary of State
responsible for development policy and cooperation that are involved in the finalisation and sign-
ing of the decision. This is also confirmed in the analysis of the EVA-11 (MFA 2021b). A typical
recommendation that transgresses departmental decision making powers is related to increasing
number of people, (re)allocation, or rotation. Implementation of such recommendations would
require measures other than those purely related to development policy or the implementation of
development cooperation.

There are other reasons for not acting. The management response process is extra work that
is not necessarily prioritised by Director Generals of Departments or Directors of Units. This came
up in the discussions. The practice was condoned with given the context of having too few people
for the tasks at hand.

Also, there is an ownership issue: the role of the EVA-11 is to serve as a secretary of the man-
agement response group, but the Unit is also in charge of initiating the process of establishing the
group. On centralised evaluations, the EVA-11 may have the strongest ownership of the manage-
ment response although the Department/Unit leading the group should assume it. Some good
examples do exist of demand-driven management response processes where the unit in charge
of implementing the recommendations owns the process (e.g. the recent preparation of the man-
agement response for the humanitarian aid evaluation).

Reasons for not implementing actions that were agreed in the management response

As was discussed in chapter 3.1.4 almost all actions that are agreed in the management response
are also implemented.

In the discussions with the Ministry and the Embassy people some problems with the management
response process came up. The two-year period designed for implementing the management re-
sponse is too long. Rotation and change of people interrupts development work. Monitoring and
follow-up was considered problematic in general and filling up and updating the tables is not in an-
yone’s interest. Management responses are done but it is not sure what came of it (what change?).
Even if there is interest for change, then it is just another paper. The fragile states evaluation came
up as such an example: the evaluation said that existing instruments do not work well in fragile
states, yet no action for change has been taken. For the process to work better, clear scheduling
would be needed and the management responses together with justifications for actions should
be widely shared.

The views shared in the discussions focused only on the existing process. No ideas for improving
the process came up.
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3.3 Transformative capability of evaluations

This chapter looks at the Review Question 1: How transformative are centralised evaluations?
It looks at two dimensions, the extent that the evaluations have influenced/and or changed policies,
guidelines and processes in the MFA, and the extent that the evaluations have influenced and/or
changed policy dialogue inside and outside the MFA.

Key Findings

The evaluations have influenced development cooperation policies, guidelines, and pro-
cesses in the MFA. Clear, practical themes of evaluations have been relevant to operational
units and departments.

Timing of evaluations was raised often. The best examples of evaluations that have had
plenty of influence in the MFA are those that have fed into ongoing decision making or im-
plementation processes.

The meta-evaluations have fed into development of evaluation manual, tools and training.
Otherwise their influence is limited.

The 2021 Report on Development Policy Across Parliamentary Terms and its parliamentary
preparation process is an example of a successful policy influence inside and outside the
MFA. Otherwise the centralised evaluations have only modest influence on policy dialogue
inside and outside the MFA.

The Management Group or Extended Management Group have not discussed the results
of the evaluations as a knowledge-based management practice. The evaluations are ad-
dressed at the level of departments and units engaging in development policy and devel-
opment cooperation.

The EVA-11 informs the Offices of the Ministers about completed evaluations, but the eval-
uations are not discussed with them. Same applies to the Development Policy Committee
and Parliament and its Foreign Affairs Committee.

Coherence between foreign policy, security policy, trade policy and development policy has
been addressed in a couple of evaluations. For evaluations to be able to contribute to the
improved policy coherence at the Ministry, also foreign, security and trade policies together
with development policy should be addressed.

REVIEW OF THE USE AND UTILITY OF CENTRALISED EVALUATIONS



3.31 Influence on development cooperation policies, guidelines
and processes

The people working at the MFA and in the Embassies cited many fitting examples of evaluations
that have had influence or have contributed to changes in specific policies, guidelines or
internal processes of the MFA. Their views are supported by documentary evidence as well.
Among them are the 2018 and 2022 development policy result reports to the Parliament: both
reports make ample reference to findings and recommendations of evaluations (MFA 2018b, MFA
2022b). Similarly, in the 2021 Report on Development Policy Across Parliamentary Terms (MFA
2021a) evaluations are frequently referred to. It was also learned that evaluations and their results
are used, for example, in the work of the Quality Group (MFA 2022c), in country programming
(MFA 2020c), and in influencing multilateral organisations (MFA 2020d). Quite a few people also
mentioned the reform process of operational modalities in development cooperation (commonly
known by its Finnish acronym KeTTU) in this context.

According to the people, the best examples are the evaluations that have fed into the development
of Results-Based Management approach and tools at the MFA (the results-based management
evaluation in 2015 and the knowledge management evaluation in 2019). The country strategy
evaluations (Kenya in 2015, country strategies evaluation in 2016 and fragile contexts evaluation
in 2020) have influenced development of subsequent country strategies and programmes. Busi-
ness Finland considered that the developmental evaluation of the BEAM programme in 2019 gave
them useful inputs for implementation of the programme. Finnfund had similar experiences about
their evaluation in 2018. Also, the evaluation that addressed development cooperation carried
out by the Department of Russia, Eastern Europe and Central Asia (2021) has helped to improve
cooperation and processes within the Department.

The follow-up reports of evaluation management responses (13 reports available, see Annex 5
for a list) were analysed to identify further uses of evaluations (Table 2). Different types of
guidelines stand out as the most common ways of use (country programming, CSO development
cooperation, Quality Assurance Group, Cross-Cutting Objectives, triple nexus and humanitarian
aid). Evaluations have contributed to the Results-Based Management, risk management and
Human Rights Based approaches. Evaluations influenced both the content and the parliamen-
tary approval process of the Report on Development Policy Across Parliamentary Terms in 2021.
Evaluation recommendations have also fed into the implementation of the KeTTU process. In
light of the management responses, among the influential evaluations are the country programme
evaluations (Kenya, Fragile states and Country strategies), the 2015 RBM evaluation, Women and
girls evaluation in 2015, Meta-evaluation in 2017, Forced displacement evaluation in 2019 and the
series of CSO evaluations that was completed in 2017.
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Table 2. Examples of evaluation use in the MFA

EXAMPLES OF USE NUMBER OF NAME AND YEAR OF
REFERRED TO IN THE MANAGEMENT EVALUATIONS

FOLLOW-UP REPORTS RESPONSES

Country programming (guidelines, 6 Fragile states (2020), Women and girls
planning, reporting) (2018), Country strategies (2016), Inclusive

education (2015), RBM (2015), Kenya (2015)

CSO development cooperation 4 Fragile states (2020), CSO (2018),
(instrument description, application Inclusive education (2015), RBM (2015)
criteria, reporting guidelines)

Reform process of operational 4 Women and girls (2018), Country strategies
modalities in development (2016), Meta (2017), RBM (2015)
cooperation (KeTTU)

Results-Based Management 3 Fragile states (2020), Women and girls
(Guidelines, Theories of Change, (2018), RBM (2015)
Bilateral project manual)

Development policy (contents, 3 Fragile states (2020), Forced displacement

parliamentary approval process) (2019), RBM (2015)

Quality Assurance Group guidelines 3 CSO (2017), Meta (2017), RBM (2015)

Triple nexus guideline 2 Fragile states (2020), Forced displacement
(2019)

Guidelines for Cross-Cutting 2 Women and girls (2018), CSO (2017)

Objectives

Human Rights Based Approach 2 Meta (2015), CSO (2017)

Humanitarian aid guidelines (incl. 2 CSO (2017), Humanitarian mine action

humanitarian mine action) (2015)

Risk management 1 Fragile states (2020)

Financing mechanisms 1 Fragile states (2020)

Multilateral influencing plan 1 Women and girls (2018)

Source: Review team

Timeliness of evaluations and how evaluations should feed into decision making processes
was often raised by the MFA and Embassy people. The best influence that any evaluation can
have is when its results feed into an ongoing decision making or implementation processes. Tim-
ing is crucial - if evaluation is too early, the information may be forgotten. It is definitely too late if
the evaluation comes after the decisions are made. The potential to contribute information and
knowledge to the decisions is lost. The CSOs seconded this view.
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Not so good examples

Although the evaluation on management of results information and knowledge (Palenberg et al.
2019) has made an impression and has remained in the memory, it could have been more influ-
ential. The MFA has faced difficulties in finding mutual understanding on how to proceed with the
recommendations as is indicated by the one and half year delay in completing the management
response decision. Another example, where all intended users did not have timely access
to evaluation results is the evaluation of the CSO programmes that receive multiannual pro-
gramme-based support from the MFA. The evaluation was commissioned in three separate lots
and the last lot was completed too late. The reports were not available to all CSOs when needed
for new programme planning.

Meta-evaluations with limited influence

Four meta-evaluations have been conducted during 2015-
2022. Their scope has varied: the objectives of the first three
meta-evaluations (Cooney et al. 2015, LeBlanc et al. 2016 and
Silvestrini et al. 2018) focused on assessing the quality of de-
centralised evaluations and the related planning documents,
and the quality of Finland’s development cooperation. The lat-
est meta-evaluation (Vath et al. 2022) assessed also actual use and usefulness of decentralised
evaluation reports. Only few people brought up meta-evaluations in the discussions: their opinion
was that the meta-evaluations no longer have much value, and they are repeating the same
issues report after report.

Meta-evaluations
need a new focus.

The meta-evaluations have fed into the evaluation manual (latest update from 2018) and into
evaluation tools, guidelines and training. This is evident from the document analysis but in the
discussions these issues were not raised.

Decentralised evaluations are those commissioned by the other departments and units of the Min-
istry and the Finnish Embassies. In last two meta-evaluations (Silvestrini et al. 2018 and Vath et al.
2022) less than 50% of the evaluations were commissioned by MFA. In the latest meta-evaluation
53 % of the reports that were assessed for evaluation quality were commissioned by multilateral
international organisations under the UN, CSOs (local and international NGOs), the World Bank,
intergovernmental agencies and development cooperation agencies from other countries. When
the report is commissioned by others, the role of the MFA is only in commenting the ToRs and the
evaluation reports. The MFA has in fact no real role in quality of the report. It is the view of the re-
view team that if the practice of commissioning meta-evaluations is continued, it could be utilised
for other purposes. Demands for different types of synthesis type of analyses came up in various
discussions. Meta-evaluations could serve that purpose very well.

3.3.2 Influence on policy dialogue

The findings in this chapter are based on the discussions. Building on discussions with the EVA-11
during the inception, the review adopted a broad understanding of policy dialogue. The question
was considered not just from the angle how the evaluations have influenced implementation of
development policy within the MFA, but how the evaluations have influenced the formulation of
development policy both inside and outside the MFA.
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Influence inside the MFA

Many views about policy dialogue came up in the discussions with people working at the MFA, but
only one concrete example of centralised evaluations directly contributing to the dialogue was cited.
The preparations of the Report on Development Policy Across Parliamentary Terms (MFA 2021a)
was mentioned as policy dialogue process to which centralised evaluations have contributed. This
is an excellent example, but unfortunately the only one. The people working in the MFA did not
offer any other similar examples. They did make comments about indirect ways of influencing the
dialogue, i.e. the evaluations contain valuable information, they strengthen the knowledge base,
and this is considered valuable.

