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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Background: The Scandinavian countries have a long history of
implementing social interventions, but the interventions have not
been examined using randomised controlled trials until relatively
recently compared with countries like the United States and the
United Kingdom.
Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to examine the history of
randomised controlled trials in Scandinavian compulsory schools
(grades 0–10; pupil ages 6–15). Speciﬁcally, we investigate drivers
and barriers for randomised controlled trials in educational
research and the diﬀerences between the three Scandinavian
countries Denmark, Norway, and Sweden.
Methods: To locate relevant trials, we performed a systematic search
of four bibliographic databases and a search for grey literature.
Results were combined with trials located through direct contact
with researchers and government oﬃcials. A trial was included if
one or more interventions were randomly assigned to groups of
students and carried out in a school setting with the primary aim of
improving the academic performance of children aged 6–15 in
grades 0–10 in Denmark, Norway, or Sweden. We included both
conducted and ongoing trials. Publications that seemed relevant
were screened based on full-text versions. Data extraction included
information from the included studies on grade level, study period,
sample size (N), project owner, funding source, and theme. In addition, we conducted two semi-structured interviews by phone or in
person with central employees in funding agencies and ministries
and 25 correspondences with researchers and policymakers.
Findings and conclusion: RCTs in grades 0–10 were few in all of
Scandinavia until about 2011, after which there was an increase in all
three countries, although at diﬀerent rates. The largest number of trials
has been conducted in Denmark, and the increase is more marked in
Denmark and Norway compared with Sweden. International trends
towards more impact evaluations and results from international
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comparisons such as PISA have likely aﬀected the development in all
countries, but while many trials in Denmark and Norway are the result
of policy initiatives, only one such example in Sweden was identiﬁed.
We believe the lack of government initiatives to promote RCTs in
Sweden is the most likely explanation for the diﬀerences across the
Scandinavian countries. Funding and coordination from the government are often crucial for the implementation of RCTs and are likely
more important in smaller countries such as the Scandinavian ones.
Supporting institutions have now been established in all three countries, and we believe that the use of RCTs in Scandinavian educational
research is likely to continue.

Introduction
The introduction of randomised controlled trials (RCTs) within the social and educational
sciences in Scandinavia is relatively recent compared with the United States of America
(USA), for example. Although the Scandinavian countries have a long history of implementing social interventions, often ﬁnanced through the welfare state tax system and
initiated by the government, the evaluation of such interventions has not, until recently,
been documented using RCT designs.
In this paper, we study the development of RCTs, examining interventions aimed at
improving the academic performance of children in Scandinavian compulsory schools
(grades 0–10). We examine which policies and organisational eﬀorts paved the way for
the growth in educational RCTs in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden, and we discuss
possible drivers or barriers for this growth and the diﬀerences across countries.
Throughout the paper, we narrowly deﬁne Scandinavia as Denmark, Norway and
Sweden, in contrast with the broader group of Nordic countries that also includes
Finland and Iceland. We focus on the Scandinavian countries because they are more
similar than the Nordic countries.

Background
A large number of tax-funded health, education and social interventions were initiated in
the Scandinavian countries through the second half of the 20th century. An economic
boom in the 1950s and 1960s made the development of the welfare state possible
(Kuhnle and Hort 2004). In the 1960s and 1970s, the welfare state grew to include social
transfer beneﬁts (e.g. tax-ﬁnanced maternity leave and child allowances, scholarships to
high-school youth and students) and universal services (e.g. free schools, university and
subsidised child care; Viby Mogensen 2010; Konnerup 2011). Although the characteristics
of the welfare systems in Denmark, Norway and Sweden diﬀer, they are all based on
universalism characterised by the view that all citizens have full and unconditional social
citizenship rights and status (Esping-Andersen and Korpi 1987; Kuhnle and Hort 2004).
In the aftermath of the oil crisis in the late 1970s, a ﬁscal crisis hit the Scandinavian
countries in the 1980s and 1990s (Kuhnle and Hort 2004). Increases in the number of
elderly and unemployed people put pressure on the budget, and the growth in welfare
beneﬁts slowed down. Perhaps as a consequence, there was a wave of privatisation of
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public services in the 1990s and a focus on new public management. With the budget
constraints followed an increasing emphasis on value for money and an interest in
evidence on which interventions were the most eﬀective.
The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) was established by the
OECD in 1997, and the ﬁrst round of testing was performed in 2000. Many countries with
relatively high school expenditure did not perform as highly as they may have expected.
Denmark, Norway and Sweden all spend more than average in primary and lower
secondary grades (OECD 2016), while their PISA performances have been varied (with
some PISA scores above, some at and some below the OECD average). The PISA results
placed attention on schooling and education for many national governments, including
the Scandinavian governments, and started a search for knowledge about what made
the highest-performing countries so successful.

School systems
The compulsory school systems in the Scandinavian countries share many key characteristics, yet there are notable diﬀerences. Primary and lower secondary schools are free of
charge in all three countries, and it is mandatory to receive a minimum of nine (Sweden) or
10 (Denmark and Norway) years of schooling. Children begin school in the autumn during
the year they turn six. Table 1 shows the outline of the school system in each country.
In Denmark and Sweden, the ﬁrst year of school is referred to as grade 0 (or kindergarten/
preschool class), whereas children start in grade 1 in Norway. Kindergarten has been oﬀered
in Denmark since 1980 and was made mandatory in 2009, thus expanding the compulsory
education from nine to 10 years. In Sweden, kindergarten is not mandatory, but attendance
rates are around 98% (Skolverket 2017c).
Swedish and Norwegian students graduate after grade 9 and 10 (pupil age 15),
respectively. In Denmark, students are oﬀered a 10th grade track that is voluntary for
students who have fulﬁlled the teaching requirement and who wish to complete an
extra year of schooling before moving on to upper secondary or vocational education.
Around half of all students complete grade 10 (pupil age 16).
In all three countries, the majority of schools are municipal, and the operation of
public schools is a municipal responsibility. The head of the school is in charge of the
administrative and pedagogical management of the school and reports to the school
Table 1. Outline of the school system in Denmark, Norway and Sweden.
Educational levela
School starting age
Kindergarten or
preschool class
(ISCED 0)
Primary education
(ISCED 1)
Lower secondary
education
(ISCED 2)
a

Denmark
6 years (grade 0)
Grade 0 ‘Børnehaveklasse’

Norway
6 years (grade 1)

Grade 1–6

Grade 1–7

Grade 7–9
Grade 8–10
Grade 10 (optional, approx. 50%
attend)

Sweden
6 years (grade 0)
Grade 0
‘Förskoleklass’ (optional, approx.
98% attend)
Grade 1–6
Grade 7–9

To compare educational levels across countries, we use the International Standard Classiﬁcation of Education (ISCED)
categories (UNESCO Institute of Statistics 2012).
Source: Authors’ original, unpublished Table.
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board and the municipal council. Since 1992, Sweden has had a universal voucher
system governing the allocation of students to schools in primary to upper secondary
grades with few restrictions on who is allowed to operate schools. Financing is still a
municipal responsibility, and private schools are not allowed to charge for tuition. The
Swedish system diﬀers from the other countries: in Denmark and Norway, private
schools are allowed to charge for tuition. The share of students attending privately
run schools in grade 0–10 is about 10–20% in Denmark and Sweden and less than 2% in
Norway (Utredningar 2013). The political management of the school system is quite
similar across the Scandinavian countries, with the state issuing guidelines concerning
curricula, student tests, administrative regulations, and so on, and with educational
ministries and agencies being involved in the overall supervision.