Quite a few Ministry people raised the coherence between development policy, foreign policy,
security policy and/or trade policy and mentioned that it is yet to be addressed in the evalua-
tions. They fully supported the statement that development policy is an integral part of Finland’s
foreign and security policy. They also argued that there is a reciprocal relationship: the other policy
segments contribute to development policy and should be addressed in a more coherent manner
there. For the evaluations to be able to contribute to improved policy coherence in the Ministry, also
foreign, security and trade policy aspects should be addressed in the evaluations. They also
reminded that results-based management is at the core of development policy and cooperation
and could serve as a model for foreign and security policy as well.

The PATH2030 - evaluation of Finland’s sustainable development policy (Berg et al. 2019) that was
commissioned by the Prime Minister’s Office was cited as a good example of evaluation addressing
policy coherence at a national level. The contributions that foreign policy, including development
policy, have made to Finland’s Agenda 2030 are analysed there.

Coherence issues between development policy and foreign policy or trade policy have been ad-
dressed in some recent evaluations. Among them are the Evaluation of Economic Development,
Job Creation and Livelihoods (Laaksonen et al. 2021), the review of cooperation supporting peace
processes (MFA 2021f) and the Evaluation on Water Diplomacy (de Man et al. 2021). According
to the EVA-11, the latest Annual Evaluation Plan (2023-2026) also contains one review that will
address the coherence between development, foreign and security policy.

The evaluations managed by the EVA-11 are defined as “comprehensive and strategic” (MFA
2015a). The term “strategic” was interpreted in many different ways in the discussions. Some
people from the MFA considered these evaluations strategic because they appear on the agenda
of the Development Policy Steering Group. Others thought that because the evaluations are of in-
terest to the management of the Department for Development Policy, that makes them “strategic”,
and that the evaluations therefore inevitably contribute to policy dialogue.

The EVA-11 has a practice of informing the Offices of the Ministers when an evaluation has been
completed and the results are made public. However, there is no practice of discussing them further.
It was also learned that the individual evaluations and strategic issues identified in them are not
brought to the attention of the Management Team or Extended Management Team of the Ministry.
The discussions on evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations remain at the level of
departments and units that are in charge of development policy and development cooperation.
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Influence outside the MFA

There was a consensus among the Development Policy Committee, the Secretariat and a num-
ber of members, namely Parliamentarians, CSOs and other interest groups, that the evaluations
do not contribute to the dialogue about development policy. Individual evaluations are not
discussed at the Development Policy Committee meetings. Thus, the DPC has not worked as a
channel to communicate evaluations results to the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Parliament or
the Parliament in general. The working groups of the DPC are known to use the reports on case-
by-case. Thus, the reports can have some influence within the working groups. The discussions
clearly indicate that there is room for working together: the Development Policy Committee consists
of a wide range of stakeholders that are interested in the evaluations and would be interested in
spreading the message further.

Evaluations have indirect influence on the policy dialogue

Evaluations do not feed with the Parliament. Evaluations are frequently referred to
into development policy in the 2018 and 2022 development policy result reports
dialogue in Finland. and the 2021 Report on Development Policy Across Par-

liamentary Terms that were discussed in the Parliament.

The EVA-11 informs the Offices of the Ministers (Minister for Foreign Affairs and Minister for De-
velopment Cooperation and Foreign Trade) about completed evaluations. However, the evalua-
tions are not necessarily discussed with them. Parliamentary elections are due in April 2023. A
concrete suggestion was made for the meetings and discussions about the contents of the new
Cabinet programme: the EVA-11 could utilise the meetings as a platform for feeding information
and knowledge obtained from the evaluations into the process.

Ideas for future evaluations

Several examples of where evaluative evidence would be useful to substantiate dialogue and
decision making were provided by the DPC members. Among them are the thematic priorities of
Finnish aid, the aid instruments and how their respective balance has changed during the period
of the review, such as the shrinking role of bilateral development cooperation and emergence of
new instruments for private sector engagement.

3.4 Knowledge and learning from evaluations

The fourth and final review question is: How could the MFA better capture and retain knowl-
edge and learning from evaluations as one tool for knowledge-based management? The
findings are based on discussions. In the stakeholder discussions, the people were encouraged
to look forward and share their views and ideas on the topic.
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Key findings

The evaluations have a lot of potential for supporting knowledge-based decisions at the
level of Ministry leaders, but the potential is not reached because the Management Teams
and Offices of the Ministers do not use the evaluations. The evaluations have benefited
knowledge-based decision making at the department and unit level.

Individual efforts to generate knowledge and learning from the evaluations prevail over col-
lective learning solutions in the Ministry.

Retaining of knowledge and learning is influenced negatively by information overflow, difficul-
ties in finding the evaluations from the MFA information systems and website and contextual
factors of the Ministry (rotation of post holders, continuous change of special public servants
and understaffing). There is lack of time for learning, reflection and retaining knowledge
and reflection. The evaluations are not able to transfer knowledge they generate across
boundaries in the organisation.

Participating in evaluation reference groups can be a learning journey at best: inspiring ideas
and collaboration make participants to implement changes already during the evaluation.
The working groups preparing the management responses do not provoke similar insights
or learning.

So far only a few units and departments embrace the idea for using evaluations for learning,
connecting learning to their context and using it to make changes.

There is plenty of potential and ideas for capturing knowledge and learning from the eval-
uations. The EVA-11 team has a vision of centralised evaluations as an essential part of
knowledge management in the Ministry. The EVA-11 team has the potential to influence the
decision makers: it has access to all relevant decision making, coordination and advisory
groups.

The EVA-11 has already experience from collective learning solutions that can be used for
nurturing learning and using knowledge from evaluations.

3.41 Learning from evaluations

) o ) Learning is the foundation
Frameworks of learning, organisational risks, and for change and has positive
new co-creation models that inspire the review team impact on knowledge-
thinking are introduced in Annex 7. Those frameworks based decisions.
have been applied for analysis in this chapter.

Learning is an important way of utilising evaluation

results, and learning is regarded as the foundation for change and having positive impact on knowl-
edge-based decisions. The role of evaluations for learning and knowledge-based decision making
is prominently raised in the recent OECD Review of Evaluation Systems (OECD 2023). This role
has also been recognised in some earlier evaluation and reviews as well. According to Palenberg
et al. (2019), the MFA leadership were generally supportive of strengthening evidence-informed
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learning and decision making but only a few “champions” considered and pushed for it as a priority
for the MFA as organisation. However, the “leadership” refers not the leadership of the Ministry
but to the leadership in development policy and coordination and administration (the Department
for Development Policy, Department for Africa and the Middle East and Department for the Amer-
icas and Asia and the Administrative Services). According to the Peer Review of Four Evaluation
Function (2020) utility viewpoint insists that evaluation needs to be as seen as a continuous pro-
cess from issue identification to institutional and individual learning. Also, the Finnish government
level aim is to increase knowledge-based management and decision making as part of modern
leadership (Ministry of Finance 2023).

The function of the development evaluations in the MFA is manifold: the evaluations are expected
to serve accountability, learning, improvement of quality, and transparency and openness. Impor-
tantly, development evaluation is expected to serve the organisation-wide learning from
development cooperation experiences (MFA 2015a). Both the discussions and the document
review support the finding that accountability need remains important, but emphasis of learning
from evaluation is becoming increasingly important. This is reflected in the way how the EVA-11
has organised the evaluation process (see chapter 3.2).

The evaluations provide a lot of data and information for the Ministry, and to stakeholders in Fin-
land and abroad. It is clear to all that generating knowledge and learning from evaluation results
takes time and practice. But to many, “learning” translates to “organising training”. Learning
is then understood as “taking in information”, i.e. listening to a lecture or reading a text. Both the
discussions and the review of management responses suggest this.

Individual and collective learning should interconnect to achieve
a sustained change in the working culture of the MFA. At pres-
ent personal mastery is evident with an abundance of exam-
ples from individual efforts to generate knowledge and learning
from the evaluations. This is particularly the case with the people
whose background is in the development cooperation, but it is
not necessarily the same with career rotating diplomats. They did
not identify the evaluations as important sources of information for their work, possibly because
in functions for foreign policy and trade policy evaluations are not practiced.

Many challenges
for learning from
evaluations exist.

The learning from evaluations is challenged by many factors in the MFA. Information overflow
came repeatedly up in the discussions. Evaluation reports are not the only important knowledge
products that are competing for attention. Evaluations are interesting only if they provide relevant
to me now -results. The evaluation reports are not easily found from the information systems. The
contextual factors of the Ministry, that is, rotation of post holders, continuous change of special civil
servants, understaffing, emphasis on informal discussion and relying on email as learning tools,
were also amply referred to in the discussions. Both learning and knowledge-based management
suffer as a result of these factors.

Team learning activities take place ideally in various working groups and events in the MFA.
Participating in reference groups of evaluations can be a learning journey at best. Inspiring ideas
and collaboration make participants to implement changes already during the evaluation. Work-
ing groups preparing the management response have not been mentioned at all in this context;
there was no talk about those groups as provoking insights and learning, although the EVA-11
has advocated for that in the Development Policy Steering Group. The concern of same people
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participating in reference groups and working groups for management response was also raised as
this is considered extra work and delegation of duties is not done because there is not enough staff.

Effective adult learning calls for self-reflection and reflection of learning. Most people talked
about their workload and hectic workdays and how it hinders use of evaluation results. Time for
learning and reflection practice is very limited and not valued in the Ministry. Some people implied
that individually the solution is to leave the MFA.

Very little about the role of evaluations contributing to shared vision and systems thinking
elements came up in the discussions. By definition, the centralised evaluations with strategic
emphasis are expected to have an impact on development policy, development cooperation, and
on how the MFA as an accountable and responsible agency is operating. Pre-conditions for suc-
cessful change are co-creating shared vision and increasing mutual understanding of systemic
impacts. For that to happen, time and space for learning and knowledge generating is needed at
the team, unit, department, and ministry level. So far, a few units and departments embrace the
idea of using evaluations for learning, but the rest of the organisation has not yet quite grasped it.

3.4.2 Retaining and using knowledge from evaluations

Several types of problems that hamper both knowl-

edge-b.ased decisiqn making and L.Jtilising i.nform:.ation from Systemic pushbacks
centralised evaluations came up in the discussions. The for learning culture are
challenges that people in the Ministry have experienced evident in the MFA.

in benefiting from the evaluation results are presented in

the framework on learning friendly culture in Table 3

(Senge et al. 1999). Ten distinct challenges or sets of forces

oppose use and utility of evaluations. As a matter of fact, all these challenges are predictable.
Although they often appear as seemingly independent events, they are interconnected and in-
terdependent. It is also argued that progress is sustainable only if innovators and change agents
learn to understand why the system is pushing back, and how people’s attitudes and perceptions
contribute to the pushback.
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Table 3. Ten interdependent challenges opposing change in the MFA

CHALLENGE APPLIED

ALONG SENGE ET AL. (1999)

EXPERIENCES OF THE MINISTRY PEOPLE

Initiating change | 1. Control over The challenge of work time kept popping up in every discussion:

one’s time | don’t have time for this. For example, no time to meet with the
Factors preventing review team, no time to participate in reference group, in meetings,
use and utilising of in evaluation publishing event, in reading evaluation report, etc. It
evaluations, and was an exception if time issue was not raised in the discussions.
learning

2. Inadequate Inadequate support was repeatedly mentioned. We need help

coaching, but... Centralised evaluations are not easily found in the MFA

guidance and | information systems. The reports are too long and difficult to

support grasp because of jargon and style. Also, people are expecting
someone else to tailor the findings for them.