Standardised testing
Sweden implemented its ﬁrst form of national tests in the 1930s, mainly with the aim to
aid teacher assessment and provide a norm reference for grading (Lundahl and Tveit
2014). Currently, national tests take place in grades 3, 6 and 9 (pupil ages 9, 12 and 15)
in, for example, literacy/Swedish and mathematics (Skolverket 2017a). Test results from
the national tests have been available for researchers since 1998 for grade 9, 2010 for
grade 3 and 2012 for grade 6.
Apart from the end of school ﬁnal assessments, tests have not played a large role in
Denmark and Norway, historically. Only within the last decade have regular national
student tests been implemented.
Denmark introduced national mandatory tests in 2009/2010 comprising, for example,
literacy/Danish tests in grades 2, 4, 6 and 8, (pupil ages 8, 10, 12 and 14) and mathematics in grades 3 and 6 (pupil ages 9 and 12). It is possible to take the tests on a
voluntary basis in all grades for literacy/Danish and in grades 2–7 in mathematics. In
grade 9 (pupil age 15), there are also written exams in literacy/Danish and mathematics
and a number of other subjects (Undervisningsministeriet 2017a). These exam results
have been available for research purposes through access to the Danish national
registers since 2002 and the national test results since 2010.
In Norway, there are national tests in grades 5, 8 and 9 (pupil ages 10, 13 and 14) in,
for example, reading/Norwegian, English and mathematics (Utdanningsdirektoratet
2017). These tests have been conducted in their present form since 2007. In addition,
students take written exams in the ﬁnal year of school (grade 10 – pupil age 15) in
mathematics, English and Norwegian (main or second-language form). These data can
be used for research purposes and are accessible through administrative registers.
The stated purpose of the current tests includes – for all three countries – that the tests
should support teachers in their assessment of students, and thereby improve school quality
and student learning. Accountability purposes – in terms of meeting targets for or following
the development of student achievement – are emphasised to diﬀerent degrees. In
Denmark, accountability is mentioned only in relation to the national level. In both
Norway and Sweden, one of the purposes of the tests is to follow the development of
student achievement on the municipal and school level as well (Skolverket 2018;
Undervisningsministeriet 2017b; Utdanningsdirektoratet 2017).
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Educational research
Educational research in Scandinavia has, historically, been characterised by a very strong
emphasis on so-called ‘qualitative’ research (Kunnskapsdepartementet 2006; Sundell and
Stensson 2010; Broady et al. 2011; Holm and Jæger 2011; Norges 2013). The educational
research environment in the three countries is closely connected to the education and
further training of teachers, and a number of educational researchers have had previous
careers in teaching. Teacher training in Sweden is conducted at regular universities and
university colleges, whereas teacher training institutions in Denmark and Norway used
to be separate institutions with a relatively small share of employees with research
training. During the 1990s and 2000s, Danish and Norwegian teacher training institutions were gradually changed or integrated into university colleges and universities.
The communication with and culture among teachers are therefore likely to have
inﬂuenced the educational research environment. The emphasis on qualitative research
ﬁts well with a prevailing view of teaching, where teachers, to a large degree, have been
free to choose their own methods. The argument for this view – coined ‘let the 1000
ﬂowers bloom’ (Deding and Høg 2015) – is that every individual is unique and that the
individual teachers or schools must be allowed to decide freely which method or
intervention they ﬁnd most suitable in each case. This local anchoring of methods
may have been diﬃcult to combine with methodological transparency and rigour
(Deding and Høg 2015), particularly in impact evaluations.
Institutions aiming to support and disseminate educational research, akin to the
Institute of Education Sciences in the USA, have been established in all three countries
during the last 15 years. The Nordic Campbell Centre was established in Denmark in
2002 by a grant from the Ministry of Social Aﬀairs, and The Danish Clearinghouse for
Educational Research was established in 2006 at Aarhus University. Both centres produce
reviews of educational research. The main oﬃce of the international Campbell
Collaboration moved to Norway in 2007 and is funded by the Norwegian Institute of
Public Health, although the Campbell Collaboration produces systematic reviews within
areas such as education, crime and justice, and social welfare.
TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research was established in 2013 at Aarhus University,
Denmark, and was funded by the nonproﬁt foundation TrygFonden. The centre carries out
interdisciplinary research projects and specialises in scientiﬁc impact evaluations in the ﬁelds
of social policy, education, and crime prevention, focussing on children and young adults.
The Knowledge Centre for Education was established as a department of the
Research Council of Norway, Division for Society and Health in 2013. The primary goal
of the Knowledge Centre is to produce, gather, synthesise and disseminate knowledge
from research on issues relevant to the education sector in order to contribute to a
knowledge-based policy development, management and practice, and to enlighten and
provide a knowledge base for the educational debate.
In Sweden, the Institute for Evaluation of Labour Market and Education Policy was
recently given the formal responsibility of evaluating the eﬀects of education policies
(Statens Oﬀentliga Utredningar 2013), and it also gives grants to educational research.
The Institute for Educational Research was established in 2015 and aims to validate
educational research in terms of quality and relevance, perform systematic reviews,
disseminate research results for educational practitioners, identify areas where relevant
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research is needed, and provide funding for research projects (Skolforskningsinstitutet
2017).
In sum, during the recent decades, teacher training institutions in the Scandinavian
countries were integrated into university colleges and universities, several institutions
funding, conducting, and disseminating educational research were established, and standardised testing was implemented in all three countries. This created a larger focus on
educational research, allowed for larger research groups and more variation in the
research methods employed, and laid the foundation for educational RCTs in Scandinavia.

Study aim
The purpose of this paper is to examine the development of RCTs of interventions
aimed at improving the academic performance of children in Scandinavian compulsory schools (grades 0–10: pupil ages 6–15), to identify policies and organisational
eﬀorts that paved the way for the growth in educational RCTs in Denmark, Norway
and Sweden, and look into possible drivers or barriers for this growth and the
diﬀerences across countries.

Method
To collect relevant information, we performed a systematic search of the research
literature, searched governmental documents, and contacted central employees in
funding agencies, ministries and research environments.

Search strategy
We searched for education trials in several ways: (1) a systematic search of bibliographic
databases; (2) a search for grey literature and (3) contacting researchers and government
oﬃcials. We included both trials with published results and trials that were ongoing.
Databases were searched in July 2017. We searched four international bibliographic
databases for publications from 1997 and onwards: PsycInfo, ERIC, Soc Index and Econ
Lit. The search was made up of conjunctions of the following terms: student*, pupil*,
child*, Denmark*, Sweden*, Norway*, Scandinavia*, learn*, teach*, instruction*, school*,
mathematic*, education*, practice*, classroom*, RCT*, random* control* trial*, trial* and
experiment*. Publications were screened based on abstract and title.
We used snowballing techniques to ﬁnd grey literature (i.e. unpublished and ongoing
studies). We searched Google and the homepages of ministries, government agencies,
and funding bodies in the three countries. We looked through reference lists and
contacted researchers who had conducted trials and asked them whether they had
ongoing studies and whether they knew of other RCTs. We also contacted government
and private oﬃcials involved in funding educational research.

Data collection
In order to gain knowledge about the historical reasons for funding decisions of education trials and methodological preferences among policymakers, we contacted central
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employees in funding agencies, ministries, and research environments. Employees were
selected for participation if they worked in a central position with knowledge of
processes leading to funding decisions. We tried to get an interview with one government representative in each country. We conducted two semi-structured interviews –
one in person (Denmark) and one by telephone (Norway). Both interviews lasted about
45 min and followed the same interview guide. We were unable to arrange an interview
with a Swedish representative. We also gathered information through 25 email correspondences with employees from all three countries. E-mail correspondences mostly
addressed speciﬁc questions about trials the employee was involved in, questions about
historical development, or comments on speciﬁc text sections.
To supplement the information gathered through personal contact, we studied
central documents and policies from ministries and government agencies. To learn
more about the absence of policy-initiated RCTs in Sweden, we performed a search of
the publication database of the National Agency for Education (Skolverket 2017b) – the
government agency mainly responsible for evaluations in grades 0–9 during the period.
We used the search terms ‘evaluation’ (utvärdering), ‘intervention’ (intervention) and
‘eﬀect’ (eﬀekt) for the publication database. We also searched the agency’s website for
mentions of RCTs using abbreviated terms synonymous with randomisation in Swedish
(random* and slump*).

Eligibility criteria and data extraction
We used the following inclusion criteria for each trial: the intervention had to be
randomly assigned. The trial had to examine an intervention carried out in a school
setting with the primary aim of improving the academic performance of children in
grades 0–10 in Denmark, Norway or Sweden. The intervention did not have to consist of
solely academic activities; we included, for instance, a physical training trial with the
main purpose of improving students’ mathematics skills. But trials examining nonacademic interventions such as anti-bullying, mindfulness and providing school lunches
were excluded if they did not include academic outcomes but aimed to improve, for
example, student well-being.
Each publication was screened by a research assistant who was under supervision by
the ﬁrst, second and third authors. Publications that seemed relevant were screened
using the full-text version. Screening was performed in Mendeley. We extracted information about grade level and student age, study period, sample size (N), project owner,
funding source and the overall aim of the included trials.
Trials were characterised as either policy- or researcher initiated. Policy-initiated trials
were deﬁned as trials initiated by and partly or fully ﬁnanced by national or local
government institutions. These trials are typically initiated by contracting authorities
such as ministerial institutions or agencies who issue calls for tenders. Following public
procurement rules, (invited) research institutions and/or private organisations will submit their tenders and compete for the contract. The level of detail and predeﬁned
requirements regarding research designs described in the calls for tenders may vary
substantially between calls, i.e. some projects are predeﬁned as randomised trials, while
others are open for diﬀerent designs. Researcher-initiated trials were deﬁned as trials
initiated by research institutions such as universities, research centres or university
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colleges. These projects may be funded fully by the institution itself or may be partly or
fully funded by, for example, research councils, foundations or ministries.

Ethical considerations
It was not necessary to obtain ethics approval for this study. We informed all participants
that we sought information on educational RCTs and we explained that the information
they provided would be presented in a condensed form. Interview participants were
asked whether they wanted to be anonymous and whether any of the information given
was conﬁdential.

Findings
The bibliographic database search yielded 1336 articles, of which 33 were screened in
full text. When combining all searches, 55 studies met the inclusion criteria. Table 2
provides information about the characteristics of each included trial. The table is divided
by the country in which the trial is conducted and whether it is policy- or researcher
initiated.
Figure 1 shows the development of RCTs in the three countries. For a few trials, we
lack information on the timing of the project; these trials are included in the most likely
time period by using publication dates.
There were few RCTs up until 2010, after which the number of initiated studies
increased in all countries, particularly in Denmark. We describe the characteristics of
included RCTs and document the methodological preferences among policymakers by
country below.

Denmark
Number of trials
In Denmark, the ﬁrst RCT was initiated in 1992 (Elbro and Petersen 2004). The trials
initiated in the 1990s were smaller scale studies (N < 100) compared with later trials, and
the majority of the early trials were initiated by researchers within the ﬁeld of linguistics.
In total, the search identiﬁed 14 researcher-initiated RCTs.
We identiﬁed 13 policy-initiated Danish trials. The ﬁrst one was initiated in 2012 and
was an evaluation of a co-teacher intervention performed for the Ministry of Education
by TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research (Andersen et al. 2016). The Centre has been
responsible for several of the Danish education RCTs since then.
Funding
Almost all policy-initiated studies have been fully or partly funded by the Ministry of
Education (12), whereas only one trial was funded by the Danish Ministry of Social
Aﬀairs. Most policy-initiated trials were carried out at TrygFonden’s Centre for Child
Research (8), a smaller number at SFI – The Danish National Centre for Social Research
(4), and one trial at Aarhus University.
The majority of the researcher-initiated trials were funded fully or partly by the Danish
Research Councils (6). TrygFonden also funded some (4).

Project title

2546 students (118
schools)
451 students (105
groups)
153 students
(136 schools)

2013–2016

2013–2016

2013–2018

Planned sample size:
600 classes
Planned sample size:
650 students
Planned sample size:
1800 students

2015–2018

2015–2018

2016–2019

Grade 3 and 5
Age 9 and 11

Eﬀects of school directed interventions for children
with low socioeconomic status (Skolerettede
indsatser)
Grade 3 and 5 Eﬀects of Club Letterbox and Paired Reading in a
Age 9 and 11
Danish context
(Skole-understøttende indsater for udsatte børn)
Grade 8
Eﬀects of intensive learning camps
Age 14
(Turboforløb)

2066 students (169
schools)

2014–2016

2014–2016

2014–2015

6161 students (158
schools)
10,127 students
(169 schools)

648 students (51
schools)

2013–2016

2013–2016

10,198 students
(241 schools)
1931 students (90
schools)

N

2012–2014

Study period

Grade 5 and 7 Eﬀects of teacher-targeted training.
Age 11 and 13 The Inclusion Panel – a longitudinal panel study
(Inklusionspanelet. Lærerrettet kursus i inklusion)

Grade 8
Eﬀects of student involvement (Elevinddragelse i
Age 14
folkeskolen)
Grade 5 and 7 Eﬀects of a student coping course.
Age 11 and 13 The Inclusion Panel – a longitudinal panel study
(Inklusionspanelet. Elevrettet mestringsforløb;
MinMestring)

Denmark, policy-initiated RCTs (N = 13)
Grade 6
The eﬀect of co-teacher interventions
Age 12
(Eﬀekten af 2-lærer)
Grade 4
Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based education in classes –
Age 10
ﬁrst trial (Modersmålsbaseret undervisning –
forsøg for hele klasser)
Grade 4
Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based education in small
Age 10
groups (Modersmålsbaseret undervisning –
forsøg for grupper)
Grade 4–5
Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based education in classes –
Age 10–11
second trial (Modersmålsbaseret undervisning –
andet forsøg for hele klasser)
Grade 1
Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based education in small
Age 7
groups (Modersmålsbaseret undervisning –
forsøg med modersmåls-undervisning)
Grade 1–7
Educational support interventions for children in
Ages 7–14
foster care (Skolestøtte til børn i familiepleje)

Educational
level and
average age

Danish Ministry of Education

SFI – The Danish National Centre for Social
Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Education,
co-funded by TrygFonden

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Education

SFI – The Danish National Centre for Social
Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Social
Aﬀairs

SFI – The Danish National Centre for Social
Research

Aarhus University

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Education

Danish Ministry of Education

Funding source

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

Project owner

Table 2. Policy and research initiated RCTs in the educational sector, by country.