3. Relevance Perceived lack of relevance was among the main challenges for
not using and utilising evaluation results. Evaluations are used
only if it is relevant to me and directly to my work right now.

4. Management | This challenge deals with understanding the evaluations

clarity and within broader systems in the MFA, the MFA leadership and
coherence administration, especially the role of Administrative Services
that was raised in discussions. Utilising evaluation results for
knowledge-based decisions at the leadership level of the Ministry
is missing.
Sustaining the 5. Fearand Many causes of fear were raised: what future parliament election
change anxiety will bring about, how the units manage the more demanding tasks
and increasing responsibilities, or fear of speaking up. Challenge
Sustaining the use of anxiety in evaluations came up, e.g. between the evaluation
and utilising of team and the MFA people the viewpoints can be many: This is not
evaluations quality evaluation if ... or The evaluators don’t understand us at
all.
6. Negative Centralised evaluations face the challenge of negative
assessment assessment among the expected users. For whom these are
of progress made? This is too theoretical. This is not working for our needs.

7. lsolation and Evaluation teams and the EVA-11 face this challenge as

arrogance evaluation managers and owners of evaluations. The challenge
extends itself into the management response process. We have
the right way. They don’t understand us.
Rethinking and 8. Prevailing Maintaining the existing structure is seen important and
redesigning governance evaluation teams are advised not to rock the boat. Alternatively,
structure the independence of the evaluation teams is challenged by asking
These are about them to be the messenger. Who is in charge of this stuff? There
learning from are prohibiting acts and laws... but please bring it up.
evaluations and
making change 9. Diffusion The diffusion challenge translates to evaluations not being
accordingly able to transfer knowledge generated across boundaries in the
organisation. At the highest, the evaluation results reach the
department level only.
10. Organisation- | Occasionally evaluations have managed to win this challenge, e.g.

al strategy
and purpose

in influencing on how the MFA is reporting to the Parliament and
wider public or in the adoption of Results-Based Management.

Source: Review team
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Problems and risks associated with sub-optimal use of evaluations in learning and deci-
sion making

In the discussions with people working in the Min-
istry and the Embassies many views on how the
MFA operates support the fact that the evaluations
are not feeding into decision making at the high-
est level. Depending on the position of the stake-
holder different types of risk were emphasized, but
all these issues are risks for the MFA as organ-
isation. The three categories of risks identified by Mintzberg (2018) are used in the analysis, as
follows:

Organisational risks increase
if evaluations are not used in
learning and decision making.

1. There is no strategy at all, and work is fragmented: The concept of “leadership” was
blurred among the MFA people that talked to the review team. When they mentioned the
“leadership”, they were asked to clarify who they were talking about. A variety of responses
were received, from unit level up to the ministers. When activities are led at the department
or unit level, work becomes fragmented. The Development Policy Steering Group has a
significant role in the Ministry in coordinating development policy, development cooperation
and related coherence issues. Director Generals oversee policy coherence and financial
results in their respective geographical and/or policy sector. The issue that remains is how
coherence with development policy is addressed in the foreign, security or trade policy
activities and how development evaluation could contribute to that.

2. The strategy is lost if you give up the valid and useful strategy and start working with
new things because they are new and interesting: This type of risk is also evident in the
operations of the Ministry. People spoke of many changes in the development cooperation
and aid instruments that have taken place without a true dialogue. Important decisions
have been made without using the evidence available in the evaluations or commissioning
forward looking evaluations on the subject matter. The EVA-11 has commissioned one
evaluation with a forward looking angle, namely the evaluation on water diplomacy, Water as
an Entry Point for Peace Mediation (de Man et al. 2021), that focused on the opportunities
and identifying the ambitions and future interests.

3. The strategy is wrong, when the organisation is drifting through small steps and ostensibly
small decisions into unfavourable position: Many evaluations have expressed their concern
about the issue of understaffing in the MFA, and this review makes no exception. People are
constantly overloaded with work because the Ministry has not acted on the issue. Thus the
Ministry is drifting into unfavourable position. Collaboration between departments suffers
when they are made to compete of people and people suffer from work stress.

Stakeholder ideas for future

Many insightful ideas and solutions for nurturing learning from evaluations and knowledge-based
decision making came up in the discussions as follows:

e The MFA would benefit from adopting collective learning solutions. These could cover
different types of activities and involve stakeholders inside and outside MFA, many
of which the EVA-11 has experiences from. Establishing an Evaluation Community of
Practice and involving stakeholders also from outside the MFA is among them. Also,
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the EVA-11 can engage CSOs and public and private sector partners in the dialogue
about systematically using and benefiting from evaluations. Organising morning cof-
fees to discuss evaluations topics will build on dialogue inside the MFA.

e Build a partnership with the Development Policy Committee. It has the potential to be
the forum for strategic discussion and policy dialogue with a range of stakeholders.

e Use the momentum that 2023 provides to foster learning and knowledge-based deci-
sion making. After the parliamentary elections in April 2023, a new government will
be stepping in, with two or three new ministers and Offices full of energy and eager to
make difference in the MFA. This is a great opportunity to feed in knowledge from cen-
tralised evaluations and about the benefits of the evaluation function and create a posi-
tive imprint of the evaluations in the minds of the decision makers.

e Increased flexibility and diversity of types of evaluations would strengthen the link
between evaluations and utilising information from evaluations in decision making.
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4 Conclusions

Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process and evaluations

During the period of the review, the EVA-11 has worked towards improving implementation of eval-
uations by increasing the engagement of stakeholders, by developing formats, guidelines and tools
and by developing knowledge products and training materials. The evaluations and the evaluation
process have many strengths that are summarised in Box 3. They reflect the aim of the EVA-11
to develop the evaluations to the direction that they would be utilised more, both for learning and
knowledge-based management. The review supports these aims fully.

Box 3. Strengths of the evaluations and the evaluation process

The EVA-11 prepares the Annual Evaluation Plans in a consultative manner and also en-
gages stakeholders outside the MFA.

The types of evaluations commissioned by the EVA-11 have become more diverse, e.g.
reviews have been adopted for producing evaluative information.

Attention to coherence between development policy and foreign policy and/or trade policy
has improved.

The evaluation process provides opportunities for the MFA staff to participate in the eval-
uations.

The outsourced Evaluation Management Service arrangement produces standard quality.

The evaluations are conducted by external experts. The reports contain a lot of information
and are of high quality.

Source: Review team

The findings of the review indicate that there are also several areas needing improvement. Some
minor ideas for improvement were raised already in the respective sections in Chapter 3. Box
4 summarises the priority areas for improvement. The use and utility of the evaluation and how
transformative they ultimately will be is only partly in the hands of the EVA-11. The Development
Evaluation Unit can, for example, define the type of evaluations that are planned for the year, make
sure that results are available on time to feed ongoing decision making processes, and define if
the purpose of an evaluation is to feed into accountability, learning or both. The utility of evalua-
tions, however, is ultimately in the hands of the people who are expected to embrace and own the
results and apply them in learning and knowledge-based management. In this respect, leadership
services both from the political and public servant leaders are necessary.
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Box 4. Weaknesses in the evaluations and the evaluation process

The evaluations commissioned by the EVA-11 take approximately two years from the idea
to results being available. Evaluation results have not always been available when needed.

Sharing of evaluation results is not responding to a variety of stakeholder needs.

The reports are not appealing to potential users. Interested users of evaluations do not know
where to look for evaluation reports and knowledge products.

Past evaluations are forgotten too quickly even though they contain valuable information.

Because the evaluations are not taken up in the Management Teams or by the Offices of
the Ministers, the MFA leadership does not generate knowledge from evaluations.

A challenge in transferring the ownership of the evaluations from the EVA-11 to the depart-
ments and units responsible for using the evaluations is evident.

Management response process is used for uptake of evaluation results, but the process is
not working well.

Evaluation use and utility has focused on recommendations of evaluations with less em-
phasis on findings and conclusions.

The practitioners of development policy and development cooperation demonstrate a strong
evaluation culture. Overall the evaluation culture is not yet fully developed in the Ministry.

Evaluation function is not well understood, and evaluations are not practiced in the depart-
ments working with foreign and security policy.

Focus on solely individual training and learning is not effective in fostering knowledge-based
management in the Ministry.

Source: Review Team

Sub-optimal influence on policies and policy dialogue

It is encouraging that people both in the Ministry and among external stakeholders consider the
evaluation reports and information contents useful, also from knowledge-management point of
view. Many evaluations have influenced policies, guidelines and processes of development coop-
eration. Among the best examples are evaluations that have fed information into ongoing decision
making or other development processes (e.g. country strategy development and Results-Based
Management processes).

However, the review considers that the evaluations have not completely filled their potential as
strategic evaluations. The influence the evaluations have had on policy dialogue is limited. This
is because examples about a specific evaluation or evaluations used in the Ministry to influence
dialogue about major choices and shifts in development policy were not forthcoming.
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Similarly, the evaluations do not influence development policy debates at the Parliament. They are
not discussed in the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Parliament or in the Parliament in general.
Within the Development Policy Committee the use is limited to the working group level although
the information value of evaluations as such is recognised and supported. The Development Policy
Committee and the Ministers can provide the mechanism to bring the relevant information from
evaluations to the political debates.

In the discussions with the Ministry people, the “leadership” was understood to consist of Director
Generals of departments and Directors of units but seldom reaching up to the top. The departments
and units that are involved with development policy and development cooperation evaluations dis-
cuss and utilise evaluations, but the use does not extend beyond the Development Policy Steering
Group. The review considers a major shortcoming that the evaluations are not discussed at the
Management Teams of the Ministry or with the Offices of the Ministers.

It is encouraging, that the EVA-11 has a seat in all relevant groups, on those working on manage-
ment of the Ministry (Extended Management Team), improving quality of development coopera-
tion (Quality Group) and coherence of development policy (Development Policy Steering Group).
With the profound knowledge of past and planned centralised evaluations EVA-11 people have
potential to influence as informal leaders. To be fair, they are already doing this to some extent and
with success. The team collaboration works smoothly in the Unit and the team shares a vision of
centralised evaluations as an essential element contributing to the MFA knowledge management.
This is very helpful for increasing the transformative power of evaluations in the future and was
also evident in the process of drafting the Theory of Change for the Unit (see Annex 2).

The Finnish foreign policy consists of many policies that all go hand in hand, including development
policy, security policy and trade policy. It is welcome that the centralised evaluations have already
started addressing coherence between different policies. If continued it is likely to contribute to
improved policy dialogue as well.

It is for the reasons described above that the evaluations cannot be regarded as transformative.
The politicians and the Ministry have not used the evaluations when directions of Finnish aid, de-
velopment cooperation aid modalities or aid instruments have been discussed and agreed upon.