PI: S.C. Andersen and M.
Humlum

Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based
education implemented in small
groups
Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based
education implemented in classes

Eﬀects of intensive learning camps

Eﬀect of a student targeted
intervention to support the
inclusion of students with special
needs in general education
classrooms.
Eﬀect of a teacher targeted
intervention to support the
inclusion of students with special
needs in general education
classrooms.
Eﬀects of school directed
interventions for children with
low socioeconomic status
Eﬀects of Club Letterbox and Paired
Reading in a Danish context

Eﬀect of educational support
interventions for children in foster
care on academic performance,
cognitive development,
behaviour and well-being
Eﬀects of student involvement

Eﬀects of ﬁrst language education
implemented in small groups

(Andersen, Humlum, and
Nandrup 2016)

Eﬀects of ﬁrst language based
education implemented in classes

(Continued)

PI: M. Rosholm and K.
Gumede

PI: M. Rosholm

PI: M. Rosholm

(Keilow et al. 2016)

(Keilow et al. 2016)

(Jakobsen et al. 2016)

PI: S.C. Andersen, M.
Humlum and T.S.
Guul
PI: M. Eiberg

PI: S.C. Andersen and M.
Humlum

(Andersen et al. 2016)

Eﬀects of co-teacher interventions

Theme

Publications, working
paper or Principal
Investigator (PI)
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Project title

The importance of genre knowledge for text
comprehension
– a training study
Eﬀects of it support
(It-støtte i almen-undervisningen)

Grade 8
Age 14

Grade 2–3
Age 8–9

Grade 1
Age 7

Grades 1–2
Age 7–8

Eﬀects of teacher targeted Classroom Management
training on student concentration, well-being and
learning
(Efteruddannelse af lærere i indskolingen ELI)
A 9-month classroom-based physical activity
programme involving integration of physical
activity into the maths-lessons delivered by the
schools’ maths teachers
Eﬀect of a home-based reading intervention (READ)

Synthetic speech feedback for teaching reading to
disabled readers with language disorders

Grade 2–8
Age 8–14

Grades 4–6
Age 10–12

Eﬀects of morphological awareness training on the
reading and spelling skills of children with
dyslexia

Grade 4–5
Age 10–11

Denmark, researcher-initiated RCTs (N = 14)
Long-term eﬀects of phoneme awareness and letter
Kindergarten
sound training: An intervention study with
(Grade 0)
children at risk for dyslexia
Follow up in
grades 2,
3 and 7
Age 4–6, 8, 9
and 13
Grade 5
Evaluation of synthetic speech feedback
Age 11

Quality in Danish language and math teaching
Grades 4–5
(KiDM – Kvalitet i dansk og matematik)
and 7–8
Age 10–11
and 13–14

Educational
level and
average age

Table 2. (Continued).
N

2140 students (29
schools)

505 students

2012–2013

2013–2016

1160 students
(22 schools)

2010–2012

490 students

326 students (17 whole
classes)

2002–2003

2009–2012

74 students
(4 schools)

60 students

123 students in total
(35 treatment classes,
44 control classes),
82 at-risk pupils
randomised to
treatment or
control
65 students
(4 schools)

2400 students
(12 schools) and 2800
students
(14 schools),
respectively for
Danish and
Mathematics
interventions

1994–1996

1994–1996

1994–1996

1992–1997

2016–2018

Study period

Danish Research Council for
the
Humanities and Danish
Ministry of Education
No external funding,
University of Copenhagen

Danish Research Council and
University of Copenhagen

Danish Research Council and
Rebekka Foundation

Centre of Research in Childhood Health,
Department of Sports Science and
Clinical Biomechanics, University of
Southern Denmark
TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

Centre for Strategic Education Research
(CSER), University of Aarhus

IMK foundation, Copenhagen
and University of
Southern Denmark,
Odense
TrygFonden’s Centre for
Child Research

Danish Council for Strategic
Research

Danish Research Council for
the
Humanities
SFI – The Danish National Centre for Social SFI – The Danish National
Research and Horsens Municipality
Centre for Social Research
and Horsens Municipality

Centre for Reading Research, University of
Copenhagen

Department of General and Applied
Linguistics, University of Copenhagen

Centre for Reading Research, University of
Copenhagen

Centre for Reading Research, University of
Copenhagen

Department of General and Applied
Linguistics, University of Copenhagen

Eﬀect of a three year it support
intervention (CD-ord) on student
reading abilities (using Danish
language national test scores)
Eﬀects of teacher targeted Classroom
Management training on student
well-being, concentration skills
and learning
Eﬀect of a classroom-based PA
intervention on mathematical
achievement, creativity, executive
function, BMI and aerobic ﬁtness
Eﬀect of a home-based reading
intervention

Eﬀects of synthetic speech feedback
for disabled readers with
language disorders
Eﬀects of morphological awareness
training on the reading and
spelling skills of children with
dyslexia
Eﬀects of using synthetic speech
feedback when teaching disabled
readers with language disorders
to read
Eﬀect of genre knowledge training
on student text comprehension

Eﬀect of phoneme awareness and
letter sound training

Theme
Eﬀects of a didactic method and
connected teaching materials,
which promotes dialogical,
creative and application-oriented
elements of teaching

Funding source
Danish Ministry of Education,
Headmasters’ union
(Skolelederforeningen),
Teachers’ union
(Danmarks
Lærerforening)

Project owner
University of Southern Denmark, Aalborg
University, University College South
Denmark, University College Zealand,
University College of Northern
Denmark

(Continued)

(Andersen and Nielsen
2016)

(Have et al. 2016)

(Keilow et al. 2015;
Keilow et al. 2017)

(Christensen et al. 2015)

(Elbro and Knudsen
2010)

(Elbro, Rasmussen, and
Spelling 1996)

(Elbro and Arnbak 1996;
Arnbak and Elbro
2000)

(Elbro, Rasmussen, and
Spelling 1996)

(Elbro and Petersen
2004)

PI: T. Illum Hansen

Publications, working
paper or Principal
Investigator (PI)
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Digital learning material
(Digitalt læringsredskab)
READ Implementation (READ Implementering)

Small group Instruction in Mathematics for Pupils
Level 1–4: Eﬀects of a randomised controlled trial
intervention study

Two Teachers: Increasing the Opportunities to
Diﬀerentiate Literacy instruction

Grades 1–4
Age 6–9

Grades 1–4
Age 6–9

Norway, researcher-initiated RCTs (N = 7)

Increased healthcare resource in systematic and
structured interaction with school

Grades 5–7
Age 10–12

Norway, policy-initiated RCTs (N = 4)
Grade 5–7
Improving Interprofessional Collaboration in
Age 10–12
Norwegian Primary Schools. A cluster-randomised
eﬀect evaluation of the LOG-model

Kindergarten
(Grade 0)
Age 6
Grade 2
Age 8
Grade 2
Age 8

Scaﬀolding 2. graders’ reading of unfamiliar text with
digital learning material that supports and
strengthens students’ decoding while students
are reading for meaning
Integrated teaching of spelling and reading for at-risk
children

Grade 2
Age 8

Project title

LCoMotion (Learning, Cognition and Motion) – a
school-based physical activity intervention on
cognitive performance

Grade 6 and 7
Age 12–13

Educational
level and
average age

Table 2. (Continued).
N

5700 students
(150 schools)

(160 schools)
(Ongoing recruitment)

2016–2021

2016–2021

8966 students (108
schools)

1776 students
(37 schools)

2016–2019

2016–2019

2016–2018

1013 students (47
classes)
Approx. 7800 students
(572 schools)

74 students
(17 classes)

2015–2016

2016–2017

1013 students
(47 classes)

632 students (16
schools)

2015

2013–2014

Study period

Project owner

Norwegian Centre for Reading Education
and Reading Research, University of
Stavanger

Norwegian Directorate for
Education and Training

NIFU – Nordic Institute for Studies in
Innovation and Centre for Learning
Environment at the University of
Stavanger and the Norwegian Institute
of Public Health (FHI)
NIFU – Nordic Institute for Studies in
Innovation, Research and Education

Norwegian Research Council,
Educational Research
(LÆREEFFEKT)

Norwegian Research Council,
Educational Research
(LÆREEFFEKT)

Norwegian Directorate for
Education and Training

TrygFonden

TrygFonden

Eﬀect of the LOG-model:
management, organisation and
implementation of a
development process where the
goal is an appropriate
multidisciplinary collaboration in
the school
Eﬀect of increased healthcare
resource in lower secondary
school on drop-out and
completion in upper secondary
education
Eﬀect of increased teacher-student
ratio in Mathematics instruction
(small group instruction) in
grades 1–4
Eﬀect of increased teacher-student
ratio (co-teaching) and
professional development for
teachers, in literacy instruction

Eﬀect of READ (a home-based
reading intervention)
implemented in several
municipalities in Denmark

Eﬀect of integrated teaching of
spelling and reading for at-risk
children
Eﬀects of digital learning material

(Continued)

(Solheim, Rege, and Erin
2017)

PI: V. Opheim and K.V.
Salvanes

PI: Roger Andre Federici

PI: Ira MalmbergHeimonen

(Gissel and Andersen
2017)
PI: S.C. Andersen and U.
Hvidman

PI: C. Elbro

PI: S.T. Gissel

Eﬀects of a three month reading
intervention using digital learning
material

No external funding,
PhD Grant from University
College Lillebælt
TrygFonden

(Tarp et al. 2016)

Theme
Eﬀects of a school-based physical
activity intervention in enhancing
cognitive performance in 12–14year-old adolescents

Funding source
Danish Ministry of Education

Oslo and Akershus University College of
Applied Sciences (HiOA) and University
of Tromsø

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

TrygFonden’s Centre for Child Research

Centre for Reading Research, University of
Copenhagen

Department of Sport Science and Clinical
Biomechanics, Research Unit for
Exercise Epidemiology, Centre of
Research in Childhood Health,
University of Southern Denmark
University College Lillebælt (Center for
Anvendt forskning i Pædagogik og
Samfund)

Publications, working
paper or Principal
Investigator (PI)
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137 students

2015–2019

2016–2020

The vocabulary learning challenge – How can we
improve learning eﬃciency?
Ameliorating arithmetic problems in children that
struggle with early number sense: a randomised
controlled trial
Enhancing second-language learning in young
language minority students: an intervention study
in early elementary school years

Grade 2
Age 7
Grade 1
Age 6

Grade 3
Age 9

Eﬀects of a randomised reading intervention study

Sweden, researcher-initiated RCTs (N = 16)
Grade 4
Why Do Some Resist Phonological Intervention? A
Age 10
Swedish Longitudinal Study of Poor Readers in
Grade 4
Grade 2–3
Phonological or Orthographic Training for Children
Age 8–9
with Phonological or Orthographic
Decoding Deﬁcits

Sweden, policy-initiated RCTs (N = 1)
Grade 0–12
Interventions to improve the quality of education for
Age 6–18
newly-arrived immigrant students
(Insatser för att stärka utbildningens kvalitet för
nyanlända elever)

Grade 1 and 2
Age 6 and 7

2014–2018

The Down’s syndrome LanguagePlus-project

Grade 1
Age 6

112 students
(59 schools)

100 students
(20 schools)

2003–2004

2007–2010

65 students
(14 schools)

100 municipalities
(Students and
schools not
reported)

Not reported

1170 students
(19 schools)

1994–1995

2016–2020

2016–2019

724 students
(12 schools)
120 students
(9 schools)

2014–2018

On Track – Reducing the number of children with
reading diﬃculties

Grade 1
Age 6

1145 students
(57 schools)

2013–2017

N
236 students
(6 schools)

Active Smarter Kids (ASK)

2009–2012

Study period

Grade 5
Age 10

Project title

Activation of background knowledge for inference
making

Grade 6
Age 11

Educational
level and
average age

Table 2. (Continued).
Project owner

Department of Education, University of
Gothenburg

Department of Behavioural Sciences and
Swedish Institute for Disability
Research, Linköping University

Department of Education and Psychology,
Linköping University

National Agency for Education and
Institute for Evaluation of Labour
Market and Education Policy

Department of Education, University of
Oslo

Department of Special Educational Needs,
University of Oslo
Department of Special Educational Needs,
University of Oslo

Norwegian Centre for Reading Education
and Reading Research, University of
Stavanger
Department of Special Educational Needs,
University of Oslo

Sogn and Fjordane University College

University of Copenhagen and University
of Stavanger

Funding source

Swedish Research Council
and Swedish
Tercentenary
Bank Foundation

Bank of Sweden
Tercentenary Foundation

Municipality of Norrköping

National Agency for
Education

University of Oslo

Norwegian Research Council
– Strategic Projects –
University Colleges (SHP),
Gjensidige foundation,
Norwegian School of Sport
Sciences
Norwegian Research Council,
Educational Research
(FINNUT)
Norwegian Research Council,
Educational Research
(FINNUT)
Norwegian Research Council,
(FRIHUMSAM)
University of Oslo

University of Stavanger

Theme

Examines phonological awareness
instruction given to struggling
readers
Compares phonological training to
orthographical training to
ordinary special instruction for
children with decoding diﬃculties
Evaluates a reading and ﬂuency
training programme based on
phonemic awareness for students
with word decoding deﬁcits

Support for municipalities to improve
the quality of education for
newly-arrived immigrant students

Develop and test language
intervention in young minority
students

Early intensive reading intervention
for children at risk of reading
diﬃculties
Develop and test language
intervention for ﬁrst graders who
have Down’s syndrome
Develop and test eﬀect of vocabulary
intervention
Develop and test intervention in early
maths skills

(Continued)

(Wolﬀ 2011; Wolﬀ 2016)

(Gustafson, Ferreira, and
Rönnberg 2007)

(Gustafson, Samuelsson,
and Jerker 2000)

PI: Anna Sjögren & Björn
Öckert

PI: M. C. Heller

PI: M. Melby-Lervåg, P.
Aunio & R. Mononen

PI: B.E. Hagtvedt

(Næss et al. 2017)

(Lundetræ et al. 2017;
Solheim et al. 2018)

Activation of background knowledge (Buch-Iversen 2010;
Elbro and Buch-Iversen
for inference making: Eﬀects on
2013)
reading comprehension. Scientiﬁc
Studies of Reading
(Resaland et al. 2015;
Develop and test the eﬀect of an
Resaland et al. 2016)
intervention that stimulates
increased physical activity in
school

Publications, working
paper or Principal
Investigator (PI)
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2013–2016
(project
started in
2011)
Not reported

Not reported

Short and Long-Term Eﬀects of a Mathematics Tablet
Intervention for Low Performing Second Graders

Working Memory Training – A Cogmed Intervention

Intensive Reading with Reading Lists – An
Intervention Study

2013–2014

Phonological awareness training with articulation
promotes early reading development

Kindergarten
(Grade 0)
Age 6
Grade 2
Age 8

Grade 2–3
and grade
7–9
Age 8–9 and
13–15
Grade 1
Age 7

2010–2013

Numbers, reasoning, and representation – An
intervention study in kindergarten mathematics

Kindergarten
(grade 0)
Age 6

32 students

60 students

283 students

69 students
(2 schools)

124 students
(9 schools)

41 students
(3 schools)