Management response process is flawed

The review acknowledges that the EVA-11 has facilitated the management response process with
appropriate guidelines. The improved process, however, has several problems. It is not fit to ad-
dress the recommendations that transgress the institutional boundaries of the Ministry. It focuses
mostly on recommendations paying less attention to findings. All centralised evaluation results are
processed in the same way without considering how operational or strategic the recommendations
are. The process contributes to accountability, but it does not instigate learning or knowledge-based
management and evidence of change produced through the management response is limited. The
two-year time period allocated for the process is too long to keep focus on activities. It remains
open if the process as such is useful for all centralised evaluations. Evaluation results mutually
approved e.qg. in a reference group during the evaluation work lead into changes at any case and
recommendations are implemented despite the management response not being signed when
mutual understanding is reached.

The limited reach is the biggest shortcoming in the current process. Major institutional, strategic
or policy coherence issues cannot be fully addressed by the management response process that
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only reaches the level of departments. The review also expects that in the future evaluations would
focus on wider issues across the Ministry. Thus, the evaluations need to be discussed in respective
forums, i.e. also in the Management Teams.

Information sharing and knowledge products

The level of evaluation use came as a surprise to the review team because it is at a lower level than
what was expected. In the Ministry the active users of the evaluations in the department and unit
level consist of experienced practitioners of development policy and cooperation. Also the people
of the stakeholder organisations use the evaluations but to a varying degree. For example, some
Finnish CSOs use centralised evaluations in a professional way and take the useful information
and knowledge for improving their own work or advocacy activities.

Use of evaluations would be facilitated if the reports are easily available. The review was astonished
to learn that many internal and external stakeholders were not aware that the reports are publicly
available in the MFA website. Evaluation use would be also facilitated if the results are summarized
well, and if the reports are available in a timely manner. At present the use is hampered by the
volume and writing and reporting style. The use as well as implementation of recommendations
is also hampered by absorption capacity in the Ministry because too many evaluations have been
ongoing per year in past several years.

Stakeholders acknowledge evaluation reports as source of information and knowledge. Although
the EVA-11 expects the intended evaluation owners to take over as soon as the report gets pub-
lished, the EVA-11 still has the strongest ownership on the reports. This is challenging because
at the end of the day the EVA-11 is responsible for disseminating development evaluation results
but is not alone responsible for facilitating learning from evaluations. For example, the Unit for De-
velopment Policy is responsible for improving knowledge and competence related to development
policy and development cooperation and coordinating related training in the Ministry. Evidently,
there is a need to find mutual understanding on how to move on together with learning approach.

The Development Evaluation Unit has a seat in the right tables and has all the power to improve
sharing of evaluation results inside and outside MFA. Bringing people on board to share their ideas
and comments publicly takes time and practice. What remains inside the Ministry and is open to
outside stakeholders are design questions. The higher in decision making the stakeholder is, the
higher is the importance in sharing stakeholder-tailored information in advance, with easily per-
ceived form, and systematically. In arranging public events, planning them from participant view-
point is important - what is the added value this event provides to them? The EVA-11 could benefit
from making an influencing plan that would include known decision making points, would identify
the key stakeholders, why they are important for evaluation use and utility, and what evaluation
results are available for them. The EVA-11 could also start producing quick, frequently circulated
Readers Digest type of briefs of present and past evaluations for wider audiences. This would help
to tackle the information overload.

Evaluations could have a longer shelf life. The EVA-11 can lengthen the life of an evaluation re-
port by raising interesting topics to discussion forums, by arranging morning coffee events with
thematic agenda and bringing information from various past evaluation reports into discussion. An-
other channel is to remind new people of the existing evaluations and where to find them. Perhaps
evaluation info could be part of briefing materials (and now we don’t mean the reports as such,
only few lines introductory text what the evaluation is about). The Development Evaluation Unit
can be information hub for the evaluations commissioned by actively promoting evaluation results
from new evaluations but also promoting results from previous evaluations as well when situation
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arises. Synthesis of all new analyses (evaluations, studies, reviews, etc.) could be commissioned
and published every six months to keep these information and knowledge alive.

Knowledge and learning from evaluations

At present the use of evaluations focuses on implementing recommendations via a management
response. This overlooks the evaluation report as a source of information and knowledge that
would be very relevant for both knowledge-based decision making and learning. The role of the
MFA leadership is crucial in fostering more learning-oriented culture and knowledge-based man-
agement. Leadership is like sailing: you can only succeed when you know two things. You need
to know where you are right now, and you need to know where you are aiming at. Evaluations
provide answers to the first question and ideas about the second one.

In many evaluations, important institutional issues came up. From the viewpoint of how the Ministry
as an organisation is operating, the role of the MFA leadership is of crucial importance in providing
leadership services. Knowledge-based leadership services are needed to ensure that the whole
organisation is operating for the wellbeing of people in the MFA and that they can provide their full
potential to their duties and tasks,that ultimately make the Finnish foreign and security policy and
development policy relevant, impactful, and sustainable.

Improving knowledge-based management and learning from evaluations in the Ministry calls for
an improvement in learning approach: instead of providing training and information for individuals
a collective learning approach needs to be adopted. Team and group-based dialogue and learning
has wider institutional effects. Team learning takes place in various working groups and events.

Arranging learning processes can start with a question on how to use the existing material. In adult
learning, the most effective methods are team and group based sharing, experimenting in practice
and reflecting. Ask more why? questions instead of what? and how? Learning needs to be sup-
ported and encouraged by the leaders. Instead of independent single events learning processes
that last about four to six months should be developed. Three elements are fundamental in learning:
it needs to be a process, it needs to be arranged in teams or groups, and it needs to be facilitated.
Learning process can use various models, address various topics, and be virtual or face-to-face.

When strengthening the learning culture of MFA, learning objectives should be integrated with the
MFA performance management procedures. Learning objectives should be set at individual, team
and unit level. The focus of the MFA leadership is needed on this kind of system level development.

Space for flexibility in the plan and diversity of evaluation types

There is a mismatch between the speed of disruptive change and the pace of current evaluation
process. Evaluations will be used if they are timely available and addressing to direct informa-
tion needs. Increased flexibility in scale, focus and time is needed. The move towards diversified
evaluations is already taking place in the EVA-11. Perhaps the next step can be also to diversify
reporting and moving away from “pure” reports towards other types of knowledge products. The
future evaluations can consist of different types of reviews, meta-analyses and synthesis reports,
developmental evaluations, self-evaluations, peer reviews, citizen boards, they will be all needed
to name a few.

Improvements in reporting style would be needed, i.e. shifting from technical style of reports to

more reader-friendly reports and other types of information and knowledge products. It will also
support the EVA-11 in producing tailored information to stakeholders.
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5 Recommendations

The recommendations focus on evaluation use and utility and on activities that the EVA-11 can
initiate within the coming six months and can keep up continuously. As was argued in the conclu-
sions, the EVA-11 needs action and support from the MFA leadership and from other departments
and units as well. There are six recommendations under four areas.

Improved utilisation of evaluations for knowledge-based decisions

1. Engage the new Ministers and people in their Offices and raise their interest in the sig-
nificance of the centralised evaluations.

Parliamentary elections and the new Cabinet starting its work in spring 2023 is the perfect oppor-
tunity for the EVA-11 to brief both the political and public servant leaders of the Ministry about the
value of evaluations in providing information for knowledge-based decision making.

2. Constantly share evaluation information and knowledge with the Offices of the Ministers,
Management Teams, and in the Development Policy Steering Group.

The EVA-11 can encourage the MFA leadership in the Offices of the Ministers and the Management
Teams to use evaluation results in knowledge-based decisions and knowledge management. All
evaluations have findings that are useful to the Ministry, but it is particularly important that the lead-
ership is informed of evaluation results when they deal with MFA wide institutional issues, policy
coherence issues, and when leadership services are needed to address an issue.

3. Initiate a process of rethinking and revising the management response process.

The limited reach of the management response is the biggest problem. Major institutional, strategic
or policy coherence issues cannot be addressed in a process that only reaches the department
level. It is also expected that future evaluations will address wider issues that need to be discussed
in respective forums, the Management Teams among them.

Improved sharing of evaluation results

4. Improve on the information sharing about the evaluations to respond the varied needs
of different stakeholders

Revisit the communication and information sharing practices of EVA-11 both during the evaluations

and after the evaluations are finalised. Engage the Department of Communications in the process.
Use external support for developing communication tools, materials and sharing methods.
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Feed the MFA leadership with advance information of every evaluation and ensure that points are
easily absorbed. Share actively with the Development Policy Committee and other stakeholders
inside and outside MFA. Also keep reminding where the information is stored and updated.

Share evaluation results in such a way that you raise interest and attract your stakeholders to look
for more information. Provide material that is focused, brief and easily perceived. Share the key
messages, just 3-5 bullet points would be appreciated. This needs continuous attention so keep
on repeating. Use both direct channels like e-mails, and increasingly institutional channels like the
MFA webpage, intranet, digital discussion platforms, and social media. Collect also feedback on
the methods and materials and revise accordingly.

Learning from centralised evaluations
5. Prioritise collective learning oriented methods in engaging MFA stakeholders

Learning from centralised evaluations calls for learning oriented methods and practices. The MFA
has already at hand EvalSpace platform that can be used for virtual collaboration and learning.
The EVA-11 can, for example, organise a series of facilitated group discussions, create a Com-
munity of Practice in EvalSpace, and organise morning coffees to feed evaluation results forward
for discussion collectively and systematically. External stakeholders could also be invited in such
discussions. It would be appropriate to draw attention to all evaluation results, not just to recom-
mendations or the latest evaluations.

The dialogue can take many models, so it is important to start experimenting facilitated dialogue,
and then reflecting and modifying it.

Co-creation with other teams, units and departments is needed because the EVA-11 is not alone
responsible for this. The information sharing practices brought up in recommendation number 4
also contribute to learning.

Space for flexibility and diversity to meet the information needs
6. Increase flexibility and diversity of evaluations

Evaluations will be used more if they are available to address direct information needs and are
timely available when needed. The annual evaluation planning has an important role in providing
predictability both to the EVA-11 work and for stakeholders, but at present there is a mismatch
between the fast speed of disruptive change and the slow pace of current evaluation process. For
the next Annual Evaluation Plan, pilot a practice of leaving some resources unallocated initially.
Engage with stakeholders and the MFA leadership and promote evaluation function and reviews
than can be completed in a few months’ time.

The move towards diversity of evaluations and reviews is welcome and should be continued. In
the future, the EVA-11 could produce different types of reviews, synthesis reports, developmental
evaluations, meta-analyses, self-evaluations, peer reviews, and use citizen boards in the process,
to name a few.
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Annexes

Annex 1. The Review Team

Team Leader / Senior Evaluator: Ms Kristiina Mikkola with an extensive experience from devel-
opment policy and cooperation evaluation, planning and implementation, also from key external
stakeholder groups. As Team Leader, Ms Mikkola was responsible for the management of the
team and organisation of the work. She was also the lead writer of all reports and deliverables.

Senior Evaluator / team member: Ms Paivi Aijala has development policy and cooperation expe-
rience added with profound experience in co-creating individual and institutional change, change
management and organisation development. Ms Aijala took the lead in the design and leading of
the co-creation process and contributed to all other activities, including reporting.