2006–2007

Auditory Processing in Developmental Dyslexia: An
Exploratory Study of an Auditory and Visual
Matching Training Programme with Swedish
Children with Developmental Dyslexia

Grade 1–6
Age 7–12

N
100 students

Study period
2008–2009

Project title

Eﬀects of Three Interventions on the Reading Skills of
Children With Reading Disabilities in Grade 2

Grade 2
Age 8

Educational
level and
average age

Table 2. (Continued).
Project owner

Linnaeus University

Linnaeus University

Department of Psychology, Uppsala
Universitet

Linnaeus University

Centre for Education Science and Teacher
Research, University of Gothenburg

Department of Applied Sciences of
Education, University of Helsinki

Department of Behavioural
Sciences and Learning, Linköping
University

No external funding

No external funding

National Board of Health and
Welfare
(Socialstyrelsen)

No external funding

Finnish Cultural Foundation
and University of Helsinki,
Department of Applied
Sciences of Education,
Special Education
Not reported

Develop and evaluate an intervention
with structured and explicit
instruction focussing on numbers
and children’s and teachers’
collective reasoning about
representations
Examine a whole-class intervention of
phonological training with
articulation
Examine a tablet intervention
targeting mathematics skills and
working memory for low
performing second graders
Examine an intervention where
students with decoding
diﬃculties get to train with
reading lists by the ‘Wendick
model of intensive reading’
Evaluate an intervention using a
computerised programme for
working memory training

Theme
Eﬀects of three computerised training
programmes for children with
reading disabilities: One bottomup intervention aimed at
improving word decoding skills
and phonological abilities, one
intervention focused on topdown processing on the word
and sentence levels, and one was
a combination of these two
training programmes
Examine if training using a nonverbal
auditory-visual matching task had
a remedial eﬀect on reading skills
in developmental dyslexia

Funding source
Swedish Council for Working
Life and Social Research

(Continued)

(Fälth, Jaensson, and
Johansson 2016)

(Fälth, Nilvius, and
Anvegård 2015)

PI: M.H. Hallstedt

(Fälth, Gustafson, and
Svensson 2017)

(Sterner, Wolﬀ, and
Helenius 2015)

(Törmänen and Takala
2009)

(Gustafson et al. 2011;
Fälth et al. 2013)

Publications, working
paper or Principal
Investigator (PI)
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Not reported

2017–2019

Eﬀective interaction for optimal language
development and classroom learning (Eﬀektiv
interaktion för optimal språk-utveckling och
lärande i klassrummet. Lärare och barn i en
randomiserad kontrollerad studie)

Kindergarten
(grade 0)
to grade 3
Age 6–9

Project owner

Department of Clinical Sciences, Lund
University

Department of Education, Uppsala
University

Department of Education and Special
Education, University of Gothenburg
VIVE – The Danish Centre for Social Science
Research

Linköping University

Department of Neuroscience, Karolinska
Institutet

Funding source

Institute for Educational
Research

Swedish Research Council

Institute for Evaluation of
Labour Market and
Education Policy

Not reported

Municipalities of Linköping
and Norrköping

Marcus and Amalia
Wallenberg Foundation

Theme
Four treatments targeting a general
population of 6-year-olds:
working memory training (WMT),
number line training (NLT),
combined WMT and NLT, and
reading (active control). The three
ﬁrst interventions aim to improve
mathematics abilities
Examine an intervention focusing on
students’ declarative, procedural,
and conceptual knowledge of
arithmetic
Vocabulary intervention in third
grade
Examine the eﬀects of a multisensory
literacy intervention for at-risk
students on tests of decoding
skills, letter knowledge,
phonological awareness, and
motivation
Examine an intervention where
teachers get training in how to
implement a co-operative
learning procedure in their
classrooms
Communication and literacy
intervention in the early years (K3)

PI: B. Sahlén

PI: N. Klang

PI: J. Dietrichson

PI: U. Wolﬀ

PI: M. Engvall

(Nemmi et al. 2016)

Publications, working
paper or Principal
Investigator (PI)

The number of students, schools and classes may be calculated diﬀerently in the trials and may therefore not be directly comparable.
Average student age was estimated from grade levels if not stated in the study documentation. Other types of information that we were unable to acquire at the time of this study (grade level, study period, number of observations or funding
source) is indicated as Not reported.
PI: Principal Investigator.
Source: Authors’ original, unpublished Table.

Planned sample size:
1200 students

2017–2018

Planned sample size:
161 students
(12 schools)

Inclusion through group learning: A mixed-methods
study (Inkludering genom lärande i grupp)

2017–2018

Grade 5
Age 11

Multi-sensory literacy learning for at-risk students in
kindergarten and ﬁrst grade

Not reported

2016

Traditional algorithm or decomposition method? An
intervention study focusing on students’
declarative, procedural, and conceptual
knowledge of arithmetic
Not reported

Grade 2
Age 8

2017-

390 students

Spring 2015

Kindergarten
(Grade 0)
Age 6

Grade 3
Age 9
Kindergarten
(Grade 0)
and grade
1
Age 6 and 7

N
308 students
(2 schools)

Study period

Project title

Behavior and neuroimaging at baseline predict
individual response to combined mathematical
and working memory training in children

Educational
level and
average age

Table 2. (Continued).
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Figure 1. The development of randomised controlled trials in the three countries.
Source: Authors original, unpublished Figure.

Topics
The early educational RCTs in Denmark focussed on a narrow target group of children
with dyslexia or other speciﬁc learning disabilities. As these types of studies continued to
be carried out, other trials with broader scopes and larger sample sizes (N > 1000) were
initiated alongside. These trials from 2010 and onwards include impact evaluations of
more general teaching methods, such as classroom management or co-teacher interventions. Other examples include interventions to improve reading for at-risk groups,
and interventions involving physical activity or digital learning materials.
Age groups
Several of the researcher-initiated trials evaluate interventions at rather early-grade
levels (7 of the 14 trials cover grades 0–3, pupil age 6–9), whereas the policy-initiated
trials cover a broader age range. In total, studies cover grades 0–8 (pupil age 6–14).
Methodological preferences among policymakers
In 2006, a report from the Danish Globalisation Council (‘Globaliseringsrådet’) recommended more quantitative education research. This recommendation was included in
the Research 2015 (‘Forsk 2015ʹ) goals that were published in 2008. Education research
was highly prioritised by the Danish Council for Strategic Research, which reserved a
signiﬁcant amount of funding resources for impact studies for the years 2009 and 2010.
This included funding for a trial evaluating teacher-targeted classroom management
training in 2010, which was the ﬁrst large RCT in Danish education research that had a
diﬀerent focus in comparison with previous interventions focussed speciﬁcally on
reading.
The Danish School Council (Skolerådet) was established in 2006 with the aim of
advising the minister of education. From 2009, the council recommended that the
minister change the practice of supporting many small projects without proper impact
evaluation designs to prioritise the support of larger projects incorporating impact
evaluations. The School Council developed guidelines for research and development
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projects in 2011. With the election in 2011, the government changed from right wing to
left wing. The push for more experimental trials gained support and the guidelines from
the School Council led to the development of a strategy for research and development.
This was published by the Ministry of Education in 2014 and is still in use. The aim of the
strategy was to support the development of high-quality knowledge on what works for
schools and educational institutions to improve students’ academic skills and well-being
(Undervisningsministeriet 2014, 4). The strategy highlighted that the Ministry of
Education would support relevant experimental trials to examine the eﬀects of education interventions (Undervisningsministeriet 2014, 5).

Norway
Number of trials
In Norway, we identiﬁed 11 RCTs initialised within the ﬁeld of education (grades
1–10; pupil age 6–15). The ﬁrst trial was initiated in 2009 (Buch-Iversen 2010; Elbro
and Buch-Iversen 2013), and all except this ﬁrst trial are still ongoing. In total, the
search identiﬁed seven researcher-initiated RCTs and four policy-initiated Norwegian
trials.
Funding
Most of the included studies were funded by the Research Council of Norway (5) or the
Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training (4). The remaining two RCTs were
funded by the University of Stavanger and University of Oslo, respectively.
Topics
The policy-initiated RCTs (4) evaluated the eﬃcacy of governmental initiatives: for example,
the increased teacher–student ratio or means taken to prevent dropout. The majority of the
researcher-initiated studies tested the eﬃcacy of diﬀerent teaching methods for students
with special needs or with disabilities, including students with language problems, arithmetic problems, reading diﬃculties and students with Down’s syndrome. The only exception was an RCT that evaluated the eﬀect of increased physical activity.
Age groups
We found interventions across grades 1–8 (pupil age 6–13), but the majority (8) of RCTs
evaluated the eﬀect of interventions given in grades 1–5 (pupil age 6–10).
Methodological preferences among policymakers
A parliamentary report from 2006 explicitly states the need for studies that test the
eﬃcacy of early interventions for vulnerable groups as well as the eﬀect of special
education (Kunnskapsdepartementet 2006). In a 2013 report to the parliament,
research on how the welfare society and educational system function was deﬁned a
priority area (Kunnskapsdepartementet 2012). However, impact studies or RCTs were
not explicitly mentioned. The Ministry of Education’s Strategy for Educational Research
2014–2019 (Kunnskapsdepartementet 2014) and a recent report to the parliament
(Kunnskapsdepartementet 2016) both explicitly highlighted impact studies. The 2016
report concluded that most of the previous evaluations of national initiatives had been
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in the form of subjective evaluations and descriptions of the situation before, during
and after the initiatives. The report argued that this was a limitation, but one which
should be viewed in the context of (a) governmental initiatives rarely being designed
in a way accustomed to impact evaluation and (b) a limited number of research groups
with the competence to carry out RCTs. To overcome these problems, the report
suggested that more governmental initiatives should be organised and carried out
in a way that makes impact evaluation possible, meaning that the initiatives should be
systematically planned and implemented, preferably assisted by researchers. The 2016
report also launched a new funding scheme for innovation in the educational sector
where researchers and local school owners are encouraged to identify knowledge
gaps, implement interventions and evaluate the eﬀectiveness of the treatment (preferably by RCTs) together. The arrangement will be implemented by the Norwegian
Research Council.

Sweden
Number of trials
We found 17 Swedish RCTs. The ﬁrst study was initiated in 1994 (Gustafson, Samuelsson,
and Jerker 2000), but the majority of studies were relatively recent. All but one trial was
researcher initiated. Early RCTs were mostly small (N < 100), whereas all ongoing or
unpublished studies have more than 100 participants.
Funding for RCTs has been provided by a diverse set of organisations, including
government agencies (7), municipalities (2) and private foundations (3). Three studies
have been performed without external funding, and we lack information about funding
in two cases. It is noteworthy that studies have been funded by agencies such as the
National Board of Health and Welfare and the Swedish Council for Working Life and
Social Research, which are located organisationally under the Ministry of Social Aﬀairs.
The Ministry of Social Aﬀairs is responsible for health care, for example, but not education. In fact, there were only two studies funded by agencies directly connected to the
Ministry of Education, both of them ongoing.
Topics
Ten studies examined reading or literacy interventions aiming to improve, for example,
phonological awareness, decoding, and vocabulary. Four studies evaluated mathematics
interventions, and three targeted both reading and mathematics or broader skills. Nine
studies examined interventions that targeted struggling or at-risk students, and eight
interventions targeted more general student populations.
Age groups
We found interventions across grades 0–9 (pupil age 6–15), but the vast majority (14)
was implemented in grades 0–3 (pupil age 6–9).
Methodological preferences among policymakers
The government agency mainly responsible for evaluations in grade 0–9 during the study
period was the Swedish National Agency for Education. We found no discussion of the use
of RCT designs on their home page. The extra search for Swedish studies revealed no
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publications containing an RCT. The closest thing to a programmatic statement about RCTs
was found in a large evaluation of anti-bullying methods published by the agency. There,
the agency stated that although RCTs are common in evidence-based programme evaluations, it is not possible for a Swedish government agency to use this method, because it has
no right to intervene in school activities and could not, for ethical reasons, require schools to
use a programme with uncertain eﬀects (Skolverket 2011, 46).
The Institute for Educational Research funded one RCT out of seven projects supported in
2016, which was the ﬁrst year the institute gave out grants. In a discussion of the concept of
evidence, the institute argues that it is possible to conduct RCTs within education but that
other methods are also needed: ‘[i]t is not enough to know that something works, or rather
that something has worked. We also need a deeper understanding of why it works and in
what contexts’ (Skolforskningsinstitutet 2017, own translation).
The recent ﬁnal report of the national Swedish School Commission on how to improve
learning outcomes, the quality of teaching, and promote equity in Swedish primary and
secondary schools did not contain suggestions for building a stronger evidence base for
Swedish education interventions through, for example, government-ﬁnanced RCTs or other
types of impact evaluations (Statens Oﬀentliga Utredningar 2017).

Discussion
Our review of educational RCTs in Scandinavia shows some similar trends and tendencies
across the three countries as well as some marked diﬀerences. Perhaps the most salient
similarity is that few RCTs were initiated until about 2011, after which the number of trials
increased in all countries, although at diﬀerent rates. The historical absence of RCTs, and
the subsequent break in the trend, point to some common barriers in the Scandinavian
countries towards conducting RCTs. We ﬁrst discuss such barriers and consider what may
have provided the impetus for the change. Second, we provide some hypotheses as to why
there are diﬀerences between the countries in terms of the timing and type of trials.

Common historical barriers for RCTs in Scandinavia
Research culture
Historically, educational research in all three countries has been dominated by qualitative studies. As researchers make up parts of the boards of funding agencies and serve
as reviewers of proposals, a qualitatively-inclined research culture may make it diﬃcult
to obtain funding for RCTs. Educational policymakers are, furthermore, likely to be at
least partly recruited among people with a background in ﬁelds related to pedagogy or
educational science and to have been educated in a primarily qualitative tradition. A
culture among researchers that mainly values qualitative studies may therefore extend
to policymakers, who, in turn, may not push for experimental trials.
The predominance of qualitative research does not extend across all policy areas in
Scandinavia. There is, for example, a much stronger tradition of using RCTs in the healthcare
sector compared to the education sector in all three countries. If population size is taken into
account, Denmark and Sweden are, in fact, among the countries with the most health RCTs
worldwide (Torgerson and Torgerson 2008). Interestingly, as shown in the results section and
in Table 2, some of the implemented and ongoing educational RCTs have been initiated or
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funded by government agencies more connected to the healthcare or social sector than the
educational sector (like the Swedish National Board of Health and Welfare and the Swedish
Council for Working Life and Social Research, The Danish Ministry of Social Aﬀairs and the
Norwegian Institute of Public Health). We therefore believe that the dominance of qualitative
research within the educational research and policy communities makes up an important
explanatory factor regarding the low number of education RCTs in Scandinavia, at least
historically.
The increase in RCTs during the last years may indicate a change in the culture of
pedagogy or educational science. Yet several of the more recent RCTs have been
initiated by researchers outside pedagogy and educational science, such as political
scientists and economists. Internationally, the push for RCTs within educational research
increased in the 2000s, and this has likely inﬂuenced Scandinavian researchers (Slavin
2002; Raudenbush 2005). At least in Denmark, the increasing use of RCTs was preceded
by a period of an increasing number of non-RCT studies. So, in terms of research culture,
RCTs may be seen as the culmination of a period of a rapidly expanding focus on impact
evaluations coinciding with the introduction of exam grades in national registers.
Because the countries are quite similar in this regard, we do not consider this a major
explanation for the diﬀerences between the countries in the later years.
The recent increase in policy-initiated RCTs in Denmark and Norway does, however,
point to a change in preferences in terms of RCT designs among policymakers. A
contributing reason for this shift in attitudes could be the increased prevalence of
assessments that facilitate international comparisons (e.g. PIRLS, PISA and TIMSS). The
results from these tests have caused considerable debate in all three countries and, as
the results of these comparisons in all cases were largely interpreted in negative
terms, they may have provided one impetus for change. Inﬂuences from abroad may
also explain some of the changes. The US, and to some extent the UK, started
implementing RCTs, particularly policy-initiated RCTs, earlier than the Scandinavian
countries.