Quality Assurance Expert: Ms Jaana Vormisto (FIANT Consulting Oy) with extensive experience
from development policy, Cross-Cutting Objectives and Human Rights Based Approach, planning
and evaluations, organisational change, utilisation of research and evaluation results for effecting
change. The QA Expert reviewed the draft inception report and draft and draft final reports of the
review.
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Annex 2. Terms of Reference
23.8.2022

Terms of Reference (ToR)

Review of the Use and Utility of Centralised Evaluations
1. Introduction

EVA-11 (EVA-11) of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs carries out centralised strategic level and policy
evaluations, meta-evaluations as well as syntheses of decentralised and centralised evaluations.
In addition, different types of preliminary evaluability or background reviews on wider evaluations,
or on other issues of importance to the organisation, are commissioned by EVA-11.

The use of evaluations is high on the agenda of EVA-11, prompting the commissioning of this review
of the use and utility of centralised evaluations. The review was also one of the actions included in
the management response of the evaluation of knowledge management'.The review thus comple-
ments the analysis of the use, utility as drivers of change and tools for knowledge management.

The ultimate purpose of the review is to strengthen the use of evaluation evidence for decision
making, learning and accountability and to enhance the use and utility of centralised evaluations.
Ultimately, the review contributes to improvement of the implementation and effectiveness of de-
velopment policy and cooperation.

2. Context: Evaluation function and evaluation process

The development evaluation norm (2015) guides evaluation function and evaluations in the Min-
istry for Foreign Affairs (MFA). The norm stipulates that evaluations serve both organizational
learning and accountability. The norm also guides the preparation of annual plans for development
evaluation as well as evaluation processes, including management response and follow-up of
management response. Further guidance on the evaluation process is given in the development
evaluation manual (updated in 2022).

EVA-11 prepares annually a comprehensive plan of evaluation in cooperation with other depart-
ments and units conducting development evaluation. EVA-11 also consults other stakeholders, e.g.
Development Policy Committee. The annual plan includes a plan for centralised and decentralised
evaluations. EVA-11 brings the comprehensive evaluation plan and possible subsequent changes
to the Development Policy Steering Group for discussion and presents it to the Under-Secretary
of State for confirmation.

The MFA commissions all evaluations and reviews to independent evaluators and expert teams.
For centralised evaluation the EVA-11 has a Framework contract for Evaluation Management
Services (EMS). The rationale for the EMS is to provide a service-based management and facil-
itation of evaluations. The role of the MFA is a commissioner of evaluations (planning the evalu-
ation and leading the design and implementation of evaluation, quality assurance of evaluation

1 MFA. “How do we learn, Manage, and Make Decisions in Finland’s Development Policy and Cooperation” Management of results
information and knowledge at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs (2019)
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deliverables, dissemination of results and recommendations of evaluations and follow-up of the
use of the evaluations). The role of the EMS Service Provider is that of a manager (administration,
coordination, facilitation of evaluation teams and missions, quality assurance of the evaluations as
well as Help Desk and backstopping services) and implementer of evaluations.?

For each centralised evaluation, a reference group is established. The overall purpose of the
evaluation reference group is to support a useful, credible, transparent, impartial and quality
evaluation process. Establishing a reference group is a good way to engage and involve internal
and external stakeholders representing a range of expertise and/or end users of evaluations. Hav-
ing a reference group accompany the evaluation process means that stakeholders are encouraged
to participate and bring their perspectives, expertise and concerns to the table in a collaborative
spirit.® Another way to engage the users of evaluations and enhance the learning and use of eval-
uations has been to organize Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations workshops to discuss
tentative recommendations before the evaluation report is finalized.

All development evaluations carried out in the MFA are responded to by a management response.
EVA-11 facilitates the process as its secretariat. When a centralised evaluation is ready the EVA-
11 requests that the department responsible for the activities consults comprehensively other
stakeholders and establishes a working group and nominates the chair for the group. Based on
the recommendations of the evaluation, the group prepares a draft management response, which
takes into account the roles and responsibilities of all actors for the future changes. The chair of the
working group takes the draft management response to the Development Policy Steering Group
for comments after which the response is finalised. The chair of the working group presents the
management response to the Under-Secretary of State for approval.

The activities agreed in the management response are followed up for two years after which the
responsible department prepares a report of the implementation of the activities. EVA-11 has de-
veloped a toolkit for evaluation managers and management response working group®.

All centralised evaluation reports are published on the MFA's website and stored in the electronic
archive (AHA-KYT). AHA also includes information on evaluation results by Priority Areas of Finn-
ish Development Policy.

3. Results of previous evaluations and reviews

The joint peer review of the evaluation units of Switzerland, Ireland and the MFA was carried out
in 2020°. The peer review concluded that evaluation is accepted as important contributor for en-
suring projects and programmes are meeting their objectives and proving beneficial in terms of
development work. However, evaluations are less understood and supported among staff working
with foreign policy and trade. Furthermore, the evaluation work was perceived to be useful and
was used by operational staff and management, though this was mostly at the policy rather than
operational level. Reaching broader audiences is also challenging. Country teams saw decentral-
ised evaluations as more directly relevant to their work. The peer review found that centralised
evaluations are geared toward the broader issues facing the organization than any one set of

MFA. Terms of Reference: Framework Agreement for Development Evaluation Services (2020)
MFA. Guidelines for evaluation reference group (2020)
MFA. Toolkit for management response working groups (2021)

g A W N

Peer Review of Four Evaluation Functions (2020)
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operations which seem a reasonable focus. The peer review recommended to enhance the plan-
ning phase and management response process and improve communication and dissemination
of evaluation results.

Furthermore, the peer review noted that evaluation is ultimately expected to be used to achieve
practical results through institutional learning and implementation of recommendations. Thus, it is
important that the evaluation reports are not only independent and credible, but that they address
issues important to MFA decision-makers in a timely way and with clear messages. The peer re-
view found some issues in this regard relating to scope, complexity and duration which drive cost
but also have implications for the utility of evaluation results. It also recommended that EVA-11
should exercise more control over the evaluations and diversify its portfolio of evaluations products.

The evaluation on management of results information and knowledge® found that centralised
evaluations, their synthesis in annual reports and performance audits produce useful results in-
formation and have successfully influenced decision making at the MFA but do not fully utilise the
comprehensive body of knowledge they generate.

Regarding the use of results information for learning and decision making, the evaluation evi-
denced a moderate level of influence of results information on both learning and decision making
at the MFA. Centralised evaluations have had significant influence on decision making at the MFA.
However, they are targeted primarily at senior MFA management and the Finnish government and
parliament, and their relevance and usefulness to general MFA staff has remained limited. The
evaluation noted that the relevance and usefulness could be improved by “filtering” and “packag-
ing” relevant findings and conclusions into suitable formats for different, more specifically defined
audiences in (and beyond) the MFA. Furthermore, learning during the entire evaluation process
can be further strengthened by increasing staff participation to increase understanding and own-
ership of evaluation findings and the feasibility of recommendations.

The evaluation found that project mid-term reviews produce useful results information and influ-
ence operations if they are conducted well. It also found that meta-evaluations of projects and
programmes have become truly analytic and useful. Meta-evaluations provide useful information
about, for example the degree and quality with which some of Finland’s development policy prior-
ities are covered and derive some good practices and lessons learned regarding institutional and
development performance. Also the meta-evaluation of individual CSO evaluations was considered
valuable by the MFA’s Unit for Civil Society.

The meta-evaluation of MFA’s project and programme evaluations in 2017—20207 further
assessed the use and utility of decentralised evaluations. The evaluation revealed that decen-
tralised evaluations are often used for learning in teams, decision making, planning of follow-up,
and management of ongoing interventions. The learning stays however more on individual level.
Furthermore, the evaluation noted that a large majority of the evaluations is assessed as satis-
factory or very useful. Timing of the evaluations, relevance of recommendations, the extent of
recommendations being realistic, the learnings from the evaluation, and the implementation of
recommendations are positively assessed.

6  MFA. Evaluation. How do we learn, Manage, and Make Decisions in Finland’s Development Policy and Cooperation. Management
of results information and knowledge at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland (2019)

7  MFA. Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2017-2020 (2022)
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4. Purpose, objectives and users of the review

The ultimate purpose of the review is to strengthen the use of evaluation evidence for decision
making, learning and accountability and to enhance the use and utility of centralised evaluations.
Ultimately, the review contributes to improvement of the implementation and effectiveness of de-
velopment policy and cooperation.

The objectives of the review are to 1) identify main factors that enable or hinder the uptake of
evaluation results and implementation of recommendations both in the MFA as well as among other
stakeholders in Finland (e.g. Development Policy Committee, Parliament, civil society organisations
(CSO0s), 2) identify key themes/issues of strategic relevance to the MFA, for which there seems
to be important gaps in implementation of recommendations, and 3) provide concise conclusions
and recommendations that help the MFA to step up the use of evaluations and implementation of
recommendations.

The primary internal stakeholder is the Development Policy Steering Group which, when exer-
cising its support and coordination function to improve the effectiveness of development policy
and cooperation, will benefit from the identification of thematic issues of strategic relevance that
require further action. Furthermore, the primary users of the review are the EVA-11 and the senior
management of the MFA and secondarily departments managing development policy and coop-
eration. The review is also of interest to the Development Policy Committee.

5. Scope

The review will cover the period of 2015—2022. In order to assess the use and utility the review will
include annual evaluation plans, evaluation reports, management responses and reporting back
on the management response, annual reports of development evaluation as well as processes
related to them. The review will cover centralised evaluations commissioned by EVA-11 (in total
23 evaluations and 3 assessments, see Annex 1) excluding joint evaluations.

6. Key review questions

The review will address the following questions:

RQ1: How transformative are centralised evaluations?

1.1 To what extent centralised evaluations have influenced and/or changed policy dialogue
inside and outside the MFA?

1.2 To what extent centralised evaluations have influenced and/or changed policies, guide-
lines and processes in the MFA, including with regard to crosscutting objectives of Finnish
development policy?

RQ2: How are centralised evaluations used and how useful they are?

2.1 To what extent the evaluation processes (from planning until the follow up of the manage-
ment response) support use of evaluation results and implementation of recommendations?

2.2 To what extent are the recommendations relevant, realistic and actionable?
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2.3 To what extent do the actions committed to in the management response adequately
address the recommendations?

2.4 To what extent is there commitment to implement the recommended actions and how
does that manifest itself at best?

2.5 To what extent have the evaluations results been used by Finnish stakeholders outside
the MFA, e.g. Development Policy Committee, Parliament and CSOs?

RQ3: What are the typical factors facilitating or hampering the uptake of centralised eval-
uations?

3.1 What have been enabling factors for the use of evaluations and implementation of rec-
ommendations?

3.2 What have been the main reasons for not taking action on any given recommendation
in the management response?

3.3 What have been the main reasons for not implementing agreed actions specified in the
management response?

RQ4: How could the MFA better capture and retain knowledge and learning from evaluations
as one tool for knowledge-based management?

7. Approach and methodology

The review draws from a broad and diverse body of information, evaluative evidence, and primary
and secondary data. The main secondary data sources include the annual evaluation plans, eval-
uation reports, management responses and reports on the follow-up of management response.

Data from the different information sources are triangulated and analysed through content analysis,
pattern matching and synthesis analysis. Human rights-based approach (HRBA), gender equality
and non-discrimination are integrated into the review methodology as appropriate. Furthermore,
ethical considerations are taken into account in the overall review approach.

The review team will finalize the methodology in the inception report.
8. Timing and reporting

The review will take place in 2022-2023. It will start in August 2022 by finalising the Terms of Ref-
erence and selecting the review team in September.