Cost
RCTs are, for several reasons, often more costly than other types of experimental research
designs that warrant valid causal inference, and ﬁnding the resources to run RCTs is
possibly more diﬃcult in small countries such as the Scandinavian ones. RCTs are costly
because the intervention itself often involves certain costs, and, in addition, teachers and
schools are often compensated ﬁnancially or otherwise in RCTs, which is not a necessary
expense in retrospective studies (Deding and Høg 2015). Implementation of the intervention is often closely monitored, and data collection often has to be done fully or partly in
the ﬁeld rather than being extracted from registers.
A substantial part of the cost of RCTs pertains to testing. There is less to gain, and it is
more diﬃcult to develop and validate tests in languages with relatively few ﬁrstlanguage speakers. For example, the Swedish National Agency of Education had diﬃculty ﬁnding relevant research and expertise for the construction of test material to
support the new compulsory assessment of ﬁrst-grade students’ reading and mathematics skills (Skolverket 2016). As mentioned in the section on school systems, all three
countries now have regular national tests in place. However, these tests have sometimes
been the subject of heated debates about the pros and cons of standardised testing,
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which may have dissuaded researchers from using them. Another possible barrier has
been that test results have either not been easily available for researchers until recently
(Denmark and Norway) or that the spacing between tests has been (and is) very large
(Norway and Sweden). Long spacing between tests makes test results less well suited for
the short interventions often evaluated within RCTs, as post-tests either have to be
made long after the intervention ended or pre-tests are not current enough.
The marked increase in educational RCTs in Denmark coincides with the implementation of national tests that: (a) are taken relatively often (voluntary tests during the
autumn, and compulsory tests during the spring in many grades); (b) are available
from an early age (second grade); (c) are available in several subjects including reading
and mathematics; and (d) have automated elements, as the tests are taken on and are
corrected by a computer. Thus, the Danish tests have important qualitative advantages
and at the same time reduce the costs of performing RCTs for researchers.

Diﬀerences in the timing, prevalence, and features of RCTs between the countries
The ﬁrst educational RCTs in Denmark and Sweden were conducted in the 1990s, whereas
the ﬁrst trial in Norway did not take place until 2009. The ﬁrst Danish and Swedish studies
were initiated by individual researchers or small research groups and evolved within a
speciﬁc research area, dyslexia, which was apparently a very active research ﬁeld and was
more focussed on experimental designs at that time, compared to other education research
ﬁelds. This is not surprising, as the ﬁeld of special education has historically had a closer
connection to both the health ﬁeld and experimental psychology (Odom et al. 2005). In
addition, links were also evident between the researchers involved in conducting the ﬁrst
studies in all three countries. Although it took place 15 years later than RCTs in Denmark
and Sweden, the ﬁrst RCT in Norwegian educational research also developed within the
research ﬁelds of dyslexia and special education. We do not know why Norwegian
researchers were not as active in this ﬁeld as their Danish and Swedish colleagues.
Denmark has by far the largest number of educational RCTs compared with Norway and
Sweden. It is surprising that the total number of RCTs in Sweden was only a little higher
than in Norway and less than the number of trials in Denmark, considering the fact that the
population of Sweden (10 million) is nearly twice as large as Denmark (5.8 million) and
Norway (5.3 million), respectively. The majority of the Danish studies were initiated after
2010 with funding from the Ministry of Education. The funding for these trials was the
result of a strategic push for more evidence-based knowledge and a political push for more
knowledge on what works. Several trials were funded by the non-proﬁt organisation
TrygFonden. As most of the studies were conducted by researchers at TrygFonden’s
Centre for Child Research, TrygFonden and the Ministry of Education have played a
major role in the large number of recent RCTs in educational research in Denmark.
Examining whether the trials were initiated by policymakers or researchers, we see a
stark diﬀerence in the number of policy-initiated RCTs. Denmark and Norway have many
policy-initiated trials within the last decade, Sweden only one. As discussed earlier, the
support for RCTs among government agencies and policymakers responsible for education seems weak in Sweden compared to Denmark and Norway.
It is diﬃcult to pin down the reasons why policymakers in Denmark and Norway have
supported the use of RCTs in recent years, while there has been a lack of initiative from the
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Swedish government. We mentioned earlier the debate about educational policy caused by
international comparisons. Although there were some similarities in how these results were
received (e.g. that the results were interpreted negatively), there were also diﬀerences. In
Denmark and Norway, the results were not in line with expectations given the amount of
resources used by the educational systems. This may have led to an increased focus on getting
more value for money and, consequently, on getting evidence on what works. In Sweden, the
political debate about causes and remedies has revolved around general features of the
educational system that align well with traditional left- to right-wing political conﬂicts, such
as segregation and the voucher system. The systemic eﬀects of these features are diﬃcult to
study with RCTs.

Limitations
Although we performed a systematic and comprehensive search for unpublished or
ongoing trials and grey literature, there may be Scandinavian educational RCTs that are
not included in this paper. However, due to the nature of our search, excluded studies are
likely to be ongoing rather than published studies and we therefore do not believe the
addition of such studies would alter our conclusions. A more extensive qualitative approach
may have contributed with a deeper understanding of the development in the three
countries but was not possible due to time constraints. It is also possible that other inclusion
criteria such as including trials in preschool and upper secondary education or including
other research designs than RCTs could have led to other results.

Conclusion
RCTs in educational research were few in Scandinavia as a whole until about 2011, after which
a marked increase in all three countries is seen, although at diﬀerent rates. Up until today, the
largest number of such trials has been conducted in Denmark. As the trajectories in Denmark
and Norway are relatively similar, we believe that the lack of government initiatives to promote
RCTs in Sweden is the most likely explanation for the diﬀerences we see across the
Scandinavian countries. The large-scale funding and coordination from the government in
Denmark and Norway may be crucial, which can also be gleaned from the development in
considerably larger countries such as the US and the UK. The establishment of the Institute for
Education Sciences in the US in 2002, and the Education Endowment Foundation in the UK in
2011, which have both been proponents of RCTs as well as provided funding for many trials,
has been associated with a large increase in the number of RCTs in both countries.
Government support is likely to be even more important in smaller countries such as the
Scandinavian ones, where similar institutions have now been established. In light of the
ﬁndings and trends discussed in this paper, we ﬁnd that the use of RCT designs in
Scandinavian education research is likely to continue.
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