Inception phase: The inception phase starts right after the selection of the review team and ends
with the approval of the inception report by 31 October 2022.

The (draft and final) inception report will include the review plan and initial desk study. The inception
report will include the following sections: background and context; initial desk study findings (stra-
tegic level only), further development of the analytical framework; finalization of the methodology
and summarized in a review matrix including review questions/sub-questions, judgment criteria,
methods for data collection and analysis (the review matrix will reflect the use of a gender-sensitive
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assessment framework and address relevant cross-cutting perspectives); final work plan and divi-
sion of work between team members; tentative table of contents of the final report; possible data
gaps; tentative implementation plan for stakeholder consultations with a clear division of work
(participation, interview questions/guides/checklists, preliminary list of stakeholders and organi-
zations to be contacted); communication and dissemination plan; analysis of risks and limitations
and their mitigation; and budget. The structure of the review report and annexes will be agreed
upon in the inception meeting.

Data collection and analysis: The data collection and analysis take place in November-December
2022 (please note that interviews should be done by latest in the beginning of December)

Briefings/FCR workshop: Stakeholder workshops (tentatively one for senior management and
one for other relevant MFA staff and stakeholders) are held in mid-January 2023

Reporting and communication: The draft final report is expected to be submitted by 31 January
2023 and final report by 28 February 2023. The review results will be presented in March 2023.

Production of the first draft of the 4-pager for communication purposes will be the responsibility of
the Consultant. The first draft will be provided simultaneously with the draft final report.

The final report will include a summary (including table on main findings, conclusions, and recom-
mendations) in Finnish, Swedish, and English. The final report will be delivered in Word-format
with all the tables and pictures also separately in their original formats. The revised reports have
to be accompanied by a table of received comments and responses to them. In addition, the MFA
requires access to the review’s tools, data sets, or interim evidence documents, e.g., completed
matrices, although it is not expected that these should be of publishable quality. The MFA treats
these documents as confidential if needed.

Each deliverable is subject to specific approval. The review can move to the next phase only after
receiving a written statement of acceptance by the MFA.

In addition to written deliverables, the review team is expected to participate in workshops and give
oral presentations, often supported by PowerPoint slides. The review results will be presented in
the MFA in Helsinki, with the review team members present.

The Consultant is expected to provide agreed visual materials, such as a minimum of 3 alternatives
for the cover picture for EVA-11’s acceptance.

9. Expertise required

The review team will consist of Team Leader and evaluator. The expertise requirements for the
Team Leader/Team member are:

e For the Team Leader: Strong team leadership and management track record and com-
mitment to delivering timely and high-quality evaluation reports;

e  Fluency in Finnish;

e  Strong familiarity with Finnish development policy and cooperation and related decision
making procedures;
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e Extensive evaluation experience in centralised, policy level evaluations in development
policy and cooperation;

e Readiness to use a variety of review methods (e.g. participatory methods, in-depth
interviews etc.) and hands-on experience in collecting and analysing quantitative and
qualitative data;

e Readiness and availability to disseminate the review results and recommendations in
the way that it supports learning of the MFA's staff and management;

e Good communication and people skills; ability to communicate with various stakehold-
ers and to express ideas and concepts concisely and clearly in written and oral form;

e Should be flexible, available as well as able to commit and allocate sufficient amount of
time to the entire evaluation process, including when faced with unexpected changes; and

o Expertise on applying and evaluating human rights-based approach in development
policy and cooperation and enhancement of the rights of women and girls as well as
persons with disabilities.

10. Quality assurance

The Consultant is expected to propose and implement a quality assurance system for the review.
The proposal must specify the quality assurance process, methodology, tools and resources (QA
personnel and resource allocations).

11. Budget

A total budget is estimated to be 55 000 Euros including a contingency for any unexpected ex-
penses. The final budget will be decided during the Inception Phase. Travelling is not foreseen,
and the travel costs are not thus included in the budget. Such expenses may be included later.
Contingency will be used for those costs.

12. Mandate

The review team is entitled and expected to discuss matters relevant to this assessment with
pertinent persons and organizations. However, it is not authorized to make any commitments on
behalf of the Government of Finland or the Ministry. The assessment team does not represent the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland in any capacity.

All intellectual property rights to the result of the Service referred to in the Contract will be the ex-
clusive property of the Ministry, including the right to make modifications and hand over material
to a third party. The Ministry may publish the result under Creative Commons license to promote
openness and public use of assessment results.

13. Authorisation
Helsinki, 23.8.2022
Antero Klemola
Director

EVA-11
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland
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Annex 3. Approach, Methodology and Limitations

Review approach

The review of Use and Utility of Centralised Evaluations is based on a team and co-creation ap-
proach and has future orientation. Recent evidence in cognitive science provides the foundation
for the review. Successful leaders understand organizational transformation that considers the
physiological nature of the brain, and the ways in which it predisposes people to resist some forms
of leadership and accept others can lead and influence mindful change.

Evaluations are conducted with the hope that identifying the source of the problem would help solve
it. The ultimate purpose of this review is to see how information and knowledge that is produced
in these centralised evaluations would be used in decision making, learning and accountability in
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. Our management models are based on the premise that knowl-
edge is power. This “transmission” approach to exchanging information, exemplified by lectures
and textbooks, where knowledge is “transmitted” to a passive receiver, has been the prevailing
teaching method in academia.

Such a new way would be based on what the human brain wants in all the challenges of change,
which is not knowledge but just to focus on solutions instead of problems, let people come to
their own answers, and keep them focused on their insights. As Peter F. Drucker has said, “We
now accept the fact that learning is a lifelong process of keeping abreast of change. And the most
pressing task is to teach people how to learn.”

Cognitive scientists are finding that people’s mental maps, their theories, expectations, and atti-
tudes, play a more central role in human perception than was previously understood. How, then,
would we go about facilitating change? The impact of mental maps suggests that one way to start
is by cultivating moments of insight. Large-scale behaviour change requires a large-scale change
in mental maps. This in turn requires an event or experience that allows people to provoke them-
selves, in effect, to change their attitudes and expectations more quickly and dramatically than
they normally would.

Focused attention to making organisational change like promoting learning organisation is not only
an individual effort. Firstly, individual learning benefits that individual but not the wider organisa-
tion, and secondly it creates a lot of stress for a single individual change agent to push and pull
the others in the unit or department. It is also difficult for human being to keep focused attention
on many things at the same time. So focus is power when learning and change is prioritised to
one or two things.

When the aim is to change something, there is always the need for human behaviour change, and
that is more demanding than arranging materials, tools or a training event. The question is how we
ensure that people start using the materials, adopt the new tools or act on new knowledge. This
justifies the focus on learning theories adopted by the review team.

Thus, the methodology of the review has built on team approach in information collection and
analysis. The idea was to share how to co-create learning and improving activities effectively and
efficiently, and by that share a positive experiment of learning together and cater a learning culture
in MFA, taking benefit of evaluations especially.
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A draft Theory of Change (ToC) was drawn early on to identify the steps, actors and processes
the review should focus on. It directed the review to look at processes in evaluation planning and
management, people involved and organisational factors facilitating or hampering progress, and
other actors. The EVA-11 was inspired by the Theory of Change approach, and with facilitation
support from the review team developed a draft Theory of Change for the Unit itself (see Appen-
dix 2). Since it is still considered an early draft, it has not been applied in the analysis.

Methodology
Inception phase

The approach and methodologies of the review were agreed with the EVA-11 during the inception
in October 2022. Data collection and analysis tools were designed, and preliminary document
review conducted. A review matrix that summarises the review methodology was also developed
during the inception (see Appendix 1). In the matrix the main Review Questions are broken down
to more detailed interview questions and discussion topics. Main sources of data per question are
also there. Also the representatives of main stakeholder groups that were expected to be among
the potential users of the evaluations were identified

Due to the tight schedule of the review, arrangements were made and invitations for planned
co-sharing workshops with the Ministry people were issued already in October. The initial plan
was to organise five co-sharing workshops for which approximately 40 people were expected to
attend. However, there was little interest in this approach: initially less than 10 people accepted the
invitation. Thus, in the inception meeting the plans were revised. Most of the planned co-creation
workshops were substituted by individual discussions with MFA people.

Already during the inception it was mutually understood that documents provide valuable data
about the evaluations, but they only speak of the past. The discussions with the MFA people and
other stakeholders provide information about the present use and utility of evaluations and the
potential for future which underlines the significance of using discussions as a source of informa-
tion in the methodology.

Primary data — workshops, focus group discussions and individual discussions

The review team organised 36 different data collection sessions, mostly during November-De-
cember 2022. The sessions consisted of facilitated workshops, focus group discussions and indi-
vidual or pair discussions. Several co-creation workshops were organised for MFA, Embassy and
stakeholder groups (two for the MFA people, one for people from the Finnish Embassies, one for
Finnish CSOs, and one for members of Development Policy Committee). Focus group discussions
were organised for the Secretariat of Development Policy Committee, EMS coordinators and for
consultants who have served as team leaders for centralised evaluations. The review team had
three workshops with the team of the EVA-11. Otherwise the review team discussed with the MFA
people individually. A few persons shared their views over email.

Altogether 62 persons shared their experiences and ideas with the review team. The persons

consulted represent the MFA, the Finnish Embassies, the Development Policy Committee, the
Parliament, Finnish Civil Society Organisations and private sector organisations.
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Secondary data - documents

In this review documents are an important source of supplementary data. The documents studied
consist of reports depicting different steps in the evaluation process from mandate of development
evaluation to planning evaluations, managing and implementing evaluations, and finally addressing
recommendations of the evaluations. The Development Evaluation Norm and Rules of Procedure
of the Ministry are among key documents studied. Annual Evaluation Plans, Annual Reports of
Development Evaluation, and the guidelines that the EVA-11 has prepared for decentralised eval-
uations were all studied. Reports of individual evaluations together with respective management
responses and their follow-up reporting have been looked at. Other MFA documents related to
development policy and development cooperation in the MFA were reviewed as well. The List of
References is in Annex 4. The evaluation reports, their management responses and follow-up
reports that were reviewed are listed in Annex 5.

Regarding the evaluation reports the focus has been analysing the recommendations, their clarity
and the categories they fall in. With management responses the focus has been on the extent to
which the recommendations are agreed (fully, partly, not at all) and identifying reasons why rec-
ommendations have not led into actions. With the follow-up reports the focus was on identifying
if actions agreed in the follow-up table have actually been implemented or not and if there is any
evidence of change resulting from the evaluation in the reports. The analysis of the management
responses and the follow-up reports was made on the basis of the management response fol-
low-up tables because they are the documents comparable to the evaluation recommendations.

Also, the annual evaluation work plans and annual evaluation reports produced by EVA-11 were
analysed to have an overall picture of how centralised evaluations and evaluation function has
evolved during 2015-2022.

Data analysis

Thus, the data used in the analysis consists of documents, and notes of workshops, focus group
discussions and individual discussions. For most of the review questions documents provide only
some/limited evidence — the workshops, focus group discussions and interviews have provided
the key evidence for the review.

The review team analysed the data during the first half of January. In the analysis, each stream of
evidence (discussion notes and documents) was systematically analysed against the Review Matrix
questions. Data triangulation was a two-step process, i.e. qualitative discussion data was sepa-
rately collated in an Excel file (as per the review sub-questions of the TOR). Key words were used
to classify responses and used to identify narrative patterns of stakeholders views. The clustered
data entries were then analysed against the questions in the Review Matrix and are the source of
the findings based on primary data in the report. Views and opinions expressed by just one person
were discarded from the analysis. Similarly, a systematic content analysis was conducted for the
documents. The recommendations of the evaluation reports, the management response matrices
and the follow-up reports were analysed to identify answers to relevant review questions.

Triangulation was applied both within primary data and between primary data and secondary
data. As Chapter 3 shows, sometimes the views presented by the stakeholders agreed with each
other and sometimes they contradict each other. Same applies to findings substantiated by the
documents.
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The analysis was boosted by the discussions with the MFA representatives in the FCR workshop in
January 2023. The EVA-11 team together with the representatives from the Department for Africa
and Middle East, Department for the Americas and Asia and Department for Development Policy
participated in the workshop.

Reporting

The team wrote the 1%t draft report in January, and it was submitted to the EVA-11 at the end of
January 2023. The team revised the report extensively based on the comments received from the
EVA-11 and the Final Draft Report was submitted in late February 2023. The Final Report will be
completed by the end of March 2023.

Quality Assurance (QA) process

Quality assurance took place both during the inception and reporting phase. The QA expert has
reviewed the draft Inception Report and the two draft reports. The team has addressed the com-
ments made by the QA expert in the drafts before they were submitted to the MFA.

Limitations

Through the review process it was learned that most precious resource MFA staff are lacking at
work is time. Organising information gathering through co-creation workshops proved to be chal-
lenging, and the review team had to alter plans. Although the planned duration of each workshop
with MFA staff was only 1.5 hours and invitations were issued well ahead of time, only a handful
of people expressed interest to participate. The opportunity for co-creation that the workshops
would have provided was largely missed when individual discussions replaced most of the Min-
istry workshops.
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Appendix 1. The Review Matrix

REVIEW QUESTIONS

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

KEY EVIDENCE (COLLECTED HOW / FROM

WHERE)

RQ How transformative are centralised evaluations?

1.1 To what extent centralised evaluations have influenced and/
or changed policy dialogue inside and outside the MFA?

Please give examples, what centralised evaluation(s) have
influenced your actions in policy dialogue? Where did you
apply that new knowledge, approach etc.? How did you change
your action, thinking or being? What was your learning of that
situation? How does it affect your work today?

Workshops with MFA staff and CSO staff

Focus Group Discussions (FGD) with Embassy staff and DPC
members

Key Informant Interviews (KII) with MFA staff, DPC Secretariat
and DPC members (Parliamentarians)

1.2 To what extent centralised evaluations have influenced and/
or changed policies, guidelines and processes in the MFA,
including with regard to crosscutting objectives of Finnish
development policy?

Please give examples, what centralised evaluation(s) have
clearly influenced policies, guidelines and processes in the
MFA? Who were the key stakeholders affected by this change?
What was your reaction to the change? What worked well? Why
did it work well?

What was the change the evaluation result/ recommendation
had in addressing the crosscutting objectives?

Workshops with MFA staff and Embassy staff

Klls with MFA staff, DPC Secretariat and DPC members
(Parliamentarians)

Document review

RQ2: How are centralised evaluations used and how useful t

hey are?

2.1 To what extent the evaluation processes (from planning
until the follow up of the management response) support use of
evaluation results and implementation of recommendations?

How well the current evaluation process is benefiting your
work? What works well? What does not work at all? What little
change could improve the current situation?

Workshops, FGDs and Kills

Document review (Evaluation plans, annual reports,
management responses and their follow-up

2.2 To what extent are the recommendations relevant, realistic
and actionable?

What recommendations have been implemented in your unit?
In your department? In your organisation? What is common
with those recommendations that were not implemented?

Workshops, Interviews
Selected reports, management responses

2.3 To what extent do the actions committed to in
the management response adequately address the
recommendations?

Have you participated in a working group for management
response preparation? What is your experience of the
discussion and collaboration? How transparently the
management responses outline which recommendations will
be endorsed and which not? What justifications are provided
on the decisions? What change would further develop this
collaboration?

Klls of MFA staff
Document review (management responses)
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REVIEW QUESTIONS

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

KEY EVIDENCE (COLLECTED HOW / FROM

2.4 To what extent is there commitment to implement the
recommended actions and how does that manifest itself at
best?

From where do you get information on management
responses? In what type of roles have you been in
implementing activities agreed in the management response?
How well did you succeed in addressing the recommendations
adequately? What is your learning from these experiences?
What needs to change so that you would benefit from the
evaluations and improve your work?

WHERE)

Klls of MFA staff

2.5 To what extent have the evaluations results been used by
Finnish MFA, e.g. Development Policy Committee, Parliament
and CSOs?

Which evaluation have you regarded useful for your work? To
whom have you shared information of this evaluation? How
did it affect discussion and decision making? What is the role
of evaluations in steering development policy? Where should
evaluation results be shared to reach wider public?

CSO workshop, KlIs of MFA staff, DPC and Parliamentarians

RQ3: What are the typical factors facilitating or hampering the uptake of centralised evaluations?

3.1 What have been enabling factors for the use of evaluations
and implementation of recommendations?

What factors make it easier to use evaluation results and
implement recommendations? What factors encourage you?
How are you inspiring others to take action?

Klls of MFA staff
Evaluation reports, e.g. Peer Review (2020) report

3.2 What have been the main reasons for not taking action on
any given recommendation in the management response?

What factors impede or delay the implementation of
agreed recommendations? What are the hidden rules of
MFA organisational culture hampering the change? What
is your tactic to hinder implementation of overburdening
recommendations?

Klls of MFA staff
Workshops

Document review (e.g. EVA 11 reports to Development Policy
Steering Group, Annual Evaluation Reports)

3.3 What have been the main reasons for not implementing
agreed actions specified in the management response?

Which type of actions agreed in the management response will
not be implemented? Why have they not been implemented?
Who could have taken the lead? What would make positive
difference in the near future?

MFA Workshops, Klls of MFA staff

Document review, e.g. EVA-11 reports to Development Policy
Steering Group and Annual Evaluation Reports

RQ4: How could the MFA better capture and retain
knowledge and learning from evaluations as one tool for
knowledge-based management?

What works well and provides you with knowledge and learning
in the current evaluation process? What would strengthen
these? What else is needed to better capture and retain
knowledge and learning from evaluations? What should you /
MFA let go?

Workshops (MFA, CSO), FGDs (Embassy, EMS team), Klls of
MFA staff
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Appendix 2. Draft EVA-11 Theory of Change

ACTIVITIES

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

Planning of evaluation function

Management and quality
assurance of evaluations,
including facilitation of
reference groups

Annual Evaluation Plan and
Annual Report

Evaluation information and
reports: timely, high quality,
credible, trustworthy, useful

Strengthened demand for
independent evaluative
information

Communication and
information sharing

Facilitation of management
response (decision and table)

Knowledge products and
events: reports, briefs,
webinars, news, etc.

Organizational learning and
operational development
based on the recommendations
adopted in management
responses across the themes,
channels and approaches

IMPACT

Finnish development policy and
development cooperation are
effective, coherent, relevant,
sustainable, efficient, effective
and based on human rights

Evaluation capacity
development (MFA,
stakeholders, international
stakeholders)

Management responses and
decisions

Increased knowledge-based
decision making

Follow-up reporting
(Development Policy Steering
Group)

Transparency and openness of
development policy and
development cooperation

Development policy supports
foreign and security policy and
vice versa.

Development of evaluation
function

International activities:
learning, influencing,
networking

Improved evaluation capacity in
the Development Evaluation
Unit, objectives of Finland’s
development policy are
addressed in joint evaluations

Trust of the organisation and
stakeholders in development
policy and cooperation

Guidelines and training events

Open and informed
international and national
debate on the importance and
effectiveness of development
policy and cooperation

Support from citizens and
decision-makers for
development policy and
cooperation.
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Annex 5. Evaluation reports, management matrices and follow-up reports used in the review

The review has used the following evaluation reports (23), management responses (20) and follow-up reports of management responses (12) in the analysis of recommenda-
tions, management responses and follow-up reports.

Table 1. List of evaluation reports, management responses and follow-up reports used in the review

NAME OF EVALUATION AND YEAR PUBLISHED MATERIALS USED IN ASSESSING RQ2 AND RQ3:
EVALUATION REPORT MANAGEMENT FOLLOW-UP REPORT
RESPONSE

Evaluation of Finland’s Humanitarian Assistance 2016-2022 (2022) X - -
Evaluation of the Finnish Development Policy influencing in the European Union (2022) X - -
Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2017-2020 (2022) X X -
Evaluation on the Transition Process of Finnish Viethamese Cooperation in 2008-2020 X X -
Evaluation on Development Cooperation Carried out by the Department of Russia, Eastern X X -

Europe and Central Asia, including the Wider Europe Initiative (WEI) (2021)

Water as an Entry Point for Piece Mediation. Evaluation on Finnish Water Diplomacy (2021) X X -
Evaluation of Economic Development, Job Creation and Livelihoods (2021) X X -
Evaluation of Finnish Development Policy Activities in Multilateral Organisations (2020) X X -
Adapting for Change: Country Strategy Approach in Fragile Contexts (2020) X X X (interim)
"How do we Learn, Manage and Make Decisions in Finland’s Development Policy and X X -

Cooperation (2019)

Evaluation on Forced Displacement and Finnish Development Policy (2019) X X X

Developmental Evaluation of Business with Impact 2015-2019 (BEAM) Programme (2019) X X X
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NAME OF EVALUATION AND YEAR PUBLISHED MATERIALS USED IN ASSESSING RQ2 AND RQ3:

EVALUATION REPORT MANAGEMENT FOLLOW-UP REPORT
RESPONSE
Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2015-2017 (2018) X X X
Evaluation on Improvement of Women’s and Girls rights (2018) X X X
Meta-evaluation of project programme evaluations 2014-2015 (2017) X (X) (X)
Programme-based Support Through Finnish Civil Society Organizations (Meta analysis 2017) X X X
Evaluation on Finland’s Development Cooperation Country Strategies and Country X X X

Strategy Modality (2016)

Evaluation of Aid for Trade (2016) X X X
Evaluation of Humanitarian Mine Action (2015) X X X
Evaluation of Inclusive Education in Finland’s Development Cooperation 2004-2013 (2015) X X X
Evaluation on Finland’s Development Policy Programmes from Results-Based X X X

Management Point of View (2015)

Meta-evaluation of project and programme evaluations in 2012-2014 (2015) X X X

Evaluation on Finland’s Development Cooperation with Kenya 2007-2013 (2015) X X X
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Annex 6. Evaluation Process

In this Annex, the evaluation process that the EVA-11 applies for all centralised evaluations is
described.

The EVA-11 prepares annually a comprehensive evaluation plan for the MFA. The document
presents a detailed plan for both centralised and decentralised evaluations that are planned to be
initiated within the year. A pipeline for evaluations for years 2 and 3 is also included in the plan.
The annual evaluation plan is discussed in the Development Policy Steering Group. Subsequently,
the Under-Secretary of State responsible for development policy confirms the plan.

MFA commissions all evaluations and reviews to independent evaluators and expert teams. The
EVA-11 started using framework contracts for the centralised evaluations in 2017 (MFA 2018a).
According to the Terms of Reference of the current Evaluation Management Services (EMS) frame-
work contract (MFA 2020a), the EVA-11 is a commissioner of evaluations and is responsible for
planning of the evaluation, leading the design and conducting of evaluations, quality assurance of
evaluation deliverables, dissemination and use of the evaluations. The EMS Service Provider is
responsible for providing headhunting services for the evaluation expertise needed in evaluation
teams and coordinates and conducts the evaluations.

In the EMS model (MFA 2020a), each individual evaluation consists of four main steps, namely
evaluation planning and preparations, conducting evaluations, report writing and publishing, and
management response and follow-up. For each step, roles and responsibilities have been de-
fined for the EVA-11 and the Service Provider. The main responsibilities of the EVA-11 are listed
in Table 1.

Table 1. Main tasks of the EVA-11 during an evaluation applying the EMS model

STEP MAIN TASKS OF THE EVA-11

Evaluation planning and Preparing the Concept Note for the evaluation where background, tentative
preparations purpose, objectives, scope and use of evaluation are defined;

Approving the Team Leader and team members; and
Approving the Terms of Reference for the evaluation

Conducting evaluations Approving all deliverables during the evaluation (reports, communication
materials, presentations); and

Appointing and organising reference group meetings

Report writing and Organising, collecting and compiling feedback of the relevant stakeholders;
publishing Organising dissemination seminars and webinars;
Publishing and disseminating the reports.

Management response Facilitating the management response;
and follow-up Facilitating the follow-up

Source: MFA (2020a). Terms of Reference. Framework Agreement for Development Evaluation Services.
Final 30/01/2020. Ministry for Foreign Affairs, EVA-11.
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For each evaluation, a reference group is established. The purpose of reference group is to sup-
port a useful, credible, transparent, impartial, and quality evaluation process. It is expected that
participation and engagement of stakeholders would lead to better quality, utility, ownership, and
use of evaluation. Reference groups are also expected to contribute to improved organisational
learning. The EVA-11 chairs the reference group and asks relevant MFA units, departments and/or
Embassies to assign representative(s) to the group. Also external stakeholders, e.g. civil society
partners, other Finnish agencies, academia, partner countries and donors can be members of a
reference group (MFA 2020Db).

The evaluation norm stipulates that “all development evaluations carried out in the MFA are re-
sponded to by a management response”’. The EVA-11 initiates the preparation of the manage-
ment response and acts as a secretary of the group. Otherwise, the responsibility of preparing
the response is in the hands of relevant departments and units. The draft management response
prepared by the group is discussed at the Development Policy Steering Group and the Under-Sec-
retary of State responsible for development policy signs it (MFA 2015a). During the period of review,
the management response has consisted of two documents, a management response decision
(published in the MFA website), and a follow-up table with information about agreed actions (avail-
able upon request). The EVA-11 has produced a guideline and templates to support preparation
of the management response (MFA 2021c). The management response working group has the
responsibility to decide which evaluation recommendations they consider relevant and propose
to be approved and which recommendations should not be approved. The group will then identify
activities to implement the approved recommendations and agree about the responsibilities and
the schedule for implementing the activities.

Follow-up reporting of evaluations takes place two years after the management response de-
cision has been signed. The EVA-11 assists the departments responsible for implementing the
agreed management response actions in monitoring the progress. The Unit prepares periodical
summaries and lessons learned for the Development Policy Steering Group. The Unit also coor-
dinates the preparation of the follow-up report (MFA 2015a, MFA 2021c).
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Annex 7. Learning theories

As learning from evaluations is the main focus of this review, and as there are plenty of research
of the topic, theories of three academics are introduced due to their relevance to this review.

Peter Senge (Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT, USA) laid down the foundation for
learning in organisations already in the 1990s. Henry Mintzberg (McGill University, Canada) has
focused on how organisations operate, and Otto Scharmer (MIT) is co-leading a new paradigm for
transforming organisations and societies to the sustained future. Among other things, Scharmer
is a member of the UN Learning Advisory Council for the 2030 Agenda.

Their work and models have inspired the review team and provide the review with frameworks
to create a bigger picture and understanding of where to focus when the aim is to foster learning
culture, navigate change and thrive as individuals, teams, organisations and as a society.

The review has focused on learning theories because so many corrective activities in the past have
emphasised training and information management systems in MFA. When the aim is to change
something, there is always the need for human behaviour change, and that is more demanding
than arranging materials, tools, or a training event. The question is how do we ensure that people
start using the materials, adopt the new tools or act on new knowledge?

The answer is to see learning as inseparable from everyday work. The most important learning
occurs in the context of our daily life, the aspirations we pursue, the challenges we face, and
the responses we bring forth — individually and collectively. All organisations learn — in the sense
of adapting as the world around them changes. But some organisations are faster and more ef-
fective learners (Senge et al. 1999). So it is about learning whenever it is talk about change in
thinking, being or action.

How to become more effective in learning and more effective in changing behaviour at organisa-
tional context? According to Senge (1999) five learning disciplines are fundamental for organ-
isation wide learning. Individual learning is about cultivating personal mastery, and self-reflec-
tion on own attitudes and perceptions that influence thought and interaction. Shared vision is
necessary both to nourish commitment and to develop shared images of the future. Team learning
through dialogue draws forth intelligence and ability greater than the sum individual’s talent. Last
but not least learning of interdependencies, that is systems thinking increases understanding of
forces that facilitate or hamper the intended changes.

What we pay attention to, and how we pay attention - both individually and collectively - is key
to what we create. How to activate our capacity to lean into the emerging future may well be the
most important leadership challenge of our time. How do you cultivate curiosity, compassion,
and courage in the face of prejudice, anger, and fear? The new school of transformation, Theory
U., co-created at MIT, provides us with an overall theory how to lead such change in businesses,
government organisations and civil society organisations worldwide (Presensing Institute — Otto
Scharmer 2023).

Theory U is an awareness-based method for changing systems. It blends systems thinking, inno-

vation, and leading change - from the viewpoint of an evolving human consciousness. It integrates
organizational learning in the tradition of Peter Senge.
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One head is not enough in this rapid change, and more team relationships are needed. Stakeholder
relationships need to be changed from transactional to transformative. It is all about co-creation
and leading from the emerging future.

Theory U offers a method for rethinking the parts and the whole by making it possible for the sys-
tem to sense and see itself. When that happens, the collective consciousness begins to shift from
ego-system awareness to eco-system awareness - from a silo view to a systems view. At its core,
Theory U comprises three main elements:

1. Aframework for seeing the blind spot of leadership and systems change: the “interior
condition” from which we operate;

2. A method for implementing awareness-based change. The focus is on building the collective
capacity to shift the inner place from which we operate;

3. Anew narrative for evolutionary societal change: updating our mental and institutional
operating systems in all of society’s sectors. What does it take to redesign societies in ways
that address the pressing challenges of our time? What does it take to apply the power of
mindfulness and awareness to the transformation of the collective system?

In a rapidly changing world, creating the future involves rapid prototyping rather than long-term
planning. Effective leadership involves the capabilities of sense-making, developing relationships,
visioning, and inventing new ways of organizing. To make social responsibility work, leaders need
to develop the skill of facilitating collaboration among key actors from all three sectors: business,
government, and civil society. You cannot solve today’s leadership problems with the same level
of consciousness that created them (paraphrasing Einstein). The theory U. is a transformational
approach, providing tools and methods for action-oriented learning.

Mintzberg is known for his profound research on organisations and strategy, strategy in the sense
of how organisations operate (Mintzberg et al 2018). He promotes the idea of strategy as learning
and adaptation, and that intentions and planning play a crucial role as well. For Mintzberg, an or-
ganisation’s actual strategy (its “realised strategy”) is always a mix of what it planned (its “intended
strategy”) and the unexpected events to which it had to respond (“emergent strategy”). Learning
as strategic option can also face problems and risks. The following three situations make big risks
for organisation success:

e Ifthere is no intended strategy at all then work gets fragmented.

e The strategy is lost, if the valid and useful strategy is given up, and working with new
things is started only because they are new and interesting.

e The strategy is wrong, if the organisation is drifting through small steps and ostensibly
small decisions into an unfavourable position.

The review understands that the MFA is a bureaucracy, in which departmental governance, po-
litical rules, regulations and conflicting pressures, sudden public events, annual budgets and pri-
vate-public interdependencies guide decision making and learning.
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Annex 8. Finnish ODA disbursements 2013-2021

Table 1. Finnish ODA disbursements 2013-2021, MEUR — Exclusive ODA and other ODA

ITEM / BUDGET LINE DISBURSEMENTS, MEUR/YEAR

YEAR
EXCLUSIVE ODA, BUDGET ITEM/LINE 2013 2014 2015
Multilateral development cooperation 278.4 351.7 343.9 141.7 163.9 1701 171.4 233.4 244.0
Country-specific and regional development cooperation 247.3 290.0 254.6 202.6 153.6 118.2 140.7 165.6 157.6
European Development Fund (EDF) 471 47.8 50.0 52.8 59.7 67.8 70.8 70.8 571
Non-country specific development cooperation 60.7 61.2 48.8 38.4 311 321 31.0 38.8 54.2
Humanitarian assistance 96.4 105.7 97.8 84.0 73.3 721 781 113.4 104.5
Planning, support functions and communication 10.6 8.0 79 5.7 4.9 4.0 4.4 5.1 4.6
Evaluation and internal audit 2.2 1.9 27 3.0 24 1.3 1.8 2.0 21
Support conducted by civil society organisations 1051 109.9 113.3 69.6 67.5 63.7 63.5 751 78.9
Concessional credits 14.2 151 7.6 74 8.7 7.7 6.8 41 7.9
Exclusive ODA budget items, total 861.9 991.3 926.6 605.2 565.0 536.9 568.5 708.4 710.7
Other ODA disbursements
Finnfund 20.2 39.6 26.2 22.5 27.7 43.6 52.8 79.0 447
Financial instruments (excl. Finnfund) 0.0 0.0 0 9.2 68.0 0.0 96.2 20.0 130.7
Finland’s share of EU cooperation budget 102.3 100.3 104.2 142.6 162.0 135.5 140.4 162.9 1841
Administration costs 53.0 55.0 36.5 31.0 32.3 29.6 30.4 29.3 31.2
Refugee reception costs 15.7 121 35.2 117.7 68.7 48.3 80.1 51.2 58.5
Civilian crisis management costs 15.5 18.4 16.7 17.3 15.6 15.6 13.4 15.7 11.8
Other core support to multilateral organisations 10.5 13.8 14.4 10.5 21.9 22.4 26.1 47.0 36.4
Other items counted as ODA 2.0 1.5 1.2 0.3 0.2 1.9 21 7.9 6.0
Other ODA disbursements, total 219.2 240.7 234.5 351.0 396.4 296.9 441.6 412.9 503.4
Total ODA disbursements 1081.1 1232.0 11611 956.2 961.4 833.7 10101 1121.4 12141

Source: MFA (2022a) Finland’s development aid appropriations and disbursements 1989-2021, available in https://um.fi/development-cooperation-appropriations (accessed on 8 December 2022)
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